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PLA. 902 

 
BRIEFING PAPER PLANNING ENFORCEMENT  

 

January – June 2011 
 

Introduction 
 
1. This report summarises the level of enforcement activity undertaken within South 

Kesteven District Council for the period January – June 2011.  The purpose of this report 
is to provide Members with an update on progress of the Planning Enforcement Service 
for the period highlighted. 

 

Update 
 

2. Complaints and inquiries to the Enforcement Section are currently being reviewed 
through the Habanero system.  Through the trial period it has been agreed that the initial 
complaints/inquiry will be logged by support staff (enforcement).  Depending on the basis 
of the inquiry/complaint further investigation will be conducted by either planning and/or 
enforcement officers.  Should the matter facilitate enforcement action the case will be 
dealt with by the enforcement officer who will instigate the appropriate action 
accordingly?  This trial period has now been extended a further 8 weeks to illicit further 
information and statistics to examine the extra data required to accordingly make 
judgement on the structure and balance of the enforcement team and its priorities. 

 

Staffing Issues 
 

3. The two Planning Enforcement Officers still continue to operate the area in conjunction 
with the north and south sub divide of the district. To assist with the increase in work load 
the Section 106 officer and a further support officer are facilitating the cases that are 
being generated for investigation. 

 

Assessing the need for enforcement action or prosecution 
 
4. It was highlighted in the previous report that a six monthly enforcement report would now 

be undertaken on a regular basis to keep Members updated on current enforcement 
issues/cases.  As part of the enforcement processes it is opined that Members have 
some perception of the processes and criteria set out in the reasoning and outcomes of 
enforcement issues.  In deciding whether enforcement action or prosecution is expedient 
the Council will take into consideration Planning Policy Guidance 18.  The guidance note 
clearly sets out the approach which should be undertaken when conducting an 
investigation. 

 

The general approach to enforcement 
 

5. Nothing in this Note should be taken as condoning a wilful breach of planning law. LPAs 
have a general discretion to take enforcement action, when they regard it as expedient. 
They should be guided by the following considerations:- 
 
(1)  Parliament has given LPAs the primary responsibility for taking whatever 

enforcement action may be necessary, in the public interest, in their 
administrative area (the private citizen cannot initiate planning enforcement 
action); 
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(2)  the Commissioner for Local Administration (the local ombudsman) has held, in a 
number of investigated cases, that there is "maladministration" if the authority fail 
to take effective enforcement action which was plainly necessary and has 
occasionally recommended a compensatory payment to the complainant for the 
consequent injustice; 

(3)  in considering any enforcement action, the decisive issue for the LPA should be 
whether the breach of control would unacceptably affect public amenity or the 
existing use of land and buildings meriting protection in the public interest; 

(4)  enforcement action should always be commensurate with the breach of planning 
control to which it relates (for example, it is usually inappropriate to take formal 
enforcement action against a trivial or technical breach of control which causes 
no harm to amenity in the locality of the site); and 

(5)  where the LPA's initial attempt to persuade the owner or occupier of the site 
voluntarily to remedy the harmful effects of unauthorised development fails, 
negotiations should not be allowed to hamper or delay whatever formal 
enforcement action may be required to make the development acceptable on 
planning grounds, or to compel it to stop (LPAs should bear in mind the statutory 
time limits for taking enforcement action). 

 

Where development is carried out without permission 
 

6.  In assessing the need for enforcement action, LPAs should bear in mind that it is not an 
offence to carry out development without first obtaining any planning permission required 
for it. New section 73A of the 1990 Act specifically provides that a grant of planning 
permission may relate to development carried out before the date of the application. 
Accordingly, where the LPA's assessment indicates it is likely that unconditional planning 
permission would be granted for development which has already taken place, the correct 
approach is to suggest to the person responsible for the development that he should at 
once submit a retrospective planning application (together with the appropriate 
application fee). It may also be appropriate to consider whether any other public 
authority (e.g. the highway or environmental health authority) is better able to take 
remedial action. 

7.  While it is clearly unsatisfactory for anyone to carry out development without first 
obtaining the required planning permission, an enforcement notice should not normally 
be issued solely to "regularise" development which is acceptable on its planning merits, 
but for which permission has not been sought. In such circumstances, LPAs should 
consider using the new "planning contravention notice" to establish what has taken place 
on the land and persuade the owner or occupier to seek permission for it, if permission is 
required. The owner or occupier of the land can be told that, without a specific planning 
permission, he may be at a disadvantage if he subsequently wishes to dispose of his 
interest in the land and has no evidence of any permission having been granted for 
development comprising an important part of the valuation. As paragraph 14 of DOE 
Circular 2/87 (WO 5/87) points out, it will generally be regarded as "unreasonable" for 
the LPA to issue an enforcement notice, solely to remedy the absence of a valid 
planning permission, if it is concluded, on an enforcement appeal to the Secretary of 
State, that there is no significant planning objection to the breach of control alleged in 
the enforcement notice. Accordingly, LPAs who issue a notice in these circumstances 
will remain at risk of an award against them of the appellant's costs in the enforcement 
appeal. 
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Where unauthorised development can be made acceptable by the 
imposition of conditions 
 
8.  A LPA may consider that development has been carried out without the requisite 

planning permission, but the development could be made acceptable by the imposition 
of planning conditions (for example, to control the hours, or mode, of operation; or to 
carry out a landscaping scheme). If so, the authority may invite the owner or occupier of 
the land to submit an application, and pay the appropriate application fee, voluntarily. It 
can be pointed out to the person concerned that the authority do not wish the business, 
or other activity, to cease; but they have a public duty to safeguard amenity by ensuring 
that development is carried out, or continued, within acceptable limits, having regard to 
local circumstances and the relevant planning policies. LPAs should bear in mind the 
need to consult on such applications in the normal way and the possible effect of such 
development on the functions of statutory undertakers. 

9.  If, after a formal invitation to do so, the owner or occupier of the land refuses to submit a 
planning application in these circumstances, the LPA should consider whether to issue 
an enforcement notice.  Section 173(4)(b) of the 1990 Act (as amended by the 1991 Act) 
provides that one of the purposes for which the LPA may, in an enforcement notice, 
require remedial steps to be taken is for "removing or alleviating any injury to amenity 
which has been caused by the breach". For that purpose, section 173(5) of the 1990 Act 
provides that an enforcement notice may require, among other things, "the carrying out 
of any building or other operations" (paragraph (b)); or "any activity on the land not to be 
carried on except to the extent specified in the notice;" (paragraph (c)). Accordingly, 
where an owner or occupier of land refuses to submit a planning application which would 
enable the LPA to grant conditional planning permission, the authority would be justified 
in issuing an enforcement notice if, in their view, the unauthorised development has 
resulted in any injury to amenity, or damage to a statutorily designated site, which can 
only be satisfactorily removed or alleviated by imposing conditions on a grant of planning 
permission for the development. If an enforcement notice is issued to enable the LPA to 
grant conditional planning permission, they should explain clearly (in their statement of 
reasons for issuing the notice) what injury to amenity, or damage to the site, has been 
caused by the unauthorised development and how their conditional grant of permission 
will effectively remedy it. The owner or occupier will then have no doubt about the 
purpose of the enforcement action, or what he is required to do in order to remove or 
alleviate the perceived injury to amenity. 

 

Where the unauthorised development is unacceptable on the site 
but relocation is feasible 
 

10. It is not the LPA's responsibility to seek out and suggest to the owner or occupier of land 
on which unauthorised development has taken place an alternative site, to which the 
activity might be satisfactorily relocated. But if, as part of their economic development 
functions, the authority are aware of a suitable alternative site, it will usually be helpful to 
suggest it, and to encourage removal of the unauthorised development to it. 

11. If an alternative site has been suggested, the LPA should make it clear to the owner or 
occupier of the site where unauthorised development has taken place that he is 
expected to relocate to the alternative site (or some other site he may prefer). The LPA 
should set a reasonable time-limit within which relocation should be completed. What is 
reasonable will depend on the particular circumstances, including the nature and extent 
of the unauthorised development; the time needed to negotiate for, and secure an 
interest in, the alternative site; and the need to avoid unacceptable disruption during the 
relocation process. If a timetable for relocation is ignored, it will usually be expedient for 
the LPA to issue an enforcement notice. In that event, the compliance period in the 
notice should specify what the LPA regard as a reasonable period to complete the 
relocation. 
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Where the unauthorised development is unacceptable and 
relocation is not feasible 
 

12. Where, in the LPA's view, unacceptable unauthorised development has been carried out, 
and there is no realistic prospect of its being relocated to a more suitable site, the owner 
or occupier of the land should be informed that the authority are not prepared to allow 
the operation or activity to continue at its present level of activity, or (if this is the case) at 
all. If the development nevertheless provides valued local employment, the owner or 
occupier should be advised how long the LPA are prepared to allow before the operation 
or activity must stop, or be reduced to an acceptable level of intensity. If agreement can 
be reached between the operator and the LPA about the period to be allowed for the 
operation or activity to cease, or be reduced to an acceptable level, and the person 
concerned honours the agreement, formal enforcement action may be avoided. But 
LPAs should be aware of the possibility of intensification of the development after expiry 
of the statutory period for enforcement action. If no agreement can be reached, the issue 
of an enforcement notice will usually be justified, allowing a realistic compliance period 
for the unauthorised operation or activity to cease, or its scale to be acceptably reduced. 
Any difficulty with relocation will not normally be a sufficient reason for delaying formal 
enforcement action to remedy unacceptable unauthorised development. 

 

Where the unauthorised development is unacceptable and 
immediate remedial action is required 
 

13. Where, in the LPA's view, unauthorised development has been carried out and the LPA 
consider that:- 

 
 (1)  the breach of control took place in full knowledge that planning permission was 

needed (whether or not advice to this effect was given by the LPA to the person 
responsible); 

(2)  the person responsible for the breach will not submit a planning application for it 
(despite being advised to do so); and 

(3)  the breach is causing serious harm to public amenity in the neighbourhood of the 
site, the LPA should normally take vigorous enforcement action (including, if 
appropriate, the service of a stop notice) to remedy the breach urgently, or 
prevent further serious harm to public amenity. 

 
Unauthorised development by small businesses or self-employed 
people 
 

14. Although some breaches of control are clearly deliberate, the LPA may find that an owner 
or operator of a small business, or a self-employed person, has carried out unauthorised 
development in good faith, believing that no planning permission is needed for it. The 
cost of responding to enforcement action may represent a substantial financial burden 
on such a small business, or self-employed person. LPAs should consider this in 
deciding how to handle a particular case. 

15. The initial aim should be to explore - in discussion with the owner or operator - whether 
the business can be allowed to continue operating acceptably on the site at its current 
level of activity, or perhaps less intensively. The LPA should carefully explain the 
planning objections to the current operation of the business and, if it is practicable, 
suggest ways to overcome them. This may result in the grant of a mutually acceptable 
conditional planning permission, enabling the owner or operator to continue in business 
at the site without harm to local amenity. If the site's owner or occupier is at first reluctant 
to negotiate with the LPA, the service of a "planning contravention notice" may help to 
convey the LPA's determination not to allow the development to go ahead by default. 
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16. If a mutually satisfactory compromise cannot be reached, and formal enforcement action 
is essential, the LPA should make their intentions clear, at the outset, to the owner or 
operator of a small business or a self-employed person. Unless it is urgently needed, 
formal enforcement action should not come as a "bolt from the blue" to a small business 
or self-employed person. It should be preceded by informal discussion about possible 
means of minimising harm to local amenity caused by the business activity; and, if 
formal action will clearly be needed, by discussion of the possible relocation of the 
business to another site. As explained in paragraph 10, it is not the LPA's responsibility 
to take the initiative in finding or providing a suitable alternative site. If formal 
enforcement action is likely to compel a small business or self-employed person to 
relocate their trading activities, the LPA should aim to agree on a timetable for relocation 
which will minimise disruption to the business and, if possible, avoid any permanent loss 
of employment as a result of the relocation. Once an enforcement notice has taken 
effect, LPAs should bear in mind that, where the circumstances justify it, new section 
173A of the 1990 Act enables them to withdraw the notice; or to waive or relax any 
requirement in it, including the compliance period. A reasonable compliance period, or 
an extension of the initial period, may make the difference between enabling a small 
business or self-employed person to continue operating, or compelling them to cease 
trading. 

17. The Government remains committed to fostering business enterprise, provided that the 
necessary development can take place without unacceptable harm to local amenity. 
LPAs should bear this in mind when considering how best to deal with unauthorised 
development by small businesses.  Nevertheless, effective enforcement action is likely 
to be the only appropriate remedy if the business activity is causing irreparable harm. 

 

Unauthorised development by private householders 
 

18. When they are considering the possibility of enforcement action involving unauthorised 
development by a private householder, LPAs should bear in mind that independent 
professional advice about whether planning permission was needed for the development 
may sometimes not have been readily available, or affordable. This is particularly true 
where the householder may have relied on "permitted development" rights in the 
General Development Order (the GDO) as authorisation for the development, but a 
specified limitation has been exceeded in carrying it out. In these circumstances it is 
inappropriate to initiate a prosecution of a householder, under new section 187A(9) of 
the 1990 Act (prosecution for the offence of failure to secure compliance with the 
limitation imposed on a grant of planning permission by virtue of the GDO), unless the 
breach of condition notice served on the householder includes a full explanation of the 
allegedly unauthorised development and he has failed to take satisfactory steps to 
regularise it, despite being allowed adequate time to do so. In considering whether it is 
expedient to take enforcement action against development carried out in excess of the 
permission granted by the GDO, the LPA should have full regard to what would have 
been permitted if the development had been carried out in strict accordance with the 
relevant provisions. LPAs should not normally take enforcement action in order to 
remedy only a slight variation in excess of what would have been permitted by virtue of 
the GDO provisions. 

 

Enforcement of planning control over mineral working 
 

19. Minerals planning control is well established as part of the general planning system and 
there are no separate enforcement powers for unauthorised minerals working. The 
general policies and principles applicable to enforcement apply equally to minerals 
cases. Nevertheless, unauthorised minerals working sometimes poses particular 
enforcement problems, both in terms of the occasionally irremediable nature of the 
working and the speed at which damage can be caused. Certain of the new powers in 
the 1991 Act should therefore be helpful to mineral planning authorities (MPAs), to 
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prevent damage which would otherwise be virtually or totally irremediable, either to the 
site itself or to its surroundings. 

20. It is clearly preferable for effective liaison and contacts between MPAs and minerals 
operators to be sufficiently good for contraventions of planning conditions to be avoided, 
and for any problems to be resolved through discussion and co-operation. In cases 
where formal enforcement proceedings are necessary, it is important to ensure that 
action is taken quickly. MPAs need to be able to stop an unauthorised activity as soon 
as it is detected. Examples are where a mineral operator is moving soil materials in 
contravention of clear planning conditions, so as to jeopardise the restoration and 
aftercare of the site; or where unauthorised excavation outside the permitted boundary 
causes irremediable damage, or endangers the safety and stability of the surrounding 
land. Section 183 of the 

 1990 Act (as amended by section 9 of the 1991 Act) enables a stop notice to be served 
at the same time as the copy of an enforcement notice; and section 184(3) (as 
amended) now enables a stop notice to take effect before the expiry of 3 days, or 
immediately, where special reasons justify it – for example to prevent irremediable 
damage. The planning injunction provisions of section 187B are also available in respect 
of unauthorised minerals development. 

21. Further guidance on any more detailed aspects of enforcement of planning control over 
mineral working will be included, where necessary, in revisions to the relevant Minerals 
Planning Guidance Notes (MPGs). 

 

The organisation of their enforcement functions by LPAS 
 

22. How LPAs organise the administrative function of enforcing planning control is for each 
authority to decide. The organisation should correspond to the volume and complexity of 
enforcement casework in each LPA's area and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to short-
term increases in the demand for enforcement. All authorities should ensure that there is 
a close and co-operative working relationship between the Planning Department and the 
Solicitor's (or Secretary's or Chief Executive's) Department. Without such an effective 
working relationship, formal enforcement action (which depends for its success upon 
speed of assessment and process) may be hampered by poor communications and 
misunderstandings. Public criticism is then likely, especially if statutory time limits for 
taking enforcement action are allowed to expire because of administrative delay. Unless 
they have done so recently, all LPAs are recommended to carry out a thorough review of 
the effectiveness of their procedural arrangements for planning enforcement; and, where 
necessary, to introduce revised arrangements. 

23. When complaints about alleged breaches of planning control are received from parish or 
community councils, or members of the public, they should always be properly recorded 
and investigated. If the LPA decide to exercise their discretion not to take formal 
enforcement action, following a complaint, they should be prepared to explain their 
reasons to any organisation or person who has asked for an alleged breach of control to 
be investigated. 

 

Enforcement Report/Activity 

5. Since the 1 January 2011 there has been 235 complaints registered as of 30 June 2011.    
Of those, 104 cases have been closed based on a conclusion e.g. no breach, planning 
application approved, not expedient, time barred and breach remedied. 

 
6. There have been 7 enforcement notices and 1 Listed Building Enforcement Notice served 

since the last reporting period and 4 enforcement appeals have been lodged.  Currently 
no Breach of Condition Notice or Section 215 Notice has been served during this 
reporting period.  
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Enforcement Performance Figures September/December 2010 
 

Cases Opened 235 
Cases Closed 104 
 

ACTIONS  
Enforcement Notices 7 
Beach of Condition Notices Nil 
S215 Notices Nil 
Listed Building Enforcement Notice 1 
Temporary Stop Notice Nil 
Stop Notice Nil 
Prosecutions (Notice non-compliance) Nil 
Prosecutions (Adverts) Nil 
PCN/S330/S16 Notices 5 
 

APPEALS  
Enforcement Appeals Lodged 4 
Enforcement Appeals Dismissed 1 
Enforcement Appeals Allowed Nil 
Enforcement Appeals Withdrawn Nil 
 

Enforcement Action 
 

1. Greytrex House, Tinwell Road Lane, Stamford (Use of 2 x annexes as separate 

living accommodation to main dwelling) – Planning Inspectorate awarded partial 

costs to council.  Appellant is unwilling to accept council’s break down of costs.  Order 

of the court being pursued by legal.  

2. Grange Farm, Hougham (Car Boot Sales) – Enforcement Notice served in 

connection with unauthorised use of land (car boot sales).  Enforcement monitoring. 

3. Land adj Hards Lane, Frognall (Storage building and 2 x container units) – 

Enforcement appeal dismissed.  Buildings now removed no further action, compliance 

with enforcement notice. 

4. Mama Liz’s Soul Shack, 9A North Street, Stamford (Use of part of restaurant for 

music events) – Public Inquiry 2nd November 2010.  Permitted use as restaurant with 

ancillary bar facilities.  Currently establishment being used as a mixed use - restaurant 

and live music venue. Planning application now submitted and approved. 

5. Land adj Fallows End, Stragglethorpe Lane, Fulbeck Lowfields (Traveller site) – 

Public Inquiry regarding planning application refusal scheduled for 16 February 2011.  

Liaised with legal and appropriate documents for Injunctive proceedings have been 

presented to Counsel.  Legal still collating further information regarding prosecution of 

the enforcement notice.  Planning appeal – upheld.  Appellant has submitted details to 

discharge planning conditions, no further action. 

6. Black Bull, Lobthorpe (UPVC windows in Listed Building) – non compliance with 

enforcement notice regarding unauthorised alterations to listed building.  Documents 

with legal for prosecution.  Further letter forwarded to owner requesting compliance. 
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7. Café Black, Stamford (Canopy attached to Listed Building) – Planning application 

refused.  Enforcement Notice served.  Appeal submitted by appellant to Planning 

Inspectorate, no starting date for appeal. 

8. New Fox Service Station, South Witham (Sale of motorhomes) – Enforcement 

Notice served owners contest validity of notice.  Planning Inspectorate confirm 

enforcement notice valid.  Tenant has partially complied with enforcement notice.  

Further contact with land owner for full compliance with enforcement notice. 

9. Tallington Lakes, Tallington (Occupation of holiday caravans on permanent 

residential basis) – a number of complex matters have been encountered at the 

caravan park.  Legal seeking Counsel’s advice on a number of issues at the site. 

10. 38 Chapel Street, Haconby (Extension of garden cartilage) – Enforcement Notice 

served and appeal received.  Public Inquiry 18 October 2011. 

11. 14 Berkeley Drive, Bourne (Fence) – prosecution for non-return of Requisition for 

Information Notice prior to serving enforcement Notice regarding unauthorised fence. 

12. Odd House Farm, Holme Lane, Claypole (Use of agricultural building for 

livestock.  Permitted use storage) – Enforcement Notice served and appeal 

received.  Planning Inspectorate confirmed appeal by written representation.   

Statement to be submitted by 18 July 2011. 

13. 118 Fifth Avenue, Grantham (Fence) – unauthorised fence.  Enforcement Notice 

served compliance date 14 July 2011.  Works have been undertaken and full 

compliance with enforcement notice. 

14. Land r/o Dr’s Surgery, Station Street, Rippingale (Caravan used for residential 

purposes) – Enforcement Notice served and an appeal has been submitted.  Public 

Inquiry 25 October 2010 

15. The Poplars, 19 Village Street, Gelston (House extension) – Planning application 

refused and appealed.  Enforcement Notice served compliance date 27 January 2012. 

16. The Workshop, Valley Lane, Long Bennington (Joinery workshop used for 

residential purposes) - Wooden joinery building being used for residential 

occupation.  Enforcement Officer collating information for service of enforcement 

notice. 

17. 9 Wharf Road, Grantham (Erection of 2 x air conditioning units) – Planning 

application refused.  Enforcement notice served with compliance date 27 September 

2011.  Tenant in discussions with Enforcement Officer about relocation of air 

conditioning units.. 
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S106 ENFORCEMENT REPORT - June 2011 
 
 

There are approximately 141 Section 106 Agreements currently being monitored in various 
stages of compliance, part-compliance or breach.  The following is a sample of the matters 
referred to Legal services:- 

 
 
1. (10)  S01/1182 - Old Station Yard, Station Road, Morton 
Matter referred to Legal Services.  Commuted sum of £40,000 Affordable Housing 
contribution remains unpaid.  Developer maintains the contribution has been paid, but SKDC 
have no conclusive record of payment. Developer has been asked to provide proof of 
payment. Legal Services wrote to the Developer on 19.05.11.  Developer has changed 
Banks and is checking records with previous Bank. 02.06.11 Consideration being given to 
issuing proceedings in the High Court. 
 
 
2. (62)  S99/1156 - Manthorpe Road, Grantham (Langford Gardens) 
Matter referred to Legal Services.  Commuted sum of £100,000 Affordable Housing 
contribution unpaid.  No response received to various letters.  Consideration being given to 
issuing proceedings in the High Court.  
 
 
3. (28)  S03/0506 & S03/0613 Southfield Business Park, Bourne 
Matter referred to Legal Services.  Inadequate space left for LEAP on site.  Well Head 
Fields/Bourne Recreation ground suggested as suitable alternative site. Deed of Variation 
required. 21.04.11 Developer has passed the matter to their Solicitors regarding the Deed of 
Variation.  Legal Services awaiting response from Planning Officer to proposals received. 
 
 
4. (63) S99/1172 Manor and Walnut Farm, Tallington 
Matter referred to Legal Services.  Response received from Developer’s Solicitors to our 
letter re non-refund of AH contribution (£25,000) requesting details of SKDC Policy at the 
time.  Matter went to Committee on 4 January 2011.  Refused.   Decision sent out on 10 
January 2011.  Applicant has 6 months to appeal.  Monitoring Officer check position on 10 
July 2011. 
 
 
5. (44) S05/0148 Land to the rear of 98/99 Westgate, Grantham 
10.03.10 Monitoring Officer informed that this site had commenced and wrote to the 
Developer requesting payment of S106 contributions.  Developer responded stating that 
stakeholder consultation was currently underway in respect of the proposed town centre 
redevelopment of Greyfriars and that they should not be unduly penalised for their public 
spirited attitude and would ask that the fees requested do not become payable until a 
decision to proceed or not to proceed is made by the Council.  26.04.11 Monitoring Officer 
discussed the position with Ian Yates.  It was agreed to monitor the position pending 
commencement of development. 
 
 
6. (25) S03/0024 Land R/O 113-135 Dysart Road, Grantham 
Matter referred to Legal Services.  Inadequate space left for LEAP on site.  SKDC Healthy 
Communities Officer approved Wroxall Road as suitable alternative site. Deed of Variation 
required.  29.04.10 Developer paid £750 legal fees for Deed of Variation.  Legal Services has 
drafted Deed of Variation.  16.12.10 Consultation Notice to be prepared by SKDC Healthy 
Communities Officer.  SKDC Planning Officer to take matter to Committee for permission to 
vary S106 then instruct Legal Services to prepare DoV.  
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7. (22)  S02/1169 - Springfield Road, Grantham 
With the assistance of Legal Services, the balance of S106 contributions for Education and 
Play Equipment was received on 4 July 2011. 
 
 
8. (43)  S05/0107 – Land at Ermine Street, Ancaster 
With the assistance of Legal Services, the outstanding Education contribution in the sum of 
£293,000 was received by Lincolnshire County Council Childrens’ Services on 4 July 2011. 
 
 
9. (83)  S07/1323 – Wherry Yard, South Road, Bourne 
The Education contribution in the sum of £160,382 has been paid direct to Lincolnshire 
County Council Childrens’ Services by the Developer, Linden Homes (formerly Stamford 
Homes). 

 
 
 
 
 

S106 MONIES IDENTIFIED FROM 1 Apr 2011 to 31 Mar 2012 
 

S106 Ref 
No 

Planning App 
Ref 

Site Location Amount Received 

(22) S02/1169 Land off Springfield Road, Grantham (PE) £4,432.50 04.07.11 

 
TOTAL RECEIVED BY SKDC  £4,432.50 
 
 
 

Other Monies paid direct to LCC 
 

S106 Ref 
No 

Planning App 
Ref 

Site Location Amount Received 

(22) S02/1169 Land off Springfield Road, Grantham (EDU) £14,777.00 04.07.11 

(43) S05/0107 Land at Ermine Street, Ancaster (EDU) £293,000.00 04.07.11 

(84) S07/1323 Wherry Yard, South Road, Bourne (EDU) £160,382.00 11.07.11 

 
TOTAL PAID DIRECT TO LCC  £468,159.00 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that the Committee note the content of the report. 

 

 


