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MGS1 S16/2285 Target Decision Date:2nd February 2017
Committee Date:21st August 2018

Applicant One Medical Ltd  C/O Agent   
Agent Mr Stephen Sadler  Walker Morris LLP (Solicitors) Kings Court  12 

Kings Court Leeds
Proposal Residential development for up to 19dwellings (outline)
Location Falcon Way Bourne PE10 0FF   
Application Type Outline Planning Permission (Major)
Parish(es) Bourne Town Council
Reason for Referral to 
Committee

The proposal involves a section 106 agreement

Recommendation That the application is:- Approved conditionally
Report Author Mike Gildersleeves - Principal Planning Officer

01476 406080 Ext: 6383
mike.gildersleeves@southkesteven.gov.uk 

Report Reviewed By Sylvia Bland - Service Manager - Development Management and 
Implementation
01476 406080 Ext: 6388
S.Bland@southkesteven.gov.uk 

Key Issues

Impact on the character of the area
Impact on gas pipeline
Highways
Provision of affordable housing

Technical Documents Submitted with the Application

Design and Access Statement
Planning Statement
Contamination Report
HSE Consultation
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Addendum to Committee Report S16/2285

1.0 Introduction

1.1 This addendum report is presented following Members’ resolution to defer the item at the 
Development Management Committee on 24th July 2018.

1.2 Members raised a number of questions about the viability assessment and the costs that formed 
the basis of that assessment. Members also sought clarification on the final recommendation on 
the composition of the Section 106 Agreement in respect of affordable housing, education and 
public open space contributions and the overage clause that was proposed. Members did not feel 
that they had sufficient information and requested a clearer explanation as to why there is such a 
small provision for affordable housing.

1.3 The papers presented at the 24th July Committee, are re-provided as appendices to this report:

 Appendix 1 – Officer Report to Committee – 7th February 2017
 Appendix 2 – Officer Report to Committee – 24th July 2018

2.0 Planning Policy

2.1 Since the previous report to committee, a revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) has 
been published, superseding the previous version. Alongside this, additional Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG) has been published relating to viability. These updates are summarised as 
follows:

2.2 NPPF

2.2.1 Paragraph 11 – Presumption In Favour of Sustainable Development:

“For decision-taking this means: 

c)  approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan 
without delay; or
 
a) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most 

important for determining the application are out-of-date , granting permission unless:

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or  assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and  demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.”

2.2.2 Paragraph 57 –

“Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from development, 
planning applications that comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the 
applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the need for a viability 
assessment at the application stage. The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a 
matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including 
whether the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change in 
site circumstances since the plan was brought into force. All viability assessments, including 
any undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect the recommended approach in 
national planning guidance, including standardised inputs, and should be made publicly 
available.”
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2.2.3 Given the current status of the Local Plan, it is not considered the approach suggested by 
paragraph 57 of the revised NPPF can be applied currently. However, policies of the existing 
Development Plan (for example H3) provide the basis for the consideration of requirements for 
contributions. In respect of policy H3 (supplemented by the Planning Obligations SPD) the policy 
specifies a target figure and does also allow for consideration of viability.

2.3 NPPG

2.3.1 The updated NPPG provides a series of clarifications regarding the Government’s approach to 
viability, and how this links with the new NPPF. The approach is clear that viablility should be 
considered during the plan-making stage, but can be material to decision-making. The NPPG 
provides guidance on how viability should be considered, along with standardised inputs and 
clarification on terminology and approach. In particular the following references are provided:

2.3.2 “How should a viability assessment be treated in decision making?

Where a viability assessment is submitted to accompany a planning application this should 
be based upon and refer back to the viability assessment that informed the plan; and the 
applicant should provide evidence of what has changed since then.

The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having 
regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether the plan and viability evidence 
underpinning the plan is up to date, any change in site circumstances since the plan was 
brought into force, and the transparency of assumptions behind evidence submitted as part 
of the viability assessment.

Any viability assessment should reflect the government’s recommended approach to 
defining key inputs as set out in National Planning Guidance”.

2.3.3 “What are the principles for carrying out a viability assessment?

Viability assessment is a process of assessing whether a site is financially viable, by looking 
at whether the value generated by a development is more than the cost of developing it. 
This includes looking at the key elements of gross development value, costs, land value, 
landowner premium, and developer return.

This National Planning Guidance sets out the government’s recommended approach to 
viability assessment for planning. The approach supports accountability for communities by 
enabling them to understand the key inputs to and outcomes of viability assessment.

Any viability assessment should be supported by appropriate available evidence informed 
by engagement with developers, landowners, and infrastructure and affordable housing 
providers. Any viability assessment should follow the government’s recommended 
approach to assessing viability as set out in this National Planning Guidance and be 
proportionate, simple, transparent and publicly available. Improving transparency of data 
associated with viability assessment will, over time, improve the data available for future 
assessment as well as provide more accountability regarding how viability informs decision 
making.

In plan making and decision making viability helps to strike a balance between the 
aspirations of developers and landowners, in terms of returns against risk, and the aims of 
the planning system to secure maximum benefits in the public interest through the granting 
of planning permission.”

2.3.4 “What is meant by existing use value in viability assessment?
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Existing use value (EUV) is the first component of calculating benchmark land value. EUV 
is the value of the land in its existing use together with the right to implement any 
development for which there are policy compliant extant planning consents, including 
realistic deemed consents, but without regard to alternative uses. Existing use value is not 
the price paid and should disregard hope value. Existing use values will vary depending on 
the type of site and development types”.

2.3.5 “How should the premium to the landowner be defined for viability assessment?

The premium (or the ‘plus’ in EUV+) is the second component of benchmark land value. It 
is the amount above existing use value (EUV) that goes to the landowner. The premium 
should provide a reasonable incentive for a land owner to bring forward land for 
development while allowing a sufficient contribution to comply with policy requirements”.

2.3.6 “Can alternative uses be used in establishing benchmark land value?

For the purpose of viability assessment alternative use value (AUV) refers to the value of 
land for uses other than its current permitted use, and other than other potential 
development that requires planning consent, technical consent or unrealistic permitted 
development with different associated values. AUV of the land may be informative in 
establishing benchmark land value”. 

2.4 Whole Plan Viability Study

2.4.1 The Council has commissioned a Whole Plan Viability Study as part of the evidence base to 
support the emerging Local Plan. This is a material piece of documentation, which may be used to 
support decision taking. It advises on the viability of the whole plan, and includes various 
considerations including build costs and price assumptions. The relevant factors for this case are 
considered to be:

 The site would fall within the “northern area” for the District as defined in the study
 Table 4.8 provides ‘price assumptions’ on a m2 basis. This site would fall between the 

definitions identified and could be attributed a m2 of between £2600-2900.
 Land value – The study identifies, a value of £600,000/ha for residential land, and Industrial 

Land  £400,000/ha
 Build costs – These are considered in section 7. Reference is given to the BCIS costs, 

along with other research. There is an acceptance of rising build costs about 10.25% to 
£1,075/m2 (see 7.2). Additionally, it is considered that 10% may be added to build costs for 
external works such as landscaping, roads, drainage and other site costs (see 7.10-7.12). 
A contingency figure of 2.5% is adopted.

 The report (12.35) identifies that “As the affordable housing and developer contributions 
increase the Residual Value falls” and “ in the lower value northern area” (12.35 e) viability 
can be a challenge and presents a rationale for a lower affordable housing figure.

2.4.2 The report concludes by identifying that the District has high and low value areas, and this can 
affect the ability for development to meet all requirements including affordable housing, and thus a 
reduction in the percentage of affordable housing is recommended.

3.0 How Viability is Assessed

3.1 In summary, viability is assessed by subtracting the total costs of development i.e. construction 
and site preparation costs, professional fees etc, minimum developer's profit and any section 106 
requirements, from the gross development value i.e. how much it can be sold for. The resulting 
figure is known as the residual land value.

3.2 If the residual land value is negative or less than the existing use value plus a reasonable premium 
to incentivise the landowner to sell (EUV+), development is normally considered to be unviable. In 
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such cases a reduction in planning obligations to allow the development to become viable is 
justified.

3.3 It should be noted that there is no figure set in stone for a reasonable minimum developer profit or 
premium on the land value. However between 17.5% - 20% is normally considered an acceptable 
range for minimum developer profit depending on the type of development and level of risk 
involved. Equally EUV plus 20% is sometimes considered a reasonable premium on the land value, 
depending on the characteristics of the site and market comparisons.

3.4 In this case the applicant is the land-owner, however for the purposes of this assessment, the 
residual land value approach as outlined above has been adopted. This includes consideration of 
the Current Use Value (CUV) or any Alternative Use Value (AUV) and also considers the evidence 
presented in respect of sales of other land within the local area.

3.5 The applicant submitted a viability appraisal in support of the application which claims that the 
development would not be viable with Section 106 planning obligations and would make minimal 
developer profit with no Section 106 planning obligations. The Council's viability consultants, the 
Valuation Office Agency (VOA) were asked to carry out a detailed assessment of the applicant's 
appraisal and give their professional opinion on the viability of the development.

4.0 Additional clarification

4.1 Build Costs

4.1.1 Members requested clarification of the build costs attributed within the appraisals.
 
4.1.2 Within the applicant’s appraisal, they have adopted £65ft2 / £699.66m2 based on their local 

knowledge and research, in addition to this, they had additional costs for infrastructure (roads, 
services, drainage, landscaping etc) as well as contingency and external works.

4.1.3 The VOA have utilised the Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) compiled by the RICS. This is 
the approach adopted within other VOA assessments, and adopted by the HCA (now Homes 
England). They have adopted build cost of £1291m2. As a result of the higher build costs adopted 
by the VOA, they consider that the viability of the scheme is likely to be worse than as presented 
by the applicant’s advisors.

4.1.4 Whilst there is significant difference between the applicant’s build costs and the BCIS costs used 
by the VOA, it should be noted that the VOA figure is closer to that used within the Councils Whole 
Plan Viability report which identifies £1,075/m2 to which 12.5% can be added for contingency and 
other site costs – total £1209/m2. This would therefore support the VOA’s adopted position.

4.1.5 Officers would recommend that the figures used by the VOA are accurate and reflective of the 
industry standard.

4.2 Existing Use Value (EUV), Alternative Use Value (AUV) / Current Use Value (CUV), and which 
should be used.

4.2.1 Existing Use Value (EUV) - The NPPG has provided clarification on the term EUV. It is the value 
of the land in its existing use together with the right to implement any development for which there 
are policy compliant extant planning consents, including realistic deemed consents, but without 
regard to alternative uses. Existing use value is not the price paid and should disregard hope value. 
Existing use values will vary depending on the type of site and development types.

4.2.2 Alternative Use Value (AUV) / Current Use Value (CUV) - CUV refers to the value of land for its 
current permitted use. AUV refers to the value of land for uses other than its current permitted use 
and other than other potential development that requires planning consent, technical consent or 
unrealistic permitted development with different associated values. 
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4.3 Which to use?

4.3.1 In this case, given the history of the site it is considered appropriate to utilise the AUV or CUV as 
being the value for the land. This is on the basis of its former allocation for employment purposes, 
and the previous outline permission for a Medical Centre. This would therefore result in the use of 
the land having a higher value than it would if treated as a greenfield site with an agricultural land-
value. 

4.3.2 For the purposes of these appraisals, the VOA consider that a figure of £180,000-200,000 per acre 
would be reasonable, which would equate to a land value of £160,196 without purchase costs. 

4.3.3 It is noted that the applicant’s residual land-value model considers a figure of £159,372 would be 
a reasonable figure, with sufficient incentive for a land-owner to bring forward the site for 
development – using the EUV plus (EUV+) approach.

4.3.4 The VOA have therefore adopted a mid-position between both sources of information, with 
£160,196, plus purchase costs, with a total of £164,599 being used within the appraisals.

4.4 Abnormal Costs

4.4.1 The applicant’s appraisal does not include any abnormal costs save for Site Clearance and 
Preparation at £21,688 which have been included as part of the external works. 

4.4.2 The VOA have commented that given this relates to land remediation, it can be considered an 
abnormal cost, and comment is made that the amount is relatively small in the context of the overall 
build costs. They were therefore content to carry this forward into the appraisal.

4.4.3 The site does not have any history of significant contamination, and is a relatively clear site, 
therefore it is considered unlikely there would be any significant abnormal costs. Therefore the 
approach of the VOA is considered reasonable and acceptable.

5.0 Summary of Appraisals

5.1 The following tables seek to summarise the outcomes of both the Applicant’s Appraisal, and the 
review undertaken by the VOA (DVS) in a more reader-friendly way.
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5.2 Applicant’s appraisal

5.2.1 This uses a Residual Land Value model. This identifies that with the FULL 35% Affordable Housing, 
plus POS and Education contributions, the scheme is unviable as the land-value would be 
insufficient to incentivise a developer to sell.  

5.2.2 The ‘cost’ of the Affordable Housing to the developer in this scheme would equate to £382,719.
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5.3 VOA appraisal: 35% on-site provision

5.3.1 This uses an Existing Land Value model. The land is valued as being £164,599 including sales 
costs and this is considered reasonable including an incentive for the land-owner. This identifies 
that with the FULL 35% Affordable Housing, plus POS and Education contributions, the scheme is 
unviable as the land-value as the scheme generates a negative figure (i.e. outgoings exceed 
incomings) of £230k.  

5.3.2 The ‘cost’ of the Affordable Housing to the developer in this scheme would equate to £ £379,264
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5.4 VOA appraisal: 5.26% on-site provision (1unit)

5.4.1 This uses an Existing Land Value model. The land is valued as being £164,599 including sales 
costs and this is considered reasonable including an incentive for the land-owner. This model 
identifies what the scheme can ‘afford’ in terms of Affordable Housing provision. This concludes 
that with Reduced Affordable Housing (1 unit), plus POS and Education contributions, the scheme 
is viable with a minor surplus of £4953.  

5.4.2 The ‘cost’ of the Affordable Housing to the developer in this scheme would equate to £74,658
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5.5 VOA appraisal: 5.26% on-site provision (1unit) and education contribution removed

5.5.1 This uses an Existing Land Value model. The land is valued as being £164,599 including sales 
costs and this is considered reasonable including an incentive for the land-owner. This model 
identifies what the scheme can ‘afford’ in terms of Affordable Housing provision. This concludes 
that with Reduced Affordable Housing (1 unit), plus POS, the scheme is viable with a surplus of 
£94704. 

5.5.2 The ‘cost’ of the Affordable Housing to the developer in this scheme would equate to £74,658. 
Based on this model, it is possible that the scheme can afford an additional affordable housing unit. 

5.5.3 It is this final scenario which Officers believe should be adopted as being the viable scenario, and 
which has been used as the basis of discussion regarding the Heads of Terms. As such, the 
scheme can contribute £144k as a financial contribution towards affordable housing (equivalent to 
60% of OMV of 2x1-bed units) plus the POS contribution of £13,832.

5.5.4 With regard to abnormal costs, this is not the fundamental basis for reducing the required 
contributions in this particular case. The land-value (based on the AUV) is the key factor given the 
site could reasonably accommodate an alternative form of development with a relatively high land 
value.

5.5.5 Taking into consideration the commentary at section 3.0, and the additional clarifications, it is 
considered that the inputs used within the VOA modelling are appropriate and reasonable. The 
BCIS costs used by the VOA are higher than the applicants, but are reflective of national standards 
and are similar to the figures used in the Councils Whole Plan Viability review. Similarly, the values 
attributed to the units by the VOA are reasonable, based on evidence held by them, albeit they are 
slightly lower than those used in the Councils Whole Plan Viability review. Members will be aware 
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that precedent is not a material planning consideration, and each case must be considered on its 
own respective merits. Given all of the above, including the wording of policy H2 with “up to 35%” 
it is considered reasonable in this instance to accept reduced contributions. 

6.0 S106 Heads of Terms

6.1 Based on the viability report and VOA findings, the Heads of Terms have been negotiated with the 
applicants, and are as follows.

1 Provision of a financial contribution towards Affordable Housing – equivalent to the 
provision of 2x1-bed flats at 60% of their Open-Market Value (OMV) – equating to £144K 
– this is attributable to the affordable housing calculation formula within the SPD based on 
an OMV of £120,000. This is reflective of the viability information used by both the VOA 
and the Applicants advisors. This contribution is to be used to provide Affordable Housing 
within Bourne, or subsequently used on a cascading basis in the event that provision in 
Bourne cannot be secured.

2 Provision of an ‘overage’ clause so that any increase in sales values during the life-time of 
the development is captured and shared on a 50:50 basis between the Council and the 
Developer.

3 Provision of a financial contribution of £13,832 towards provision of or improvement of 
Public Open Space. 

7.0 Conclusion

7.1 National and local planning policy recognises that not all proposals will be capable of the full policy 
requirements in respect of Affordable Housing or Section 106 requirements and allows for 
contributions to be waived or reduced in such circumstances.

7.2 Whilst the provision of affordable housing and other section 106 contributions at the levels identified 
would be desirable in order to comply with the targets set out in planning policy, the evidence 
available shows that such provision would make development of this site unviable. The scheme 
would either be considered as unviable when viewed by a typical developer, or there would be 
insufficient land-value to incentivise the owner to sell, in either scenario the development of the 
residential units would be unlikely to go ahead.

7.3 In this situation, it is considered that there is a reasonable and evidenced basis to allow a reduction 
in the provisions to be secured by S106 agreement. The proposed solution, being a financial 
contribution towards affordable housing and the provision of public open space contributions, is 
reflective of the viability position and such contributions would still allow a policy compliant 
development whilst allowing the delivery of the site. As such, the proposed approach is 
appropriately justified. In addition, the applicants have offered an ‘overage’ arrangement, so that in 
the event the development creates more residual value, the Council and developer would share in 
such benefits. Officers consider that this is a reasonable approach, and compliant with national 
policy relating to viability. Furthermore, appropriate conditions would be imposed to ensure that the 
development to be delivered through the outline permission would be reflective of the financial 
viability appraisals.

7.4 Notwithstanding the above, due weight should be given to the benefits of ensuring permission is 
granted for a deliverable scheme on the site. The land is presently vacant, and in an area where 
various forms of residential development have been delivered. The provision of housing on this site 
is considered acceptable and would be in accordance with the established character and 
sustainability of the area. The effects of development are also acceptable subject to the mitigation 
secured by conditions and the S106 agreement in relation to public open space. The provision of 
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up to 19 units on this site, as part of a viable and deliverable scheme would offer benefits in relation 
to the economy (through construction) and would also contribute to the Councils requirement for a 
5-year supply of housing land, and the delivery of the site would also contribute to the Council 
meeting the requirements of the forthcoming Housing Delivery Test.

7.5 Taking into account the available evidence, and all of the matters as set out in this report, it is 
considered necessary to reduce the levels of contributions that the development would make 
towards S106 obligations, in order to secure a viable form of development. The proposals as 
submitted are therefore in accordance with CS Policies H3 and SP4 of the South Kesteven 
Planning Obligations SPD, the NPPF and NPPG guidance.

8.0 Recommendation:

8.1 Defer to Chairman and / or Vice Chairman in consultation with the Service Manager - Development 
Management and Implementation for approval subject to the signing of a Section 106 agreement 
which would secure:

1 Provision of a financial contribution towards Affordable Housing – equivalent to the 
provision of 2x1-bed flats at 60% of their Open-Market Value (OMV) – equating to £144K. 
This is reflective of the viability information used by both the VOA and the Applicants 
advisors. This contribution is to be used to provide Affordable Housing within Bourne, or 
subsequently used on a cascading basis in the event that provision in Bourne cannot be 
secured.

2 Provision of an ‘overage’ clause so that any increase in sales values during the life-time of 
the development is captured and shared on a 50:50 basis between the Council and the 
Developer.

3 Provision of a financial contribution of £13,832 towards provision of or improvement of 
Public Open Space. 

8.2 Where the section 106 agreement has not been concluded prior to the Committee a period not 
exceeding six weeks post the date of the Committee shall be set for the completion (including 
signing) of the agreement. In the event that the agreement has not been concluded before the end 
of the agreed period of any extension of time and no meaningful progress has been made towards 
concluding the agreement, and where in the opinion of the Service Manager - Development 
Management and Implementation, there are no extenuating circumstances which would justify a 
further extension of time, the related planning application shall be refused on the basis that the 
necessary criteria essential to make what would otherwise be unacceptable development 
acceptable have not been forthcoming. 

8.3 Subject to the conclusion of the S106, the application is recommended to be approved, with the 
conditions as listed below.

Time Limit for Commencement

1 Details of the reserved matters set out below shall have been submitted to the Local Planning 
Authority for approval within three years from the date of this permission:

i. layout;
ii. scale
iii. appearance
iv. access 
v. landscaping

Approval of all reserved matters shall have been obtained from the Local Planning Authority in 
writing before any development is commenced.
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Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to control the development in detail and in order 
that the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in Section 92 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

1 The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of three years from the 
date of this permission or two years from the approval of the last of the reserved matters, whichever is 
the latter.

Reason: In order that the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in Section 92 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

Before the Development is Commenced

2 The development hereby approved shall provide for no more than 19 no. dwellings with a combined 
net floor area of no more than 1201m2.

Reason: To define the permission and for the avoidance of doubt, and to ensure that the development 
is reflective of the viability position presented regarding developer contributions and affordable housing 
provision.

3 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, details of an archaeological watching brief 
shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site and in accordance 
with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010) and Paragraph 141 of the 
NPPF.

4 Before any of the works on the external elevations for the buildings hereby permitted are begun, 
samples of the materials (including colour of any render, paintwork or colourwash) to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and in accordance with Policy EN1 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

5 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, a scheme for the treatment of surface and 
foul water drainage shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is provided in 
accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

6 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, plans showing the existing and proposed 
land levels of the site including [site sections, spot heights, contours and the finished floor levels of all 
buildings] with reference to [neighbouring properties/an off site datum point] shall have been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

7 Before construction of any building hereby permitted is commenced, the land on which that building is 
situated shall have been graded in accordance with the approved land levels details. 

Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).
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During Building Works

8 If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then 
no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be 
carried out until the developer has submitted a remediation strategy to the local planning authority 
detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with and obtained written approval from 
the local planning authority. The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.

Reasons To ensure if any contamination is encountered during redevelopment, that it is dealt with 
appropriately.

Before the Development is Occupied

9 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the external surfaces shall have 
been completed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and in accordance with Policy EN1 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

10 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the works to provide the surface and 
foul water drainage shall have been completed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is provided in 
accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

11 Development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the archaeological watching brief approved, 
as required by condition above. In the event of important archaeological features or remains being 
discovered which are beyond the scope of the watching brief to excavate and record and which require 
a more thorough rescue excavation, then all construction work on site shall cease and details of a 
further programme of archaeological work shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Development shall not re-commence on site until the investigation works are 
complete and written confirmation that work may commence is received from the Local Planning 
Authority.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site and in accordance 
with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010) and Paragraph 141 of the 
NPPF.

Ongoing Conditions

12 On submission of Reserved Matters the layout plan shall not show any built form within the Gas pipeline 
easement area as indicated on indicative layout plan Drawing Number SK01 Rev C received on 17th 
January 2017. 

Reason: Built form within the easement of the gas pipeline is not acceptable and contrary to the 
guidelines of the HSE.

Standard Note(s) to Applicant:

1. In reaching the decision the Council has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner 
by determining the application without undue delay. As such it is considered that the decision is in 
accordance with paras 186 - 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

2. Environmental Protection have reviewed the above planning application and have no further comments 
to make except to advise an informative that the developer be mindful guidelines for construction works 
under Control of Pollution act particularly as the works are near a residential care home.  Please make 
the developer aware of the following:
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To minimise noise impacts on the existing residential dwellings, It is recommend that 'construction 
work' shall only be carried out between the hours of 7:30 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday and 9:00 
am to 1:00 pm on a Saturday. Construction work shall not be carried out on Sundays or Public Holidays. 
The term 'construction work' shall include mobile and fixed plant/machinery, (e.g. generators) radios 
and the delivery of construction materials. 

Also Strictly no burning on site.

i. Where private drives are proposed as part of any development you should be aware of the 
requirements laid down in Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2.

ii. Prior to the submission of details for any access works within the public highway you must contact 
the Divisional Highways Manager on 01522 782070 for application, specification and construction 
information.

iii. This road is a private road and will not be adopted as a Highway Maintainable at the Public Expense 
(under the Highways Act 1980) and as such the liability for maintenance rests with the frontagers.

List of Appendices

Appendix 1 – Officer Report to Committee – 7th February 2017
Appendix 2 – Officer Report to Committee – 24th July 2018
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Appendix 1 - Officer Report to Committee – 7th February 2017

1.0 The site and relevant site history

1.1 The application site is a 0.34 ha piece of land off Falcon Way in Bourne.

1.2 The site is relatively flat and located within the built up area of the southern part of Bourne (approx 
1km from the town centre). The site is bounded by Falcon Way and Eagle Road. There is a two 
storey residential care home to the east, a three storey residential development to the north and a 
two storey residential estate to the south.

1.3 To the west and opposite the site is an area of land of similar size, which was granted planning 
permission on appeal for residential development in October 2015 comprising 23 no dwellings. No 
development has commenced to date. Beyond that to the west are offices fronting South Road.

1.4 Outline Planning Permissions (S06/1107/12 and S10/0355/OUT) for a medical centre on the site 
were granted permission in January 2007 and June 2010 respectively. A reserved matters 
application S13/1216 pursuant to the 2010 permission was submitted in May 2013 and was refused 
as a consequence of an HSE objection due to the proximity of a Gas pipeline. 

1.5 The application submission states that the applicants have been seeking to progress and develop 
a Medical Centre on the site since 2005, originally working with local practices. The CCG would 
only offer contracts for a service for a period of 12 months.  This meant the scheme was not 
deliverable as the practice was unable to enter a lease agreement with the applicant without risk. 

1.6 In addition to this The Surgery on North Street Bourne has obtained planning permission for a two 
storey extension (S15/3508).

1.7 For these reasons the applicant has resolved that there is no prospect of delivering a Medical 
Centre or similar on the site. 

1.8 The site is not allocated within the Site Allocations and Policies DPD. Previously the whole of the 
wider area served by Falcon Way and Eagle Road was allocated for employment uses which has 
now been superseded by residential planning permissions. 

2.0 The Proposal

2.1 The proposal is an outline application seeking permission for the principle of residential 
development with all matters reserved. An indicative layout has been submitted showing that the 
site is capable of accommodating the erection of 19 dwellings along with car parking and garden 
land.   This is an illustration of one way that the site may be developed only.  The future Reserved 
Matters applications may show a different approach to layout and housing types.  At this stage, the 
Council has a future opportunity to determine whether the Reserved Matters comply with Council 
policy and the NPF.

2.2 The indicative layout suggests 4no. housetypes proposed for the site. 

2.3 Housetype A is a 2 storey single bedroom apartment composed as a cluster of 4. It is intended that 
of the eight dwellings this housetype would make up, seven would deliver the 'affordable' dwelling 
component of the scheme.

2.4 Housetype B is a 2 bedroom two storey semi-detached property. The indicative scheme indicates 
6 No. of this house type. 
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2.5 Housetype E is a 3 bedroom two storey detached property, designed to have a slightly more 
spacious feel than the previous housetypes. The indicative scheme indicates 3 No. of this house 
type. 

2.6 Housetype F is a 3 bedroom two storey semi-detached property. The indicative scheme indicates 
2 No. of this house type. 

2.7 Housetype A has a single car parking space allocated per unit. House Type B has 2 car parking 
spaces per unit, House Type E has a single space per unit and House Type F has 2 spaces per 
unit. In addition there are 6 visitor spaces indicated. 20 No car parking spaces will be accessed 
from the existing public highway around the site with a further 13 No. spaces being shown accessed 
off an unadopted road that runs into the site to the east. 

2.8 The indicative layout suggests that the main site vehicular access to the development site could is 
to be taken from Falcon Way along the northern boundary of the site.  It is proposed that the new 
access road would not to be adopted and would be treated as a private drive beyond the entrance 
crossover into the site.

3.0 Relevant History

3.1 No relevant planning history

4.0 Policy Considerations

4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
Section 11 - Enhancing the natural environment
Section 4 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 6 - Wide choice of high quality homes
Section 7 - Requiring good design

4.2 South Kesteven District Council Core Strategy
Policy EN1 - Protection and Enhancement
Policy EN2 - Reduce the Risk of Flooding
Policy H1 - Residential Development
Policy SP1 - Spatial Strategy
Policy SP3 - Sustainable Integrated Transport
Policy SP4 - Developer Contributions
Policy H3 - Affordable Housing

4.3 Site Allocation and Policies Development Plan Document
Policy SAPH1 - Other housing development
Policy SD1 - Sustainable development
Policy SAP10 - Open space provision

5.0 SKDC Corporate Priorities

5.1 Support good housing for all

6.0 Representations Received

LCC Highways & SuDS 
Support

No objections

Bourne Preservation Society The application states that normally used materials are timber 
or UPVC, then proceeds to specify UPVC for all windows and 
doors. This material is grossly environmentally unfriendly, 
unsightly and unsustainable and has a short life span. UPVC 
should no longer be permitted on new developments.
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Health & Safety Executive No objection

Education & Cultural 
Services

Total contribution - £92,178.00 x 0.92 (local multiplier)* 
=£84,803.00
*to reduce cost and to reflect Lincolnshire's lower than average 
build cost compared to the national average.

Environment Agency No objection subject to condition

Environmental Protection 
Services

Environmental Protection have reviewed the above planning 
application and have no further comments to make except to 
advise an informative that the developer be mindful guidelines 
for construction works under Control of Pollution act 
particularly as the works are near a residential care home.  
Please make the developer aware of the following:

To minimise noise impacts on the existing residential 
dwellings, It is recommend that 'construction work' shall only 
be carried out between the hours of 7:30 am to 6:00 pm 
Monday to Friday and 9:00 am to 1:00 pm on a Saturday. 
Construction work shall not be carried out on Sundays or 
Public Holidays. The term 'construction work' shall include 
mobile and fixed plant/machinery, (e.g. generators) radios and 
the delivery of construction materials. 

Also Strictly no burning on site.

Heritage Lincolnshire Requests that a Watching Brief Condition be attached to any 
permission.

SKDC Affordable Housing 
Officer

With regards to this Outline Planning application the 
requirement is as follows:-

Preference for the Council is that 35% (19 x 35% = 7 units) 
affordable housing to be provided on site, the developer will 
need to provide evidence on the viability of the site if the target 
is less than 35% and agree with the Council the percentage, 
the location, size and type of unit to be provided. 

The proposal is to provide 7 x one bedroom quarter houses.  
This proposal does not accord with the identified need in terms 
of size as above.  However, in terms of the wider settlement 
area one bedroom quarter houses will provide a good balance 
to an area which is currently dominated by two, three and four 
bedroom houses and two bedroom apartments.  The proposals 
on the site adjacent will also provide 4 x one bedroom 
apartments and 3 x three bedroom houses.  Therefore the 
proposal will provide an acceptable alternative in terms of size 
and type of affordable unit even though they will not meet the 
identified need for two bedroom units.

NHS England NHS has no objection and does not request and contributions.

Welland & Deeping Internal 
Drainage Board

No comment to make in relation to this application.
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7.0 Representations as a Result of Publicity

7.1 This application has been advertised in accordance with the Council's Statement of Community 
Involvement and 2 Letters of representation have been received.  The points raised can be 
summarised as follows:

1. They want to build more houses and still not put in a play park
2. The schools, dentists and doctors are oversubscribed
3. The elderly will look out of their windows into a house
4. We do not need more housing here, we need amenities
5. The road already gets blocked with traffic being parked everywhere.

8.0 Evaluation

8.1 Policy Considerations

8.1.1 The site was previously part of an area allocated for employment development in the old South 
Kesteven Local Plan 1995 (Policy E3.9), however this allocation was not taken forward in the 
adoption of the Site Allocation and Policies DPD (SAP DPD). 

8.1.2 Whilst Policy H1 of the Core Strategy restricts new housing development in Bourne, Policy SAPH1 
of the SAP DPD takes a less restrictive approach by allowing for some additional housing 
development to be provided in the town through the development of "suitable brownfield 
redevelopment sites and small infill sites within the built up parts of the settlements". The policy 
does go on to specify that small infill sites are expected to be for 10 or fewer houses. The size of 
site is relatively considered to be small, and despite the proposed capacity of 19 houses it is 
reasonable to accept this site as a small infill site, particularly as it is wholly within a built up area 
and has previously been accepted as suitable for development (albeit for a medical centre). The 
location of the site is sustainable and development would be in accordance with Core Strategy 
Policy SP1 and the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. 

8.1.3 The application proposes 7 affordable homes located on site. This represents 35% of the site’s 
capacity and is wholly in accordance with Core Strategy policy H3.

8.1.4 The principle of development is considered to be in general accordance with the adopted 
development plan for the district and with the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
set out in the NPPF.

8.2 Impact on Residential Amenities

8.2.1 By reason of the separation distances between existing properties and those shown on the 
indicative scheme the development could accommodate the number of dwellings proposed without 
any significant overbearing or overshadowing impacts on existing adjoining properties on the 
opposite side of Falcon Way and Eagle Road. Further, given separation distances between 
habitable windows and the angles of any views, the scheme would unlikely give rise to any 
significant increase in the overlooking of adjoining properties.

8.2.2 With regard to noise and activity, the indicative layout suggests that the development would be 
unlikely to result in any significant changes in terms of impacts on surrounding properties. The use 
of suitable boundary treatments would provide some noise mitigation. 

8.3 Design, Layout and Visual Impact

8.3.1 The submitted indicative layout indicates the site could accommodate dwellings with rear gardens 
of adequate size with site frontages being open and landscaped. It is considered that the proposal 
would not constitute an over-development of the site or be lacking in external space. 
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8.3.2 In terms of density, design and the materials proposed to be used, the indicative scheme would be 
in keeping the character of the existing adjacent residential development and as such would not 
have any detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the locality. 

8.4 Highway Safety Implications

8.4.1 The Highway Authority have no objection to the development, subject to conditions, leading the 
authority to conclude that the proposal will not impact adversely on highway safety and is in 
accordance with paragraph 32 of the NPPF which states decisions should take account whether 
safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe.   

8.5 Other Matters

8.5.1 A significant development constraint is an existing gas pipeline that cuts across the northern edge 
of the site. The site layout has been developed in accordance with Health and Safety Executive 
(HSE) guidelines that no part of the built development should lie within the inner area consultation 
zone, which in itself is 17m from the centre line of the pipeline.

8.5.2 A consultation has been carried out with the HSE based upon the submitted layout. HSE have 
confirmed that it has no objection to the proposed layout.

8.5.3 It is recommended that an archaeologist carry out a watching brief during the groundworks stages 
of the development in order to record and retrieve any archaeological remains which are disturbed.

8.5.4 The site proposed for development lies in an area of archaeological importance/interest. On the 
eastern boundary lies the Car Dyke, a major archaeological monument, which is believed to date 
from the Roman period and is likely to have continued in use through later centuries. The Car Dyke 
is known to have been substantially wider than its present size and its original banks/profile could 
extend into the application area.

8.5.5 To the northwest and west of the application site, archaeological evaluations have recorded the 
route of the former Roman road, known as King Street, along with remains related to the Roman 
pottery industry (at New Farm). Medieval ridge and furrow have also been recorded. At the Elsea 
Park development to the west, excavation and evaluation have recorded a saltern along with 
remains dated to the Romano-British period.

8.6 Section 106 Heads of Terms

8.6.1 A Section 106 Legal Agreement is required in support of the application.  Seven of the proposed 
units would need to be affordable with all seven being provided on site.  In addition, a contribution 
of £84,803.00 would be required in relation to contributions towards education and an off-site open 
space contribution of £13,838.  The contributions sought are complaint with policies SP4 and H3 
of the Core Strategy and Planning Obligations SPD. 

8.6.2 Following a consultation with the Assets and Facilities Department the open space financial 
contribution would be directed to the scheme being prepared in conjunction with Bourne2play at 
the Well Head fields, South Road, Bourne.

8.7 Conclusion

8.7.1 The proposed development would in principle be compliant with the locational residential policies 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (2010).  The proposed development by reason of its 
siting, the use of appropriate materials, its design and density would be in keeping with the visual 
amenities of the locality.  Further, given the indicated separation distances between dwellings the 
proposed scheme would not give rise to any significant increase in the overlooking of adjoining 
properties.
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8.7.2 By securing the approval of further detail through condition, the proposed development would not 
have a negative impact on surface water drainage facilities in the locality or the archaeological 
interest of the site. In terms of noise and activity the proposals for the provision of dwellings and 
parking spaces are unlikely to result in any significant changes in terms of impacts on surrounding 
properties. The County Highway Authority is satisfied the scheme would not be detrimental to 
highway safety.  

8.7.3 The development proposal is therefore in accordance with national planning guidance contained 
in the National Planning Policy Framework, Policies SP1, SP3, SP4, H1, H3, EN1 and EN2 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (2010) and Policy SAP H1, SD1 and SAP 10 of the adopted 
Site Allocation and Policies Development Plan Document (2014) and, whilst concerns have been 
raised in relation to ,traffic and high density development, they are not considered to outweigh the 
policies referred to above.  There are no material considerations which indicate otherwise although 
conditions have been attached.

9.0 Crime and Disorder

9.1 It is considered that the proposals would not result in any significant crime and disorder 
implications. 

10.0 Human Rights Implications

10.1 Articles 6 (Right to fair decision making) and Article 8 (Right to private family life and home) of the 
Human Rights Act have been taken into account in making this recommendation.

10.2 It is considered that no relevant Article of that act will be breached.

11.0 Recommendation:

11.1 Defer to Chairman and / or Vice Chairman in consultation with the Executive Manager for 
Development & Growth for approval subject to the signing of a Section 106 agreement and in 
accordance with the conditions set out below. Where the section 106 agreement has not been 
concluded prior to the Committee a period not exceeding six weeks post the date of the Committee 
shall be set for the completion (including signing) of the agreement.

11.2 In the event that the agreement has not been concluded within the six week period and where in 
the opinion of the Executive Manager for Development & Growth, there are no extenuating 
circumstances which would justify a further extension of time, the related planning application shall 
be refused on the basis that the necessary criteria essential to make what would otherwise be 
unacceptable development acceptable have not been forthcoming. 
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12.0 RECOMMENDATION: that the development is Approved subject to the following conditions

Time Limit for Commencement

 1 The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of three years from the 
date of this permission or two years from the approval of the last of the reserved matters, whichever 
is the latter.

Reason: In order that the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in Section 92 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

 2 Details of the reserved matters set out below shall have been submitted to the Local Planning Authority 
for approval within three years from the date of this permission:

i. layout;
ii. scale
iii. appearance
iv. access 
v. landscaping

Approval of all reserved matters shall have been obtained from the Local Planning Authority in writing 
before any development is commenced.

Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to control the development in detail and in order that 
the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in Section 92 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

Before the Development is Commenced

 3 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, plans showing the existing and proposed 
land levels of the site including [site sections, spot heights, contours and the finished floor levels of all 
buildings] with reference to [neighbouring properties/an off site datum point] shall have been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

 4 Before construction of any building hereby permitted is commenced, the land on which that building 
is situated shall have been graded in accordance with the approved land levels details. 

Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

 5 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, a scheme for the treatment of surface and 
foul water drainage shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is provided in 
accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

 6 Before any of the works on the external elevations for the buildings hereby permitted are begun, 
samples of the materials (including colour of any render, paintwork or colourwash) to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and in accordance with Policy EN1 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).
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 7 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, details of an archaeological watching brief 
shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site and in accordance 
with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010) and Paragraph 141 of the 
NPPF.

During Building Works

 8 If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then 
no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be 
carried out until the developer has submitted a remediation strategy to the local planning authority 
detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with and obtained written approval from 
the local planning authority. The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.

 Reasons To ensure if any contamination is encountered during redevelopment, that it is dealt with 
appropriately.

Before the Development is Occupied

 9 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the works to provide the surface 
and foul water drainage shall have been completed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is provided in 
accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

10 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the external surfaces shall have 
been completed in accordance with the approved details.
 
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and in accordance with Policy EN1 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

11 Development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the archaeological watching brief approved, 
as required by condition above. 

In the event of important archaeological features or remains being discovered which are beyond the 
scope of the watching brief to excavate and record and which require a more thorough rescue 
excavation, then all construction work on site shall cease and details of a further programme of 
archaeological work shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Development shall not re-commence on site until the investigation works are complete and written 
confirmation that work may commence is received from the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site and in accordance 
with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010) and Paragraph 141 of the 
NPPF.

Ongoing Conditions

12 On submission of Reserved Matters the layout plan shall not show any built form within the Gas 
pipeline easement area as indicated on indicative layout plan Drawing Number SK01 Rev C received 
on 17th January 2017. 

Reason: Built form within the easement of the gas pipeline is not acceptable and contrary to the 
guidelines of the HSE.
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Standard Note(s) to Applicant:

 1 In reaching the decision the Council has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner 
by determining the application without undue delay. As such it is considered that the decision is in 
accordance with paras 186 - 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

 2 Environmental Protection have reviewed the above planning application and have no further 
comments to make except to advise an informative that the developer be mindful guidelines for 
construction works under Control of Pollution act particularly as the works are near a residential care 
home.  Please make the developer aware of the following:

To minimise noise impacts on the existing residential dwellings, It is recommend that 'construction work' 
shall only be carried out between the hours of 7:30 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday and 9:00 am to 
1:00 pm on a Saturday. Construction work shall not be carried out on Sundays or Public Holidays. 
The term 'construction work' shall include mobile and fixed plant/machinery, (e.g. generators) radios 
and the delivery of construction materials. 

Also Strictly no burning on site.

 3 Where private drives are proposed as part of any development you should be aware of the 
requirements laid down in Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2.

 4 Prior to the submission of details for any access works within the public highway you must contact the 
Divisional Highways Manager on 01522 782070 for application, specification and construction 
information.

 5 This road is a private road and will not be adopted as a Highway Maintainable at the Public Expense 
(under the Highways Act 1980) and as such the liability for maintenance rests with the frontagers.



69

Appendix 2 - Officer Report to Committee – 24th July 2018

1.0 Introduction

1.1 This addendum report is presented as a result of further submissions by the applicant following the 
resolution of the Development Management Committee on 7th February 2017. The original 
committee report is attached for information as Appendix 1. 

1.2 The Members resolved to grant planning permission, subject to the completion of a S106 
Agreement pertaining to the matters discussed within the report, namely Affordable Housing, 
Education contributions (£84,803.00), and Public Open Space contributions (£13,838), as set out 
in the minutes.

1.3 Following the resolution, Officers commenced discussions regarding the S106 Agreement and an 
initial draft was produced. However, in June 2017, the applicant’s agent contacted the Local 
Planning Authority to advise that their client had concerns regarding the viability of the scheme with 
the identified S106 requirements, and subsequently presented a viability report. 

1.4 The Valuation Office Agency (VOA/DVS) were instructed to prepare a report on the viability of the 
scheme, considering the applicants submissions in October 2017. The report was duly completed 
and submitted to the LPA in January 2018. 

1.5 Since the submission of the report, Officers have been in discussion with the applicant’s agent in 
respect of the outcomes of the VOA appraisal. This has culminated in some minor changes to the 
submission and a revised ‘offer’ in respect of S106 contributions by the applicant. This is as follows:

 The Public Open Space contribution is accepted.
 They suggest that the LPA revisit the request for Education contributions with LCC Education 

as they do not consider that the request meets the relevant tests outlined in the NPPG, 
specifically they identify a lack of evidence as to where the monies would be spent.

 They encourage the LPA to place a preference on Affordable Housing as opposed to Education 
contributions and would be agreeable to the identified education contribution being diverted 
towards affordable housing.

 Based on the viability report and VOA findings, they advise that a financial contribution towards 
affordable housing based on 40% of Open Market Value (OMV) of 2x1-bed apartments is 
achievable if a view is taken on the education contribution, or 40% of OMV of 1x1-bed if not. 
The applicants would be agreeable to an overage clause in either scenario in the event of timely 
resolution of the application.

 The applicants agree to amend the description of development to enable the application to 
provide for ‘up to 19 dwellings’ thereby providing an upper-limit for the development in line with 
the submitted viability information. The applicants also indicated their agreement to a condition 
to specify this upper-limit within any grant of permission.

1.6 Further to the aforementioned, the applicant’s agent also comments that they wish to work 
practically, positively and co-operatively with the Council to bring this application to a conclusion. 
They believe this can be done through a speedy resolution of a revised S106 reflecting the 
aforementioned terms. They believe that their position on viability is sound and have referenced 
the relevant paragraphs in the NPPF and PPG, whilst also advising that they believe the current 
offer is compliant with the current policies of the Development Plan. They have indicated however 
that in the event of a refusal, they would proceed to challenge any decision at Appeal and note the 
resource implications for both parties as a result of such actions. An extension of time has been 
agreed until the 31st August to allow the amended scheme to be re-considered by the Development 
Management Committee, and any subsequent decision to be issued.
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1.7 Whilst it is appreciated that Members may be disappointed that this matter has not been resolved 
In accordance with the original resolution, given the applicants request that the viability information 
be considered, the onus is on the LPA to consider it. Matters relating to development viability and 
deliverability are material planning considerations, and in light of the current planning policy 
position in respect of such matters, they must form part of the decision-making process.  

1.8 In light of the above, and the alterations that have been made since the original resolution by 
Committee, Officers wish to re-report the application for determination and an updated resolution. 
Assessment of the scheme in light of the changes made is included in the following sections of this 
report.

2.0 Planning Policy

2.1 The previous report to Development Management Committee (Appendix 1) identified the relevant 
policies for the application at that time. These policies remain relevant and are supplemented by 
those detailed below which specifically relate to development viability.

2.2 Both national and local planning policy recognise that viability is an important consideration, and a 
flexible approach should be taken where developments would be rendered unviable by planning 
obligations.

3.0 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

3.1 The NPPF in para 205 states that:

"Where planning obligations are being sought, local planning authorities should take account of 
market conditions over time, and wherever appropriate, be sufficiently flexible to prevent planned 
development being stalled."

4.0 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

4.1 The NPPG gives the following advice on viability:

"Decision-taking on individual applications does not normally require consideration of viability.  
However, where the deliverability of the development may be compromised by the scale of planning 
obligations and other costs, a viability assessment may be necessary.  This should be informed by 
the particular circumstances of the site and proposed development in question. Assessing the 
viability of a particular site requires more detailed analysis than at plan level. A site is viable if the 
value generated by its development exceeds the costs of developing it and also provides sufficient 
incentive for the land to come forward and the development to be undertaken."

4.2 It goes on to say:

"Where an applicant is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the local planning authority that 
the planning obligation would cause the development to be unviable, the local planning authority 
should be flexible in seeking planning obligations."

4.3 The NPPG also provides detailed advice about viability in decision making, including how to 
determine development costs and land values and makes it clear that in all cases the value of land 
should reflect policy requirements and Planning Obligations. 

5.0 South Kesteven Core Strategy

5.1 CS policy H3 (Affordable Housing) requires a target of up to 35% affordable housing provision on 
new residential developments. H3 states:
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"In negotiating the level of affordable housing on sites, the Council will have regard to the overall 
viability of individual development schemes. An Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning 
Document will set out in detail how these requirements will be calculated on a site by site basis."

5.2 Policy SP4 (Developer Contributions) confirms that developer contributions will be required via 
Section 106 agreements where necessary and states: 

"Site specific requirements will be secured using dedicated Section 106 Agreements negotiated on 
an individual site basis."

6.0 South Kesteven Planning Obligations SPD

6.1 The SPD recognises that in some cases, provision of the full level of contributions would make a 
proposal unviable and that reductions will be considered in certain circumstances:

"In cases where applicants claim that the scale and/or range of items for which provision and/or 
contributions are being sought, would be too burdensome, inappropriate, not justified or otherwise 
unreasonable, the onus will be on the applicant to make a convincing case for any reduction in the 
scale and/or scope of the contributions. In considering the applicants' cases, the Council will, where 
appropriate, involve other stakeholders such as service providers in assessing priorities."

6.2 In respect of affordable housing the SPD states:

"The general presumption will be that the cost of providing affordable housing will be offset in the 
negotiation of the land purchase or option. Where the applicant proposes to demonstrate that there 
are abnormal costs that cannot be offset by depreciated land value or where they cannot be 
recouped in the open market sale price for the new homes then viability will need to be assessed. 
In all cases it should be assumed that public funding will not be available at the outset, and the site 
value will be calculated at the time of assessing viability. The viability assessment will consider a 
range of factors that impact upon viability, including: 

 Site considerations (including land value at existing, or in the case of a vacant or derelict 
site, its last use, before any application for residential development, not its purchase price 
or hope value). 

 Local sales values and development costs including reasonable applicants profit. 
 Policy constraints (e.g. cost of compliance with other LDF policies). 
 Scheme mix (e.g. design, type and tenure of housing). 
 Unknown abnormal site development costs.
 Necessary infrastructure costs. 
 Greenfield/Brownfield site. 
 Availability of public funding. 

If following completion of a viability assessment (in the form of a development industry standard 
development appraisal) the applicant is able to demonstrate that there are genuine viability 
problems then a revision may be agreed either to the overall scale of affordable provision or to the 
property mix and/or tenure type."

7.0 How Viability is Assessed

7.1 In summary, viability is assessed by subtracting the total costs of development i.e. construction 
and site preparation costs, professional fees etc, minimum developer's profit and any section 106 
requirements, from the gross development value i.e. how much it can be sold for. The resulting 
figure is known as the residual land value.

7.2 If the residual land value is negative or less than the existing use value (EUV) + a reasonable 
premium to incentivise the landowner to sell, development is normally considered to be unviable. 
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In such cases a reduction in planning obligations to allow the development to become viable is 
justified.

7.3 It should be noted that there is no figure set in stone for a reasonable minimum developer profit or 
premium on the land value. However between 17.5% - 20% is normally considered an acceptable 
range for minimum developer profit depending on the type of development and level of risk 
involved. Equally EUV + 20% is sometimes considered a reasonable premium on the land value, 
depending on the characteristics of the site and market comparisons.

7.4 In this case the applicant is the land-owner, however for the purposes of this assessment, the 
residual land value approach as outlined above has been adopted. This includes consideration of 
the Current Use Value (CUV) or any Alternative Use Value (AUV) and also considers the evidence 
presented in respect of sales of other land within the local area.

7.5 The applicant submitted a viability appraisal in support of the application which claims that the 
development would not be viable with section 106 planning obligations and would make minimal 
developer profit with no section 106 planning obligations. The Council's viability consultants, the 
Valuation Office Agency (VOA) were asked to carry out a detailed assessment of the applicant's 
appraisal and give their professional opinion on the viability of the development.

8.0 Summary of the Applicants additional information

8.1 A report has been prepared on behalf of the applicants by Brown & Co. The scheme has been 
considered on the basis of:

 19 units comprised of 12 open-market units (a mix of 1-3-bed properties) and 7 affordable (36%) 
split 60:40.

 £98,620 S106 contributions

9.0 Gross Development Value (GDV)

9.1 The report identifies a sales income of £1,537,370 for the open market units. This has been based 
on values being 15% lower than Elsea Park sales due to the lack of facilities and different location 
and character of the site.

9.2 The report identifies concerns regarding a lack of providers willing to take on the affordable units 
within South Kesteven. It identifies that a value of £337,498 would be generated from disposal of 
these units to Registered Providers.

9.3 The total GDV of the scheme would be £1,874,868. 

10.0 Development Costs

10.1 The report does not identify any significant abnormals, or unique build-costs.
The total construction costs (including finance etc) are £1,390,824 without S106 obligations. 
Affordable housing would be a cost to the scheme of £86,859. S106 obligations for Education and 
Open Space would be a cost of £98,629.

11.0 Developer margin (profit)

11.1 A margin (profit) for the developer has been presented at 20% on turnover for the open-market 
units and 6% for the affordable units – This equates to a cost of £327,724. 

12.0 Land value

12.1 The residual land-value is calculated by adding all costs and subtracting them from the gross 
development value. In this case:
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Total GDV: £1,874,868 Minus (-) Total costs: £1,859,737 =  £15,131
Brown & Co identify that this is a negative land-value and would be too low to incentivise a 
landowner to sell.  

13.0 Alternatives

13.1 As a result of the land-value outcome, Brown & Co have presented an alternative assumption 
based on 17 units total (14 open-market and 3 affordable). The outcome of this is a more favourable 
residual land-value of £159,372 as a result in the increased revenue and the minor reductions in 
cost.

14.0 Conclusion

14.1 The applicants report concludes that the 19unit scheme with the full affordable and S106 
requirements is not viable. It identifies that reductions in the level of affordable housing provision 
are required to make the development viable.

15.0 Summary of the Valuation Office Agency (VOA / DVS) review

15.1 The VOA report considers both the 19 unit scheme and the 17 unit scheme options. The report has 
been considered on the basis of:

 19 units comprised of 12 open-market units (a mix of 1-3-bed properties) and 7 affordable (36%) 
split 60:40.

 17 units comprised of 14 open-market units (a mix of 1-3-bed properties) and 3 affordable (17%) 
split 60:40.

 £98,620 S106 contributions 19unit scheme / £49,544 for 17 unit scheme.
 A 12month build-out period has been applied to either scenario.

16.0 Gross Development Value (GDV)

16.1 The VOA conclude that the sales values are appropriate based assessment of the applicants 
figures and their own evidence, and assumptions adopted by Brown & Co for the size and tenure 
of affordable housing units are appropriate.

16.2 A slightly higher transfer value (to a Registered Provider) has been adopted by the VOA, based on 
37.5% of OMV for social rented, and 67.5% of OMV for shared ownership. Based on this, the VOA 
find slightly higher affordable housing revenues.

16.3 The VOA identify that Ground Rent has not been included for the apartments which would typically 
be sold on long-leaseholds. This would apply to the 19 unit scheme whereby 1 unit would be 
retained as open-market, with the remaining 7 units being transferred as the affordable. A yield for 
Ground Rent of 4% has been adopted which capitalised equates to additional value of £6,250.

16.4 In conclusion the VOA identifies the following GDVs:
 £2,465,158 for the 19 unit scheme
 £2,416,966 for the 17 unit scheme

17.0 Development Costs

17.1 Build Costs have been re-reviewed by the VOA, based upon the Building Cost Information Service 
(BICS) estimates which are produced by the RICS. Other build cost data has also been reviewed 
by the VOA based on accessible information including that provided by the HCA (now Homes 
England).
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17.2 The VOA found that the Applicants build costs were lower than anticipated, but external costs 
would be higher. This matter was challenged with Brown & Co who confirmed their belief that the 
figures were accurate and realistic. Overall, as a result of consideration of BICS data, the VOA 
consider that the Build Costs should be increased.

17.3 The VOA considers that the contingency figures, and allowances for abnormal costs are realistic 
and reasonable. 

17.4 In conclusion the VOA identifies the following construction costs:
 £1,755,185for the 19 unit scheme
 £1,712,533 for the 17 unit scheme

17.5 The VOA have also treated financing as a separate cost:
 £58,000  for the 19 unit scheme
 £58,000 for the 17 unit scheme

18.0 Developer margin (profit)

18.1 The VOA advise that in assessing a scheme with affordable housing, a blended profit should be 
applied to reflect the risks relating to disposal of the affordable housing. The VOA also advise that 
it is more appropriate to take profit on cost as opposed to revenue for the affordable units, in line 
with HCA recommendations.

18.2 The VOA considers a profit of 17.5% of revenue to be acceptable, but in this instance 18.5% could 
be considered reasonable in this case. The VOA therefore attributes 18.5% of revenue for the 
open-market units and 8% of cost for the affordable homes.

18.3 For planning compliant schemes (35% affordable) this produces blended rates of 16.76% of GDV 
for the 19 unit scheme, and 16.95% for the 17 unit scheme. For the schemes to be viable, the VOA 
would expect the residual figure for profit to exceed these percentages.

19.0 Land value

19.1 The VOA has considered the Brown & Co residual land value based on the advice given in the 
RICS Guidance “Financial Viability in Planning”. The VOA has also undertaken a ‘cross-check’ of 
the residual land value based on the applicants figures and concurs with their findings.

19.2 Due regard is also given to what would be a reasonable, hypothetical, price based on the alternative 
or current value (AUV or CUV) to a landowner. In this case, the use attributed is employment based 
on the existing, historic allocation of the land. Based on this, a figure of between £180,000-200,000 
per net developable acre would be reasonable. This is considered by the VOA to represent a 
reasonable incentive to the landowner to bring forward this vacant land to the market.

19.3 The applicants identified in their appraisal for the 17unit scheme, that a residual value of £159,372 
would be sufficient incentive for the scheme to come forward and thus represent a reasonable land-
value. The VOA have therefore adopted a value of circa £160,000 as being a reasonable land-
value, comparable with other recent sales of sites in the area with the benefit of planning permission 
for residential development.

20.0 Outcomes of the VOA appraisals

20.1 The VOA have fully appraised the scheme, they have cross-checked the applicants residual land-
value model, and raise no concerns.
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20.2 The VOA have also analysed the scheme in both a 19unit and 17unit arrangement. They have 
done this on a “fully policy compliant” basis, and with a blended profit figure included. In these 
scenarios, the following figures are produced:

Scheme 19 Units 17 Units
Total income £2,465,158 £2,416,996
Total outgoing £ 2,695,686 £ 2,596,084
Outcome - (any surplus 
deemed to show a viable 
scheme)

-£230,528 - £ 179,087

UNVIABLE UNVIABLE

20.3 The VOA conclude that despite some differences of opinion regarding some of the inputs into the 
viability models, the outcomes remain the same that the scheme cannot reasonably support the 
fully policy compliant levels of affordable housing whilst remaining viable and deliverable.

20.4 The VOA highlight that even if all S106 contributions were to be removed, the scheme would be 
unable to deliver the policy compliant level (35%) of affordable housing.

20.5 The VOA have used their model to reverse engineer the scheme using differing levels of Affordable 
Housing provision to identify at what level affordable housing could be provided, whilst retaining a 
viable development. The VOA advise:

 The 19 unit scheme can support 5.26% Affordable Housing (1x1-bed affordable rented 
apartment), with a profit of 18.5%. 

 The 17 unit scheme can support 11.76% Affordable Housing (1x1-bed affordable rented 
apartment and 1x1-bed shared ownership), with a profit of 18.5%. 

The VOA conclude that, both the 19 and 17 unit schemes are unviable at  the  Council’s  
full  affordable  housing  policy  level  of  35%,  but  can  viably support on site sub policy 
levels of affordable housing amounting to 5.26% and 11.76% respectively and the whole 
of the required Section 106 contributions as highlighted.

21.0 Negotiations since the VOA report

21.1 The outcomes of the viability assessment have been shared with the applicants, who have updated 
their Heads of Terms to reflect the outcomes of the assessment. They now propose:

 To meet the Public Open Space contribution  - £13,838
 Based on the viability report and DVS findings, they advise that a financial contribution towards 

affordable housing based on 40% of OMV of 2x1-bed apartments is achievable if a view is 
taken on the education contribution, or 40% of OMV of 1x1-bed if not. The applicants would be 
agreeable to an overage clause in either scenario in the event of timely resolution of the 
application.

 The applicants agree to amend the description of development to enable the application to 
provide for ‘up to 19 dwellings’ thereby providing an upper-limit for the development in line with 
the submitted viability information. The applicants also indicated their agreement to a condition 
to specify this upper-limit within any grant of permission.

22.0 Consultations
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22.1 LCC Education Services have been contacted in respect of their request for an education 
contribution. They have stated that there is still an educational need within Bourne both in terms of 
primary and secondary, however ultimately it is up to the LPA if they want to favour affordable 
housing in this instance.  They are unable to identify a specific school or project which the 
contribution would be directed towards at the present time. 

22.2 The Councils Partnership Project Officer has provided comments in respect of affordable housing 
provision. They have commented that they are surprised that the applicants position has changed 
since the 8 units previously suggested was put forward by them. They raise concerns that as this 
is an outline it is not possible to know the precise viability position, and that the housing market is 
changing, and improving each week. They also query the length of the build out period. In the event 
that the viability position is accepted, an overage clause should be included.

22.3 The Councils Partnership Project Officer states that the “offer” of a 1-bed unit on-site, is not 
acceptable, as this does not reflect the local housing need and a Registered Provider would be 
unlikely to take it in isolation as an apartment. On this basis, it may be more prudent to seek a 
financial contribution, a commuted sum to be used off-site which is calculated on the basis of the 
resultant value of the properties once 40% of the OMV has been deducted. For example a 
contribution on a property with a value of £120,000 would be £72,000. The values and contribution 
to be determined at point of sale, thereby being directly related to the market price at the time. 

23.0 Evaluation / Conclusion

23.1 Although the scheme was previously presented to Development Management Committee on the 
basis of it being policy compliant in terms of the required contributions and Affordable Housing 
provision, the applicants submission of viability information is a relevant material consideration 
within the decision-making process which the Council is duly required to give weight to.

23.2 The original report to the Development Management Committee remains valid and covers the 
majority of relevant matters, this evaluation will therefore only focus on the viability related elements 
which link to the additional information received since the previous resolution.

24.0 Officers assessment

24.1 Having reviewed the VOA conclusions, Officers believe that the position reached is robust, 
evidenced and reasonable. There are therefore grounds for accepting a reduced level of Affordable 
Housing provision.

24.2 In light of the position presented by the applicants, and the comments of LCC Education, it is 
Officers recommendation that the request for education contributions (£84,803.00) is not accepted, 
with the Councils preference being given towards the increase of additional monies towards 
affordable housing. On this basis, it is possible to secure a financial contribution towards affordable 
housing based on a commuted sum for 2x1-bed apartments – equating to approximately £143,000, 
which could then be used off-site to deliver affordable housing within Bourne. On top of this, a 
contribution of £13,838 would be secured for Public Open Space.

24.3 This position would also include for relevant overage clauses within any agreement, to cater for 
any changes in the housing market between the grant of permission and delivery of the 
development.

24.4 Policy H3 refers to “up to 35%” provision, with the supporting text of the policy identifying that this 
is a maximum target provision, and in reaching the final figure for what each site can deliver, due 
regard should be given to viability. This position is supplemented by the guidance in the 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). This scheme would therefore comply with the 
requirements of the Councils adopted policy in relation to affordable housing provision.

24.5 Officers accept that this is an outline application and therefore there is some potential for variation 
in the final scheme to be delivered on site. To counter this, the applicants agent has identified that 
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there is agreement over an amended description to allow for up to 19 units, and the imposition of 
a condition as recommended. The condition would limit the overall number, and types and sizes 
(based on the indicative plans) so that any permission is directly related to the viability information. 
Any scheme coming forwards outside of the terms of that condition would then either require a 
variation of the condition or a fresh submission, in either scenario it would be possible to revisit the 
viability issue and undertake a reappraisal if necessary.

24.6 The delivery of residential development is an important local, and national issue, and the 
Government policy and guidance is clear that authorities should take a balanced approach in light 
of the viability position. In this case, it is clear that with the full requirements of local policy, the 
scheme is undeliverable. Whereas with reduced levels, the scheme would be a viable, and 
deliverable scheme for up to 19 units. This would have positive benefits in terms of delivery of 
additional residential development within the area, and the wider District, with the site making a 
contribution to the Councils 5-Year Housing Land Supply, and also contributing towards meeting 
the forthcoming Housing Delivery Test.

25.0 Conclusion

25.1 National and local planning policy recognises that not all proposals will be capable of the full policy 
requirements in respect of Affordable Housing or Section 106 requirements and allows for 
contributions to be waived or reduced in such circumstances.

25.2 Whilst the provision of affordable housing and other section 106 contributions at the levels identified 
would be desirable in order to comply with the targets set out in planning policy, the evidence 
available shows that such provision would make development of this site unviable. The scheme 
would either be considered as unviable when viewed by a typical developer, or there would be 
insufficient land-value to incentivise the owner to sell, in either scenario the development of the 
residential units would be unlikely to go ahead.

25.3 In this situation, it is considered that there is a reasonable and evidenced basis to allow a reduction 
in the provisions to be secured by S106 agreement. The proposed solution, being a financial 
contribution towards affordable housing and the provision of public open space contributions, is 
reflective of the viability position and such contributions would still allow a policy compliant 
development whilst allowing the delivery of the site. As such, the proposed approach is 
appropriately justified. In addition, the applicants have offered an ‘overage’ arrangement, so that in 
the event the development creates more residual value, the Council and developer would share in 
such benefits. Officers consider that this is a reasonable approach, and compliant with national 
policy relating to viability. Furthermore, appropriate conditions would be imposed to ensure that the 
development to be delivered through the outline permission would be reflective of the financial 
viability appraisals.

25.4 Notwithstanding the above, due weight should be given to the benefits of ensuring permission is 
granted for a deliverable scheme on the site. The land is presently vacant, and in an area where 
various forms of residential development have been delivered. The provision of housing on this site 
is considered acceptable and would be in accordance with the established character and 
sustainability of the area. The effects of development are also acceptable subject to the mitigation 
secured by conditions and the S106 agreement in relation to public open space. The provision of 
up to 19 units on this site, as part of a viable and deliverable scheme would offer benefits in relation 
to the economy (through construction) and would also contribute to the Councils requirement for a 
5-year supply of housing land, and the delivery of the site would also contribute to the Council 
meeting the requirements of the forthcoming Housing Delivery Test.

25.5 Taking into account the available evidence, and all of the matters as set out in this report, it is 
considered necessary to reduce the levels of contributions that the development would make 
towards S106 obligations, in order to secure a viable form of development. The proposals as 
submitted are therefore in accordance with CS Policies H3 and SP4 of the South Kesteven 
Planning Obligations SPD, the NPPF and NPPG guidance.
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26.0 Recommendation:

26.1 Defer to Chairman and / or Vice Chairman in consultation with the Executive Manager for 
Development & Growth for approval subject to the signing of a Section 106 agreement and in 
accordance with the conditions set out below. 

26.2 Where the section 106 agreement has not been concluded prior to the Committee a period not 
exceeding six weeks post the date of the Committee shall be set for the completion (including 
signing) of the agreement.

26.3 In the event that the agreement has not been concluded before the end of the agreed period of the 
extension of time (31st August) and no meaningful progress has been made towards concluding 
the agreement, and where in the opinion of the Executive Manager for Development & Growth, 
there are no extenuating circumstances which would justify a further extension of time, the related 
planning application shall be refused on the basis that the necessary criteria essential to make 
what would otherwise be unacceptable development acceptable have not been forthcoming. 

27.0 List of Appendices

Appendix 1 – Planning Committee report – 7th February 2017

List of Recommended Conditions:
Time Limit for Commencement

 1 Details of the reserved matters set out below shall have been submitted to the Local Planning Authority 
for approval within three years from the date of this permission:
i. layout;
ii. scale
iii. appearance
iv. access 
v. landscaping
Approval of all reserved matters shall have been obtained from the Local Planning Authority in writing 
before any development is commenced.

Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to control the development in detail and in order that 
the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in Section 92 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

 2 The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of three years from the 
date of this permission or two years from the approval of the last of the reserved matters, whichever 
is the latter.
Reason: In order that the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in Section 92 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

Before the Development is Commenced

 3 The development hereby approved shall provide for no more than 19 no. dwellings with a combined 
net floor area of no more than 1201m2.
Reason: To define the permission and for the avoidance of doubt, and to ensure that the development 
is reflective of the viability position presented regarding developer contributions and affordable 
housing provision.

 4 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, details of an archaeological watching brief 
shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site and in accordance 
with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010) and Paragraph 141 of the 
NPPF.

 5 Before any of the works on the external elevations for the buildings hereby permitted are begun, 
samples of the materials (including colour of any render, paintwork or colourwash) to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and in accordance with Policy EN1 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

 6 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, a scheme for the treatment of surface and 
foul water drainage shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is provided in 
accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

 7 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, plans showing the existing and proposed 
land levels of the site including [site sections, spot heights, contours and the finished floor levels of all 
buildings] with reference to [neighbouring properties/an off site datum point] shall have been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

 8 Before construction of any building hereby permitted is commenced, the land on which that building 
is situated shall have been graded in accordance with the approved land levels details. 
Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

During Building Works

 9 If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then 
no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be 
carried out until the developer has submitted a remediation strategy to the local planning authority 
detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with and obtained written approval from 
the local planning authority. The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.
 Reasons To ensure if any contamination is encountered during redevelopment, that it is dealt with 
appropriately.

Before the Development is Occupied

10 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the external surfaces shall have 
been completed in accordance with the approved details.
 Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and in accordance with Policy EN1 
of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

11 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the works to provide the surface 
and foul water drainage shall have been completed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is provided in 
accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

12 Development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the archaeological watching brief approved, 
as required by condition above. 

In the event of important archaeological features or remains being discovered which are beyond the 
scope of the watching brief to excavate and record and which require a more thorough rescue 
excavation, then all construction work on site shall cease and details of a further programme of 
archaeological work shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
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Development shall not re-commence on site until the investigation works are complete and written 
confirmation that work may commence is received from the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site and in accordance 
with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010) and Paragraph 141 of the 
NPPF.
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Ongoing Conditions

13 On submission of Reserved Matters the layout plan shall not show any built form within the Gas 
pipeline easement area as indicated on indicative layout plan Drawing Number SK01 Rev C received 
on 17th January 2017. 
Reason: Built form within the easement of the gas pipeline is not acceptable and contrary to the 
guidelines of the HSE.

Standard Note(s) to Applicant:

 1 In reaching the decision the Council has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner 
by determining the application without undue delay. As such it is considered that the decision is in 
accordance with paras 186 - 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

 2 Environmental Protection have reviewed the above planning application and have no further 
comments to make except to advise an informative that the developer be mindful guidelines for 
construction works under Control of Pollution act particularly as the works are near a residential care 
home.  Please make the developer aware of the following:

To minimise noise impacts on the existing residential dwellings, It is recommend that 'construction 
work' shall only be carried out between the hours of 7:30 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday and 9:00 
am to 1:00 pm on a Saturday. Construction work shall not be carried out on Sundays or Public 
Holidays. The term 'construction work' shall include mobile and fixed plant/machinery, (e.g. 
generators) radios and the delivery of construction materials. 

Also Strictly no burning on site.

 3 Where private drives are proposed as part of any development you should be aware of the 
requirements laid down in Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2.

 4 Prior to the submission of details for any access works within the public highway you must contact the 
Divisional Highways Manager on 01522 782070 for application, specification and construction 
information.

 5 This road is a private road and will not be adopted as a Highway Maintainable at the Public Expense 
(under the Highways Act 1980) and as such the liability for maintenance rests with the frontagers.
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Site Location Plan

Indicative Layout Plan


