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UPDATE REPORT & ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION 

 

PETERBOROUGH CITY COUNCIL 

 PUBLIC SPEAKING SCHEME - PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

  
Procedural Notes 

  
1.      Planning Officer to introduce application. 

  
2. Chairman to invite Ward Councillors, Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood 
representatives to present their case. 

  
3. Members’ questions to Ward Councillors, Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood 
representatives. 

  
4. Chairman to invite objector(s) to present their case. 

  
5. Members’ questions to objectors. 

  
6. Chairman to invite applicants, agent or any supporters to present their case. 

  
7. Members’ questions to applicants, agent or any supporters. 

  
8. Officers to comment, if necessary, on any matters raised during stages 2 to 7 above. 

  
9. Members to debate application and seek advice from Officers where appropriate. 

  
10.  Members to reach decision. 

  
The total time for speeches from Ward Councillors, Parish Council, Town Council or 
Neighbourhood representatives shall not exceed ten minutes or such period as the Chairman may 
allow with the consent of the Committee. 

  
MPs will be permitted to address Committee when they have been asked to represent their 
constituents. The total time allowed for speeches for MPs will not be more than five minutes unless 
the Committee decide on the day of the meeting to extend the time allowed due to unusual or 
exceptional circumstances.  

  
The total time for speeches in respect of each of the following groups of speakers shall not exceed 
five minutes or such period as the Chairman may allow with the consent of the Committee. 

  
1.      Objectors. 

  
2.      Applicant or agent or supporters.  
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PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMITTEE – 14 DECEMBER 2021 AT 1:30 PM 

LIST OF PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK 

  

Agenda 
Item 

Application Name Ward Councillor / Parish 
Councillor / Objector / 

Applicant  

5.1 21/00864/HHFUL - 17 Welmore Road 
Glinton Peterborough PE6 7LU. 

John Holdich 
 

Simon Machen 

Parish Councillor 
 
 

Applicant 

5.2 21/01015/FUL - 4 Debdale Orton 
Waterville Peterborough PE2 5HS. 

Cllr Knight 
 

Michael 
Chambers 

 
Ian Forsythe 

 
Dennis Kirwan 

 
Jennifer 
Hodgson 

 

Ward Councillor 
 

Objector 
 
 

Objector 
 

Objector 
 

Agent 
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BRIEFING UPDATE 
 

P & EP Committee 14 December 2021 
 

ITEM NO APPLICATION NO SITE/DESCRIPTION 

 
 
 

1. 21/00864/HHFUL 
17 Welmore Road Glinton Peterborough PE6 7LU, Two 
storey extension to side of dwelling and single storey rear 
extension 

 
No Further Comments 
 

2. 21/01015/FUL 
4 Debdale Orton Waterville Peterborough PE2 5HS, Change 
of use from dwelling (Class C3a) to a Residential Institution Use 
(Class C2) with associated alterations to driveway access 

 
Three late representations have been received from local residents: 
 

1. Comment received from a local resident objecting to the proposal: 
 
I am writing to inform you of a concern that I have in relation to a recent planning application See details 
below 
 
Within these plans there are 3 trees which are part of the plans indicated as T1, T2 and T3 - these have 
recently been completely removed - I believe without permission for a conservation area/ and against the 
plans which have been submitted 
 
This has been reported to enforcement@peterborough.gov.uk and no response has been received 
 
The removal of these trees has completed destroyed privacy from the property 
 
Officer comments 
The proposal does not include the removal of any trees on the proposed plans and T1, T2 and T3 are 
still shown on the plans. The planning enforcement team are investigating the enquiry which has now 
been registered and acknowledged.  
 

 
2. Statement received from residents at 9 New Road that are unable to attend the Committee 

meeting: 
 
Unfortunately, we are unable to attend the committee meeting on 14th December as we work full time 
but wanted to formally state our OBJECTION to the proposal noted above.  
 
We have previously submitted detailed letters commenting on the proposed development at no.4 
Debdale along with other concerned residents. We are both surprised and disappointed to see this 
recommended for approval. 
 
Reasons for objection, in no particular order-  

• There have been a number of discrepancies and vague points in the documentation throughout 
this process which demonstrates a lack of due diligence by the applicant. This does not inspire 
confidence in the potential management of this commercial venture going forward.  

 

• Appropriate due process was not followed. No attempt was made to discuss with local residents 
prior to any submission. This does not instil faith in the company who wish to set up a commercial 
venture in our quiet, cul-de-sac residential area. The site notice was extremely hidden, difficult to 
read and poorly displayed as was wrapped around a lamp post across the road so it was not 
obvious outside the development. Adult Commissioning service have also raised a concern over 
the lack of community engagement within the area.  

 

• The Adult Commissioning Service also noted that ‘this application is for a provision of services for 
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people with complex needs who will inevitably present with challenging behaviours which may 
cause disruption to the local community’. This is contrary to LP17 – Amenity Provision LP17a) 
Part A Amenity of Existing Occupiers- Permission will not be granted for development which 
would result in an unacceptable loss of privacy, public and/or private green space or natural 
daylight; be overbearing or cause noise or other disturbance, odour or other pollution; fail to 
minimise opportunities for crime and disorder.  

 

• The PCC have stated that they ‘cannot supply sufficient residents for the business to be viable so 
it is likely that those occupying the facility will be from other local authorities’. If this is the case, 
these establishments should be targeted to said areas as is not economically viable to be located 
in Orton Waterville or favourable for wider family members to visit their loved ones.  

 

• In the Committee report, it states that ‘the proposed development is set off the public highway 
providing parking and turning space to the front of the application site’. The roadway in front of 
the site should not be used as turning space as will obstruct the flow of traffic and restrict access 
from homes along New Road/Debdale & Mill Crescent. With regards to the proposed new 
opening in the stone wall at 3m, extremely skilled manoeuvring will be required to get into any of 
the spaces on site via the narrow aisle between bays. The aisle should be a minimum of 6m in 
width. Visibility will be limited causing a risk to highway and pedestrian safety of local residents.  

 

• In the interests of highway safety, the LHA has requested the opening to be 5.5m wide with 2m 
visibility splays either side to enable manoeuvring on the pinch point of the junction and also 
requested ‘swept path analysis for vehicles entering and exiting the site in forward gear and for 
vehicles parking within the site’. This has been deemed as over ruled by the Committee report. 
This is unacceptable as health, safety and wellbeing of occupants and public should be priority 
above all else. Especially as there is a footpath directly outside the property, utilised by both 
schoolchildren to Bushfield Academy and other members of the public. The roadway leading to 
the proposed site is extremely narrow and the site is at the mid point of New Road/Debdale which 
lead to a junction between two cul de sacs. I do not accept the comment in the committee 
proposal that there is limited likelihood of bottleneck being caused as this is a quiet residential 
street so any increase in traffic with vehicles manoeuvring in the carriageway will cause it to 
become overburdened by additional flow of vehicles. The requirement for the wider access for 
this type of development is contrary to the conservation officers recommendations and therefore 
rendering the location inappropriate for said development on both sides (LHA & Conservation).  

 

• In Section 5 of the Design and Access Statement (March & June 2021) it confirms that ‘the 
property sits within the Orton Waterville Conservation area. The designation demonstrates a 
commitment to positive action to safeguard and enhance the character and appearance of the 
area’. In the committee report it also confirms that ‘the general residential use of the village as a 
whole is apparent as is the need to protect the extensive ornamental tree planting on grass 
verges, hedges and stonewalls’. ‘A statement in the submission is that ‘There is a fairly new 
stone wall to this boundary.’ This wall is not new, it was repointed. The proposal clearly affects 
the above and LP19 (The Historic Environment) through the alterations to the stone wall, either 
the new location for the 3m or the 5m (recommended by the LHA due to the nature of the 
development) opening. The existing parking area will be extended to accommodate 8 no parking 
bays, primarily for use by staff and occasional use by visitors. The report states that the proposal 
preserves the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. This does not preserve the 
character and appearance as the stone wall is proposed to be completely changed, large section 
removed and a commercial parking arrangement within this quiet cul-de-sac.  

 

• In Section 6 of the Design and Access Statement, there are numerous trees within the application 
site and within 15m from the boundary as indicated on the site plan. Their location within a 
Conservation area requires protection. From reviewing other submitted documentation it is 
apparent that some tree removal has already taken place. This is concerning if the applicant has 
contravened regulations and leads to unease again around the potential management of this 
commercial venture.  

 

• In Section 7 of the Design and Access Statement, the dwelling will be internally adapted to 
achieve accommodation for 4no. adults. In the prepared committee report it states: ‘The 
arrangements for the care home, as outlined in the Design and Access Statement are proposed 
as follows- The proposal will accommodate 5 no. adults’. This is inconsistent and there has been 
no concrete evidence that the property is suitable for this new purpose of multiple occupancy in a 
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care home setting with regards to fire regulation requirements or modifications to the property.  
 

• Covenants and restrictions within the Title Register - Why is this property not bound to comply 
with these as all other dwellings are?  

 
In summary, as per our previously submitted letters, we strongly believe that this application should be 
denied so the applicant can seek more appropriate location and facilities to set up this commercial 
venture and ensure they can provide an adequate supported living setup.  
 
We OBJECT to the proposal.  
 
Many thanks for taking the time to review our statement.  
 
Officer Comments 
The objectors have raised several points that are assessed in the Committee Report. With regard to 
other points: it has been confirmed that the number of occupants within the care home will be five based 
on the floor layout plans, not four as reported in the DAS. The matter of tree removal is currently being 
investigated by the planning enforcement team. 
 

 
3. Statement from Mr Kirwan who may not be able to attend the Committee meeting: 

 
RE: Response to the Planning Committee in relation to 4 Debdale application for alteration of use / class.  

Thank you for allowing me further opportunity to express my objections to this development directly to 

the planning committee. Alongside the many resident concerns raised in terms of traffic, congestion, 

noise, pollution, unsuitability of the location in terms conservation area, lack of any meaningful 

engagement by the applicant and concerns over the safeguarding of young people who attend the local 

secondary school, I have a number of specific issues which I believe need to be raised before the 

committee consider the application. 

I will be raising 4 main points which I wish the committee to consider - I shall generally be referring to 

section 5 of the committee report, mainly the ‘principle of the development’ which is from page 8 

onwards as this appears to be the concluding section, where the planning officer forward their 

recommendations. 

Section 5a references the Peterborough Local Plan 2019 Policy LP8 which supports the provision of 

homes for vulnerable persons subject to certain criteria. It states planning permission will be granted 

providing that the development “meets an identified need and is supported by Adult Social Care 

Commissioning”. In none of the documents on the planning portal for either this application or the 

withdrawn application in May 21 is there any indication that an identified need has been found within 

Peterborough. In the report provided to this committee (p5), a whole section of need is outlined, however 

this doesn’t indicate there is an identified need within PCC for this provision. It actually states “PCC has 

been unable to identify specific demand at this time, there is 1 individual who is currently being 

assessed by the applicant as to their suitability for the proposal”. Ward Councilors also comment in 

this section that they are “very concerned that PCC cannot supply sufficient residents for the 

business to be viable”. This suggests that residents of the proposal will be from outside the PCC area 

and as such the ‘need’ required to approve the planning and identified in policy LP8 is clearly not locally 

there. 

Within section 5 it states from Adult Social Care that: “This application is for a provision of services for 

people with complex needs who will inevitably present with challenging behaviours which may cause 

disruption to the local community. There has not been any community engagement in the local area to 

determine the impact for a provision of this type. Beyond this there are no specific objections”. To 

suggest that Adult Social Care have “identified the need and supported this application” is in my mind 

disingenuous. As well as raising 2 very valid points in relation to this application, namely the potential 

impact on local community and the complete lack of engagement from the applicant they conclude their 

state by saying they have “no specific objections”. This cannot be seen as supporting this application. 

When you comment on an application you are given 3 options: support, neutral or object. I would 

suggest their comments are neutral at best and to suggest otherwise is against the spirit of an open and 

transparent planning process. 
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In Section 5c, the case officer reports that the granting of the application would see “no adverse impact 

on privacy to neighbouring properties by way of additional overlooking or loss of privacy from first floor 

level. The garden of the site would be used as the private amenity area for the proposal, there would be 

no adverse change in character of the rear amenity area”. However, since submitting the application, 

trees T1, T2 and T3 on the site plan have been removed by the applicant, this has been reported to 

enforcement@peterborough.gov.uk (no response received). The removal of these trees completely 

alters the privacy levels for us as adjoining neighbours and has altered the character of the rear of the 

amenity area. As Waterville is a conservation area, their removal is against current regulations and 

advice and approval should have been sought from PCC before their removal. Coupled with this, is the 

fact that within the report, section 7 C2 (page 14), states that:  

“The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following details  

• Proposed site plan (drawing number 20 revision A) 

Reason: for the avoidance of doubt and proper planning “ 

Surely the removal of these trees sits against the planning application. 

Section 5d within the report, states the following: “Appendix C of the Peterborough Local Plan (2019) 

outlines the parking requirements for a C2 use as 1 per full-time equivalent staff plus 1 parking 

space per 3 beds. The proposal would have 6 full time equivalent staff and 5 beds on site, as 

such the required parking provision would be 7 parking spaces. The proposal provides 8 car 

parking spaces including 1 accessible parking space”. I believe this statement from the officer is 

incorrect. My understanding and advice sought states that the required parking provision is 8 not 7. This 

is made up of 6 spaces for the full-time equivalent staff = 6, Plus 2 spaces for the 5 beds proposed = 2 (1 

for the first 3 bed and 1 for the next 2).  

To suggest, as the officer has, that the required parking provision is 7, would mean a ratio of 1 car per 5 

beds. This is against the parking requirements as outlined in Appendix C of the Peterborough Local 

Plan (2019).   

You may think this comment is inappropriate as 8 parking spaces have nevertheless been provided, 

however, following the withdrawal of the application in May 21, a “transport technical report 11-06-21” 

was provided by the applicant in response to the concerns raised by numerous residents in relation to 

visitors, medical professionals and therapists etc. In there, it states the following: 

• “It is proposed to have a pool car on-site (the ‘house’ car) which will be parked within the 

car park. 

• Given the proposals provide a total of 8 car parking spaces (although 1 space will be 

utilised by the “pool” car) 

• residents could use the “pool” car to make their prearranged visits.” 

There is no allocated space for the pool car in these plans. If it is included, then in fact 9 spaces are 

required in the plans to meet the specified parking requirements of 1 per full-time equivalent staff plus 1 

parking space per 3 beds.  

In the concluding paragraph the officer recommends that the Local Highways Agency who continue to 

object to these proposals is overruled. I think the calculation used by the officer is incorrect and the use 

of a defined ‘pool’ car means that a 9th parking space is required.  

Later in this section, the officer responds to the following resident’s question about parking and cycle 

provision in the following way:  

“Q) How can cycle users access the cycle store when someone has parked in car bay 4, there will 

be no clearance to open the up and over garage door. Car bay 8 will be difficult to utilise. 

A) A condition has been added onto the decision notice to provide the necessary cycle parking details 

including access into the garage. Officers on balance accept the parking provision and given that the 

necessary parking provision would be 7, the proposal provides 8 so that there is sufficient provision on 

site in line with Policy.” 

The suggestion is that with the extra parking provision of 8 instead of 7 then room will not be an issue, 
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and cycle storage etc. will be a limited issue, however if as I am suggesting in relation to the document 

provided by the applicant, that 9 spaces are in fact needed, then the solutions provided by the applicant 

for both car and cycle provision will both be unworkable and go against the planning regulations.  

My fourth and final point is with regard to covenant. This property will have a very defined 80-year (from 

the late 1960s) covenant in place which is very specific on the type of activities which can and cannot be 

undertaken. It will be clear in the first schedule of the conveyance that an owner of the property "is not 

permitted to carry out any type of business from the property" also "not to use the land or any 

buildings for any purpose which may be or may grow to be a nuisance or annoyance to the 

occupiers of any adjoining or neighboring properties". This local covenant was put in place to 

maintain the integrity of the local residential area. This proposal will alter the area/ nature of this part of 

Orton Waterville with this planned change of use. 

I must raise my alarm at the shoddiness and sheer number of contradictions which are raised in the 

submission documentation provided by this applicant. These were clearly evident both in the 

documentation provided in March 2021 (when the application was withdrawn) and again now. I am 

confused as to how a professional company such as Alderwood/ Achieve Together who claim to be one 

of the UK leading providers would act and run a facility in Debdale which is a well-established residential 

area should this proposal be passed. This change of usage would not be in keeping with this area of 

Orton Waterville. Alderwood has repeatedly stated that this is a proposed 4 bed care home, yet the 

proposed floor plans clearly show 2 units and 3 bedrooms, generating a total of 5 bedrooms. My fear is 

that once the change of usage is granted, then Alderwood would be able to add an additional resident 

and what is being proposed today is not the reality of what we shall be facing as local residents in the 

months and years to come.  

I wish to highlight to the committee the position of stakeholders and respondents to this planning 

proposal both this time and from the withdrawn application May 21: 

Residents: 19 responses / 19 objections (even the figures contained in the report to the planning 

committee are incorrect – p5 revised objections totaled 23 comments from 10 addresses not 7 from 6 as 

contained in the report).  

Orton Waterville Parish Council: Objection 

All 3 Local Ward councilors: Objection 

PCC Highways Services: Objection – overruled by planning officer, this I believe is incorrect in terms of 

parking etc  

Adult Social Care: Officer’s report says no objection but I question this and in fact the LP8 document 

states they must support. 

Children Commissioning: No Comment  

Tree Officer: No objection  

Conservation Officer: No objection   

Finally, I have concern over the statement from the applicant in relation to deliveries and servicing not 

impacting on the local residents and road safety in the area. The idea that a house with 10 adults on site 

daily will not generate large levels of refuse and that kerbside collection is in line with other residents for 

this kind of commercial operation is ridiculous and shows a lack of consideration and regard to the local 

neighbours. I also have major concerns over the potential number of vehicles which this proposal will 

bring into a small residential cul-de-sac which has no space for on street parking and will result in 

vehicles regularly going onto the narrow paths endangering pedestrians (many of which are children who 

use this route on their way to a local secondary school).   

I wish to also highlight the large level of conflicting information provided by the applicant. The report 

submitted to the committee from the planning officer either omits/ adds information which has not been 

published in the public consultation period which has made transparency of information at times difficult. 

Officer Comment 

The point regards the comments from Adult Social Care Commissioning are noted. The applicant has 
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clarified that the care home would provide bedrooms for 5 occupants as detailed on the layout plans, 

contrary to the DAS. The allegations of tree removal are currently being investigated by the planning 

enforcement team. The restrictions imposed by a private covenant are not a material planning 

consideration that may be taken into account in the determination of this application, however, they may 

be enforced under separate legal processes.  

There would be 8 on-site car parking spaces provided which would comply with the Council’s parking 

standards. The applicant has stated that there would be 6 staff working during a day time shift while 

there would be only 2 staff during the evening shift. Two staff would leave earlier during the evening 

changeover to minimise any impact from parking on the highway. Staff changeovers would take place at 

7.30am and 7.30pm thus avoiding peak travel times and school travel hours. Staff are normally recruited 

from the local area thus may utilise public transport, walking and cycling rather than the private car thus 

reducing the utilisation of car parking spaces. The applicants have indicated that visiting is encouraged 

to take place off-site thus minimising the need for on-site visitor parking. Given the above, it is envisaged 

that the provision for a ‘house’ pool car parking space and the ability to store cycles within the garage 

could be accommodated whilst maintaining six car parking spaces. 

 

A local resident, Iain Forsythe, has provided a number of documents which will accompany his 

presentation to Committee. These are attached to the update report. They comprise: 

• Alderwood Micro Entity Accounts 

• Planning Proposal 

• Technical Transport Note 

• Design and Access and Heritage Statement 

• 4 Debdale Register 
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Title Number : CB22303

This title is dealt with by HM Land Registry, Peterborough Office.

The following extract contains information taken from the register of the above title
number. A full copy of the register accompanies this document and you should read that
in order to be sure that these brief details are complete.

Neither this extract nor the full copy is an 'Official Copy' of the register. An
official copy of the register is admissible in evidence in a court to the same extent
as the original. A person is entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she
suffers loss by reason of a mistake in an official copy.

This extract shows information current on  9 DEC 2021 at 19:22:14 and so does not take
account of any application made after that time even if pending in HM Land Registry
when this extract was issued.

REGISTER EXTRACT

Title Number : CB22303

Address of Property : 4 Debdale, Orton Waterville, Peterborough (PE2 5HS)

Price Stated : £786,000

Registered Owner(s) : THE REGARD PARTNERSHIP LIMITED (Co. Regn. No. 03153442)
of Ground Floor Q4, The Square, Randalls Way,
Leatherhead KT22 7TW.

Lender(s) : None

1 of 257



This is a copy of the register of the title number set out immediately below, showing
the entries in the register on  9 DEC 2021 at 19:22:14. This copy does not take account
of any application made after that time even if still pending in HM Land Registry when
this copy was issued.

This copy is not an 'Official Copy' of the register. An official copy of the register
is admissible in evidence in a court to the same extent as the original. A person is
entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she suffers loss by reason of a
mistake in an official copy. If you want to obtain an official copy, the HM Land
Registry web site explains how to do this.

A: Property Register
This register describes the land and estate comprised in
the title.
CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

1 (02.12.1977) The Freehold land shown edged with red on the plan of the
above Title filed at the Registry and being 4 Debdale, Orton
Waterville, Peterborough (PE2 5HS).

2 The land has the benefit of the rights granted by but is subject to the
rights reserved by the Conveyance dated 10 September 1971 referred to
in the Charges Register.

3 The Conveyance dated 10 September 1971 referred to above contains a
provision as to light or air.

B: Proprietorship Register
This register specifies the class of title and
identifies the owner. It contains any entries that
affect the right of disposal.

Title absolute
1 (11.05.2021) PROPRIETOR: THE REGARD PARTNERSHIP LIMITED (Co. Regn. No.

03153442) of Ground Floor Q4, The Square, Randalls Way, Leatherhead
KT22 7TW.

2 (11.05.2021) The price stated to have been paid on 26 April 2021 was
£786,000.

3 (11.05.2021) The Transfer to the proprietor contains a covenant to
observe and perform the covenants referred to in the Charges Register
and of indemnity in respect thereof.

C: Charges Register
This register contains any charges and other matters
that affect the land.
1 A Conveyance of the land in this title dated 10 September 1971 made

between (1) W M Alexander Finance Company Limited (2) National
Westminster Bank Limited and (3) Robin Edward Pearce and June Patricia
Pearce contains restrictive covenants.

NOTE: Original filed.

End of register

Title number CB22303

2 of 258
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