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Issue 1 - Affordable Housing – Policy S22 
 

Q1 – The plan area has been divided into four value zones where the percentage of 

affordable housing sought will differ in each zone on qualifying developments as set out by 

Policy S22. Is this approach justified by robust, up-to-date evidence? 

Yes. The Whole Plan Viability Assessment (WPV) (INF002a) identified four zones where 

significantly different sales values were achieved. The approach to establishing these value zones 

is presented in section 5 of the WPV with the detail about the assessment undertaken to identify 

and scrutinise values achieved in the accompanying Market Report (INF002b). 

The Committee’s preference would be to require a higher affordable housing level across all areas, 

consistently. However, the evidence is clear that this would render development in some areas 

unviable (when considered using the methodology in the National Planning Practice Guidance and 

from the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors, which are generally accepted as the acceptable 

methodology/ies for assessing whole plan viability).  This is demonstrated in section 7 of the WPV 

where it tests the viability results.  

Tables 7-1 through to 7-4 in the WPV test the housing site typologies against differing affordable 

housing levels from 5% through to 25%. This shows that:  

• in the higher value zones, the full 25% affordable housing requirement can be achieved 
with sufficient head room for other policy requirements (Table 7-1);  

• in the mid value zones, the 25% can be achieved but with less headroom such that other 
policy requirements may not be fully achievable, but that at 20% they should be (Table 7-2); 
and  

• in the lower value zones and on brownfield sites, in most cases, even the minimum 
affordable housing requirement could prove challenging for viability on the site typologies 
tested (Tables 7-3 and 7-4).   

Table 7-5 then also tests the strategic sites (SUEs) and this largely reflects the challenges of the 

value zones in the other site typologies. 

Section 8 of the WPV details sensitivity testing of the findings to help understand why development 

continues to take place in areas where viability is challenging.  This shows how some affordable 

housing can be achieved in the lower value areas (see Tables 8-3 and 8-4).  

As such, it is shown to be necessary to include these value zones with stepped affordable housing 

figures to ensure that, when applying the generally accepted methodology for viability testing, 

development is not rendered unviable by policy requirements in the Local Plan.  

The WPV Addendum (INF003), whilst not a complete update of the WPV reports, indicated 

‘viability improvements across Central Lincolnshire’ (para 7.2), but still ‘viability issues in lower and 

mid lower value zones’ (para 7.3). That Addendum, therefore, did not fundamentally alter the 

evidence found in the main WPV work, and therefore the principle of the four zones, and the 

differing affordable housing sought, remained sound. 

 

Q2 – Are the different areas sufficiently clear? Will the policy be effective? 

Yes.  The areas are all clearly shown on the Policies Map with the interactive map allowing 

detailed scrutiny of the boundaries which are based on Ward boundaries.  Should an instance 

occur where a site straddles a boundary, this will need to be considered on the specifics of the site 

and may be subject to negotiation, based on specific viability evidence.  This is a common exercise 

and will ensure that the policy is effective in these few cases. 
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Policy S22 is also flexibly written, with phrases such as ‘percentage sought’, the ‘Authorities will 

seek’, and ‘will negotiate’. This gives flexibility to deal with any site specific circumstances. 

 

Q3 – Policy S22 states that the starting point for discussions on the exact tenure mix of 

affordable homes will be based on the delivery of approximately 25% of all affordable 

housing through planning obligations as first homes which would be priced at least 30% 

below full market value at a maximum value of £140,000. Is this approach justified? What is 

it based on, how was it calculated and what alternatives were considered? 

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that “First Homes are the government’s preferred 

discounted market tenure and should account for at least 25% of all affordable housing units 

delivered by developers through planning obligations.”1  The Plan’s approach of 25% is therefore 

consistent with the PPG. 

The WMS introducing First Homes (HLWS482 – May 2021), and as reconfirmed in the PPG, states 

that a First Home ‘must’ be discounted by a minimum of 30% against the market value. The WMS, 

and the PPG also states that local authorities can require an adjusted discount of 40% or 50%3. 

The Plan proposes to align to the WMS of at least a 30% discount. 

The WMS, and again reconfirmed in the PPG, states that ‘the first sale of the home must be at a 

price no higher than £250,000’ but that a local authority can ‘impose lower price caps, if they can 

demonstrate a need for this through evidence’.4  

Of the three options, therefore, Policy S22 does not propose any adjustment to either the % 

minimum of affordable homes to be First Homes or the discount rate, as set out in the WMS and 

PPG, but it does include an adjustment to the price, reducing it from £250,000 to £140,000. 

This justification is set out in paragraphs 3.8-3.9 of the Policy S22 Evidence Report (EVR022). To 

summarise, this reduced cap is proposed due to annual salaries in Central Lincolnshire being 

lower than the national average and so homes being delivered at the top of the national cap would 

remain unaffordable for a large proportion of the local population wishing to buy their first home in 

Central Lincolnshire.   

Without the adjusted cap, the cost of a First Home could be as much as £250,000, which would be 

9 times the annual average local salary5.  With the proposed reduced cap, this would see First 

Homes sold at £140,000 or less which is approximately 5 times the annual average salary in the 

area – a more realistic and affordable prospect.   

It is also important to note that the average salaries from the Office for National Statistics (ONS) 

statistics will also be inflated by those who earn substantially more than the average, who already 

own their own home and therefore would not qualify for First Homes anyway, so the average 

annual salary of first time buyers wanting to buy their own home will highly likely in most instances 

be considerably less than the average. 

Furthermore, consideration was given to the lower than national average house prices in Central 

Lincolnshire. The median house prices for administrative geographies provided by the ONS6 

 
1 PPG Reference ID: 70-001-20210524 
2 See https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-05-24/hlws48  
3 PPG Reference ID: 70-004-20210524 
4 PPG Reference ID: 70-005-20210524 
5 The average annual salaries based on ONS data is set out in paragraph 3.9 of the S22 Evidence Report. 
The average annual salary across the three districts is £27,776. 
6 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/medianhousepricefornationalands
ubnationalgeographiesquarterlyrollingyearhpssadataset09  

https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-05-24/hlws48
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/medianhousepricefornationalandsubnationalgeographiesquarterlyrollingyearhpssadataset09
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/medianhousepricefornationalandsubnationalgeographiesquarterlyrollingyearhpssadataset09
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shows that Central Lincolnshire is a substantially lower value area than England as a whole –  

£203,333 in Central Lincolnshire as opposed to £303,766 in England in the quarter to March 2022.  

If the average price paid in London is removed from the statistics (given that a different cap is 

applied for greater London in the PPG), the England median average house price is £272,175 – 

still nearly £70,000 above the average in Central Lincolnshire. This further justifies the approach to 

reduce the cap so that it is accessible for those wanting to buy their first home. 

It was considered whether the full national cap should be sought, but as is stated above it was felt 

that this would price out the people that the product was being aimed at, and it was also 

considered whether it should be further reduced, but this was felt to be too restrictive and would 

end up with products that would not be suitable or deliverable by the market.  The proposed 

approach is considered to be an evidence based appropriate response.    

 

Q4 – Based on the requirements for qualifying developments, how many affordable homes 

is the Local Plan expected to deliver? How does this compare to the identified need? 

A large proportion of sites in the supply already have planning permission and, based on the latest 

housing monitoring received from the Central Lincolnshire Districts, it is anticipated that 3,164 

homes will be delivered on these sites.  However, it should be noted that in some outline 

permissions affordable housing levels may be reserved to detailed applications and so this will not 

represent a full figure from these sites with permission. 

Turning to sites without permission.  Of the sites allocated in the adopted Local Plan without 

permission and from the new allocations in the submitted Local Plan and based on the value zones 

as set out in Policy S22, this would deliver 2,086 affordable homes.  

Taken together, this would total 5,250 affordable homes on these sites, based on the known 

affordable homes that form part of permissions at this time and anticipated delivery based on 

allocations and the value zones within which they are located.  This excludes affordable homes 

that have been delivered in the earlier years of the plan period so is only looking at 2022-2040.   

If we take the annualised affordable housing need identified in the Housing Needs Assessment 

(HNA) (HOU001) of 592 affordable homes per year, as set out in paragraph 4.1.2 of the Local 

Plan, and apply this to the remaining 18 years of the plan period this would equate to a headline 

need of 10,656 affordable homes. As such it can be concluded that the number of affordable 

homes expected to be delivered from s106 in the remaining plan period (5,250) falls short of the 

anticipated need (10,656).  However, as s106 is not the only mechanism for delivering affordable 

housing, and as is set out in the response to Matter 2, Issue 3, Question 3, a number of affordable 

homes will be delivered directly by affordable housing providers and so the shortfall will, it is 

anticipated, be reduced.  

The scale of affordable housing delivery that is forecast to come forward remains significant, even 

if not meeting full identified need, and will be targeted, where national policy allows, at the most 

vulnerable and priority need cases. 

 

Q5 – How does this compare to previous performance? How many affordable homes have 

been provided as a percentage of total output over the past 5- 10 years? 

The amount of affordable housing delivered in recent years is available in the Authority Monitoring 

Reports (MON001, MON002 and MON003). The table below sets out the recent delivery of 

housing across Central Lincolnshire and the number of affordable homes delivered each year: 

Year Dwellings delivered Affordable homes delivered Percentage affordable 

2012/13 837 240 29% 
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2013/14 904 41 5% 

2014/15 1,002 174 17% 

2015/16 992 162 16% 

2016/17 956 172 18% 

2017/18 1,027 159 15% 

2018/19 1,451 438 30% 

2019/20 1,538 395 26% 

2020/21 1,121 226 20% 

Total 9,828 2,007 20% 

 

This shows that on average 223 affordable homes are delivered each year (or 20% of all homes 

built), since 2012.  The projections provided in question 4 above result in an average of 292 

affordable homes to be built each year – this is approximately 19% of the total number of homes 

expected to be delivered between 2022 and 2040.   

As such the projections for affordable housing delivery are broadly aligned to past delivery, but with 

the anticipation of some improvement (and not too dissimilar to the last three years identified 

above). 

 

Q6 – Policy 22 states that that if a proposed development scheme falls below the relevant 

thresholds for the provision of affordable housing but is followed by an obviously linked 

subsequent development scheme at any point where the original planning permission 

remains extant, or up to five years following completion of the first scheme, then relevant 

affordable housing policies will apply. Is this approach justified? 

Yes, it is justified. This policy wording is carried forward from the adopted 2017 Local Plan Policy 

LP11. This is necessary to include to ensure any attempts to circumnavigate the threshold for 

affordable housing delivery through s106 are not successful.  This policy has been operating well 

since the 2017 Local Plan has been adopted. 

 

Q7 – Is it sufficiently clear to decision makers, developers and local communities how this 

‘back-dated’ approach to the provision of affordable housing on two or more linked 

schemes will work in practice? Is this part of the policy effective? 

Yes. It is clear how it will be applied and has been carried forward from the sound Local Plan 

adopted in 2017. This part of the policy will hopefully be used infrequently, as developers should 

be up front about intentions to develop an entire site and not develop it in parts to avoid providing 

affordable housing.  The five year period makes the time period clear that any clearly linked 

schemes that come forward would trigger this part of the policy.  It is clear and effective for 

decision makers, applicants and communities. 

 

Q8 – Are the thresholds set out in part one of the policy justified? 

Yes. The 10 dwelling threshold (and 5 in designated rural parts of North Kesteven) are consistent 

with those stipulated in paragraph 64 of the NPPF. There is no known local evidence to justify a 

departure from this. 
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Q9 – Is the requirement for the provision of affordable specialist housing for older people 

deliverable and justified? 

Yes, it is justified.  Affordability issues are equally as prevalent for older people seeking specialist 

accommodation and so this should be applied equally for such uses. This is a continuation of the 

requirement set out in Policy LP11 of the adopted Local Plan.  The district councils and 

Lincolnshire County Council work closely together on the Housing Health and Care delivery 

agenda which includes new build housing provision for the range of older persons accommodation 

needs. This has proven successful in helping to ensure that the needs of the ageing population are 

being met. 

As is highlighted in paragraph 9.16 of the Whole Plan Viability Report (WPV) (INF002a) 

development of specialist housing for older people are very sensitive to small changes in the 

viability inputs and the economics of such uses are determined by the scheme specifics. As such, 

it is entirely appropriate to allow for detailed discussion on viability, and the level and tenure of 

affordable units to be discussed at application and pre-application stages.   

Policy S22 clearly states that “The Central Lincolnshire Authorities will seek the level of affordable 

housing on the basis of the above targets, but will negotiate with developers if an accurate viability 

assessment which reflects the recommended approach in the national Planning Practice Guidance 

demonstrates these cannot be met in full.”  This will ensure that the scheme-specifics are 

discussed, and appropriate outcomes are achieved to ensure deliverability on appropriate 

schemes. 

 

Q10 – Part three of Policy S22 allows for sites adjacent to an existing settlement to be 

developed for affordable housing where a local need has been identified. For effectiveness 

should the scale of development, which is intended to be allowed, and the relevant 

settlements, be identified? 

No. In relation to First Homes Exception Sites in locations adjacent to villages the scale of such 

sites is set out in Policy S4. Given the range of settlements, their local characteristics, and the 

variety of proposal-specific considerations, setting out the scale of such developments could 

artificially constrain proposals.  The Committee is of the view that, as these sites are exceptions to 

policy by their very nature, the quantum and scale and detail should be discussed at application 

stage taking account of the specific details of the proposal.  

 

Q11 – Is part three of Policy 22 consistent with national policy as set out in paragraph 78 of 

the Framework? 

Yes. Part 3 of the policy is wholly consistent with paragraph 78 of the NPPF. By not setting out 

limits to the scale of affordable housing schemes, this will help ensure that decisions are 

responsive to the local needs being identified in support of a proposal. 
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Issue 2 – Meeting Housing Needs Policy - S23 
 

Q1 – Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is required of 

applications for planning permission under the first paragraph of Policy S23? 

Yes. This paragraph of Policy S23 has been carried forward from the Adopted Local Plan. At the 

Issues and Options consultation the Meeting Housing Needs Policy was proposed as a policy to 

remain unchanged. As set out in the Issues and Options Consultation Analysis (STA014b) no 

comments were made in respect of the first paragraph of the policy. This part of the policy has not, 

and will not be applied too rigidly but will help to ensure that a diverse provision of housing mix will 

be delivered to ensure that the range of needs will be met by new development.  

The Committee is not aware of any difficulties in applying this particular paragraph, in the five 

years it has been in use. 

 

Q2 –Paragraph 62 of the Framework states that the size, type and tenure of housing needed 

for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning 

policies, including housing for older people and people with disabilities.  What is the need 

for housing for older people and how will this be met over the plan period?  Has the 

Committee considered the need for different types of accommodation, such as sheltered 

accommodation or extra care needs?  

Chapter 8 of the Central Lincolnshire Housing Need Assessment (HNA) (HOU001) includes an 

assessment of the needs of older people. The estimates of projected need for older people is 

identified in Table 8.4 of the HNA, and as replicated below for ease of reference:  

 

In addition, as is set out in Table 8.5 of the HNA, there is a projected annual need for between 87 

and 91 bedspaces in communal establishments through the plan period. 

The Committee has considered the need for different types of accommodation, such as sheltered 

accommodation or extra care needs.  In addition to the expectation that developers should provide 

a range of housing to meet the needs of the housing market area, paragraph 4.2.9 of the 

supporting text provides further information regarding specialist facilities for older people. However, 

delivery of these specific types of development tend to be responsive to market conditions and 

arising needs. As such, a positive policy approach was preferred over allocating specific sites, in 

order to allow the market to define precisely where and when such schemes should be delivered. 

The identified need for older people will be met through the policy requirements in the first 

paragraph of S23 for developers to: 
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 ‘…provide housing solutions that contribute to meeting the housing needs of the housing market 

area….This means new residential development should maintain, provide or contribute to a mix of 

housing tenures, types and sizes…’     

The second paragraph in Policy S23 promotes the delivery of homes that meet the higher access 

standards in Part M of the Building Regulations – this will help ensure that people with disabilities 

will have adequate access to suitable accommodation. 

Finally, the third paragraph of the policy seeks to promote residential care accommodation in the 

larger settlements in Central Lincolnshire (Lincoln Urban Area, the Main Towns and Market Towns, 

and in Large Villages) to ensure that these will be delivered where there is good access to local 

facilities and services. This allows specialist providers clarity over where such schemes will be 

acceptable in principle. 

 

Q3 - Is the requirement for residential care accommodation to only be located within a 

settlement in levels 1 to 4 of the Settlement Hierarchy set out under Policy S1 justified? 

Yes, the settlements in levels 1 to 4 of the settlement hierarchy are the most sustainable 

settlements, with a greater number of services and facilities and greater accessibility than those 

settlements lower in the hierarchy. 

The background to the development of Policy S23 is primarily contained within Policy S23 

Evidence Report (EVR0023). The evidence report demonstrates that this policy is the most 

appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives (as set out in the 

evidence report and appraised through the SA (STA004.1b, STA004.1g) and is based on robust 

and credible evidence.  

 

Q4 - The supporting text to Policy S23 refers to M4(2) standards. Is there a policy 

requirement to meeting this standard? 

There is not a policy requirement for developments to meet the M4(2) standards.  

As referenced in paragraph 4.2.8 of the supporting text, the Government has been consulting on 

requiring the M4(2) standards to be required through the Building Regulations.  At the time of 

submission the outcomes to this consultation were not known.  In July 2022 the Government 

provided an update on this, setting out that the intention is to make the M4(2) standards a 

requirement as a minimum standard for all new homes.7 The Committee will set out a minor 

modification to update paragraph 4.2.8 to that effect. 

 

Q5 - Is it clear what developments will be expected to meet M4(3) standards?  

The policy provides a positive position on schemes that will deliver dwellings that meet this 

standard, but there is no policy requirement for development to meet the M4(3) standards. 

 

 
7 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-
homes/outcome/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes-summary-of-consultation-responses-and-
government-
response#:~:text=Requirement%20M4(2)%2C%20introduced,3%3A%20Wheelchair%20user%20dwellings%
E2%80%9D.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes/outcome/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes-summary-of-consultation-responses-and-government-response#:~:text=Requirement%20M4(2)%2C%20introduced,3%3A%20Wheelchair%20user%20dwellings%E2%80%9D
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes/outcome/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes-summary-of-consultation-responses-and-government-response#:~:text=Requirement%20M4(2)%2C%20introduced,3%3A%20Wheelchair%20user%20dwellings%E2%80%9D
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes/outcome/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes-summary-of-consultation-responses-and-government-response#:~:text=Requirement%20M4(2)%2C%20introduced,3%3A%20Wheelchair%20user%20dwellings%E2%80%9D
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes/outcome/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes-summary-of-consultation-responses-and-government-response#:~:text=Requirement%20M4(2)%2C%20introduced,3%3A%20Wheelchair%20user%20dwellings%E2%80%9D
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes/outcome/raising-accessibility-standards-for-new-homes-summary-of-consultation-responses-and-government-response#:~:text=Requirement%20M4(2)%2C%20introduced,3%3A%20Wheelchair%20user%20dwellings%E2%80%9D
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Q6 - Is it necessary to distinguish between wheelchair accessible (a home readily useable 

by a wheelchair user at the point of completion) and wheelchair adaptable (a home that can 

be easily adapted to meet the needs of a household including wheelchair users) dwellings? 

Paragraph 0.5 of Part M of the Building Regulations states that “Where a local planning authority 

sets a planning condition for Category 3 (wheelchair user) housing it can specify which dwellings 

should be wheelchair accessible by including in the planning permission a condition stating that 

optional requirement M4(3)(2)(b) applies. Where no such condition is applied, optional requirement 

M4(3)(2)(a) will apply by default requiring that dwellings should be wheelchair adaptable.”   

The PPG stipulates that “Local Plan policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be applied 

only to those dwellings where the local authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a 

person to live in that dwelling.”8  

As Policy S23 does not make a requirement for M4(3) standards to be achieved and as it cannot 

be determined at this stage whether such homes would be for a nominated person, it would be 

inappropriate to differentiate between the two in the policy.   

 

Q7 - Based on the number of housing sites allocated in the Local Plan (without planning 

permission) how many wheelchair adaptable dwellings are expected to be provided?  How 

does this compare to the identified need? 

The plan does not seek a specific number of homes to be delivered to meet M4(3) standards so a 

specific number cannot be placed on delivery at this time.  

Chapter 8 of the Central Lincolnshire Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) (HOU001) looks at 

housing needs people with disabilities, whilst not identifying the specific needs of people with a 

disability that requires a wheelchair.  This approach is consistent with paragraph 62 of the NPPF. 

In Table 8.7 the HNA data is presented of the disabled facilities grants issued in Central 

Lincolnshire which includes the provision of level access showers, stairlifts and ramps. It identifies 

that there were 629 grants issued between 2016 and 2019 although it is highly likely that there 

were multiple grants issued provided for some homes and in a number of cases these grants will 

not have been issued for use by a wheelchair user.  

In short there is no known local evidence of a specific level of need for wheelchair adaptable 

homes.   

Through the policy approach of S23, where needs arise for such uses, the Local Planning 

Authorities determining planning applications may be able to seek provision in applications to 

deliver such housing or people in need will be able to commission their own wheelchair adaptable 

homes or liaise with developers on sites to make the necessary arrangements. Local Authorities 

and Registered Providers will also be able to deliver such homes where nominated individuals are 

identified as being in need.  

 

Q8 - Does Policy S23 provide an effective mechanism to ensure that development proposals 

contribute towards meeting the need for older persons accommodation, where required? 

Yes. Policy S23 has been carried forward from the Adopted Local Plan. At the Issues and Options 

consultation the Meeting Housing Needs Policy was proposed as a policy to remain unchanged. As 

set out in the Issues and Options Consultation Analysis (STA014b). The consultation on the 

 
8 PPG Reference ID: 56-009-20150327 
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Proposed Submission Local Plan did not result in any comments that suggested the policy itself 

would not be effective.  See also the response to question 2 above. 

 

 

Issue 3 – Custom and Self-Build Housing- Policy NS24 
 

Q1 – How has Committee identified the need for self-build and custom housebuilding? 

The need has been assessed by using the custom and self-build registers from each of the district 

authorities. This is set out in chapter 3 of the Policy NS24 Evidence Report (EVR024) pages 5-7.  

 

Q2 – How many self or custom build homes is the Local Plan expected to deliver and will 

the identified need be met? 

In the Policy NS24 Evidence Report (EVR024) (page 10) table 7 sets out how using a 5% 

approach for sites that provide 100 + homes will provide 265 plots for custom and self-build 

homes. This data is based on allocated sites which, at the time of writing the report, did not have 

planning permission. Using the evidence of need in Central Lincolnshire set out in chapter 3 of the 

Evidence Report, a mean average of around 50 plots is required a year as shown in Table 1 of the 

evidence report. Over five years this could be around 250 homes required for custom and self-build 

homes alone. However, it is important to note that this is an indicative figure based on past trends.  

Based on the evidence, as set out in paragraph 6.11 of the evidence report, it is expected that the 

required need will be around 30-35 plots per year.  At the lower end of this projection, 30 plots per 

year could result in a projected need for 540 plots over the period of the plan. The 5% approach 

proposed in the policy would deliver 265 plots over the plan period which would bring about just 

under half the need. But this policy is not reliant solely on this mechanism to deliver self-build plots.  

It also provides a positive framework for individual plots to be brought forward and for developers 

of self-build schemes to bring forward sites. 

At present, most districts are currently meeting demand. The Government intentions based on the 

recent Bacon Review is to scale up this form of tenure. Therefore, combining these factors this is 

likely to provide sufficient flexibility to deliver the plots required.   

 

Q3 – How many self or custom build homes have been provided as a percentage of total 

output over the past 5 years? 

The Policy NS24 Evidence Report (EVR024) sets out in Tables 2-4 how many planning 

permissions for serviced plots suitable for self and custom build have been issued, since the first 

base period April 1st, 2016. This data shows that 244 planning permissions for serviced plots 

suitable for self and custom build have been issued over the past 5 years. 

This can then be compared against the past completions data from Table 2 in the 2021 Five Year 

Land Supply Report (HOU009) which shows that from 2016-2021, 6,093 dwellings were delivered.  

This suggests that approximately 4% of dwellings delivered will be for serviced plots suitable for 

self and custom build. 

However, it should be noted that this can only provide a broad proxy of the proportion that is being 

delivered for two reasons: 
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1. the monitoring periods do not align for custom and self-build reporting (October to October) 
and housing monitoring (April to March) so there is potential that a small number of figures 
will not appear in the correct year when compared against the other source; and  

2. the data for custom and self-build is for permissions issued not constructed whereas the 
data from the five year land supply is based on completions.  

   

 
Q4 – Part 3 of Policy NS24 stipulates that residential development proposals for 100 or 

more dwellings will provide serviced plots to deliver at least 5% of the total number of 

dwellings as self or custom build homes.  What is the justification for this percentage?  

Chapter 6 of Evidence Report (EVR024) sets out the approach taken to identifying the appropriate 

percentage and threshold for requiring provision of plots for custom and self-build. As is set out in 

Table 6 of the Evidence Report this process started with a benchmarking exercise.   

This was then followed by an assessment of how many plots could reasonably be delivered 

through a variety of thresholds and percentages based on existing allocations that had yet to 

receive permission.  This is set out in Table 7 of the Evidence Report.  

The justification is provided in paragraph 6.13 of the Evidence Report and was essentially to 

ensure that a reasonable supply of plots is provided from large sites, but without unduly restricting 

overall supply on smaller sites or causing any viability concerns by requiring too many plots 

(although it should be noted that there is growing evidence nationally that inclusion of custom and 

self-build plots on large schemes can assist with cash flow).  

Essentially it was felt that a minimum of five plots on a given site is reasonable from a larger site to 

ensure a critical mass and to make the marketing more cost-efficient and this would allow a small 

community of self-builders to form.  

We also drew comfort from conversations with colleagues in East Cambridgeshire District Council, 

that have successfully operated the Policy of “Developments of 100 or more dwellings will be 

expected to provide a minimum of 5% self build properties” (Policy HOU1) since the adoption of its 

Local Plan in 2015. They confirmed that such a policy has been applied to virtually all qualifying 

permissions since 2015, with very little developer concern, and with successful self-build delivery 

arising. 

 

Q5 – Is the requirement for each plot on qualifying sites to include a ‘plot passport’ 

justified?   

Plot passports are becoming a recognised tool in bringing forward sites for custom and self-build. It 

is a way of allowing people or organisations bringing forward a series of plots to achieve 

permission for such plots with sufficient detail to allow decision makers to grant permission, but to 

allow the custom or self-builders to have freedom of design without being hindered by the need to 

obtain further permissions.  Whilst this is a fairly new tool, it is one that is being applied 

successfully elsewhere in the country and is a way of helping remove barriers to development. 

Examples from elsewhere can be provided upon request such as at Graven Hill in Oxfordshire9.  

This requirement is entirely justified and will be beneficial as a key part of place making on sites 

where it is applied, and will assist in delivery of successful custom and self-build schemes.  

 

 
9 www.gravenhill.co.uk  

http://www.gravenhill.co.uk/


Matter 8/CLJSPC 

 
 

Q6 – What is the justification for requiring the submission of additional specifications such 

as landscaping details on each plot after outline planning permission or permission in 

principle has been obtained? 

The bulleted list in part 2 of the policy sets out the core principles on plots that are considered to be 

necessary to allow applicants, decision makers and the local community certainty that the 

proposed scheme will be acceptable in principle. 

The list in the paragraph following the bulleted list is provided to add clarity that, in some 

circumstances, it may be necessary to seek additional details to be secured as part of the plot 

passport. The occasions where this is additional detail is necessary will most commonly be where 

the local context requires it.  It is also possible that a wider permission may require such detail to 

be agreed before a development can occur.  This wording was provided to allow for such 

eventualities should they arise.  

 

Q7 – If plots remain unsold, they can be built out as conventional market housing subject to 

detailed planning permission being secured after a thorough and proportionate marketing 

exercise has been undertaken. What is the justification for the period of this exercise being 

at least 36 months from the date at which the plots are made available? 

See response to question 8. 

 

Q8 – What is the justification for suggested modification MMSC6? Is it necessary  

for soundness? 

The submitted plan includes a time scale for potentially reverting to market housing of 36 months, 

in line with the 3-year time limit typically conditioned through the granting of planning permission.  

As plots could be marketed at a very early stage of development (including during site preparation 

and even whilst conditions are being discharged) this 36 month period was proposed to ensure 

that people seeking custom and self-build plots have adequate opportunity to secure them.  

However, following the review of comments submitted in the Regulation 19 consultation it was 

decided that a shorter time period would deliver more flexibility given the timescales at which some 

sites of approximately 100 dwellings can be completed – and the aim of the policy was for any 

plots to be able to be ‘reclaimed’ by a developer before completing the wider site.  Respondents 

suggested the timescale proposed was too long and a by-product could leave plots becoming an 

eyesore on the site where other market homes are to be delivered and could potentially occupied.  

Whilst actions can be taken to reduce empty plots being an eyesore, a modification is considered 

justified, particularly given how new this tenure of housebuilding is when being delivered in this 

way.  

However, since issuing suggested modification MMSC6, and the generous reduction in time it 

offers, the Committee also thinks it necessary that the start of the ‘clock’ for the 18 month rule is at 

a point when such plots are genuinely and realistically available, rather than at, say, the point the 

site is still an inaccessible greenfield site. As such, as an extension to MMSC6, the Committee is 

suggesting the following updated modification: 

f) covers a period of at least 36 18 months from the date at which the plots are made available 

(with the 18 month time frame not commencing until (i) thorough and appropriate 

marketing is in place and (ii) criteria (a)-(d) have been implemented); 
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Issue 4 – Sub-Division and Multi-Occupation of Dwellings in Lincoln – Policy S25 
 

Q1 – How will an applicant demonstrate that there is a lack of demand for the single-family 

use of a property before planning permission is granted under Policy S25? 

The Houses in Multiple Occupation Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) produced by the 

City of Lincoln Council and available on their web site (HMO downloads – City of Lincoln Council) 

outlines how the authority will determine any planning application for the development of HMOs. 

It states that proposals for: 

 “…the conversion of an existing residential property to an HMO must demonstrate there is 

an established lack of demand for the single family use of the property concerned, based 

on local housing market circumstances at the time. Evidence that the property has been 

openly marketed at a reasonable purchase or rental price for a period of at least six months 

is required to be submitted with the application and verified by a suitable person in a 

relevant profession, such as an estate agent.” 

If the Inspectors so wish, the HMO SPD can be added to the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan 

examination library. 

 

Q2 – Is it sufficiently clear what is meant by ‘over-concentration’ for the purposes of Policy 

S25? 

The Houses in Multiple Occupation SPD provides a definition of over-concentration, how this would 

be used and provided examples. 

The SPD states that, in general, a 10% maximum concentration of HMOs within a 100m radius 

would be applied and that for smaller concentrations or clusters, three adjacent HMOs would be 

considered to be inappropriate. 

 

Q3 – What are ‘appropriate locations’ where purpose built accommodation is proposed? 

An appropriate location for proposed purpose built shared accommodation would be assessed 

against the criteria as set out in bullet points c) to e) of Policy S25 as well as other policies in the 

Local Plan and guidance provided by the Houses in Multiple Occupation SPD. 

Bullet points c) to e) of policy S25 state that: 

c) the development will not lead to or increase an existing over-concentration of such uses 

in the area; 

d) adequate provision is made for external communal areas, bin storage and collection, and 

on-site parking and cycle storage unless it can be demonstrated that the site is sustainably 

located on a regular bus route or within walking distance of the City Centre; and 

e) for student accommodation, university/college facilities are accessible by walking, cycling 

and public transport. 

Other criteria when considering an appropriate location for purpose built shared accommodation 

would include, but are not limited to, those within Policy S53: Design and Amenity and Policy S23: 

Meeting Accommodation Needs. These include being compatible with neighbouring land uses, 

maintaining balanced communities and being able to relate well to the site, it’s local and wider 

context and existing characteristics and sense of place. 

https://www.lincoln.gov.uk/downloads/download/47/hmo-documents
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Issue 5 - Houseboat Moorings and Caravans – Policy S26 
 

Q1 – Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is required of 

applications for planning permission under Policy S26?  

Yes, the policy is clear. While comments were received at all stages of consultation, the objections 

related to specific aspects such as linking the park home element of the policy to affordable 

housing provision, rather than the overall clarity of the policy requirements.  

 

 

Issue 6 - Residential Annexes – Policy NS27 
 

Q1 - Is Policy NS27 justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy? 

Yes. The Committee consider that the policy is justified, effective and consistent with national 

planning policy. Residential Annexes contribute to meeting the provision of a range of size, types 

and tenures of housing. However, without such a clear policy, proposals for residential annexes 

can take a disproportionate amount of time to deal with in the development management system 

(and appeal system), with disputes over whether such a proposal is a genuine annex, or a ‘back 

door’ way to securing, in effect, a separate dwelling. 

The background to the development of Policy NS27 is primarily contained within policy evidence 

reports EVR027. The policy evidence report demonstrates that this policy is the most appropriate 

strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives (as set out in the evidence report 

and appraised through the SA (STA004.1b, STA004.1g) and is based on robust and credible 

evidence.  

 

 

Issue 7 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople – Policy S83 
 

Q1 - Is the identified need for 32 additional pitches justified based on appropriate and up-to-

date evidence? 

Committee Preamble: The Committee is aware of a very recent Court of Appeal Decision, issued 

31 October 2022, Smith v Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing & Communities & Anor 

[2022] EWCA Civ 139110.  

As we understand it, the Court ruled that the Government’s definition of a Traveller is 

discriminatory and without justification, specifically when Government removed the phrase ‘or 

permanently’ from the definition. The Court subsequently quashed a planning decision, because 

the Inspector had relied upon the definition.   

We understand that Government may well take the case to the Supreme Court. And we are also 

aware that the Court’s decision does not automatically amend the definition.  

 
10 See https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2022/1391.html 

https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2022/1391.html
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2022/1391.html
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However, it places considerable doubt on the ability of a local planning authority (or an examining 

Inspector for that matter) to rely on the current definition, because the Courts have determined it to 

be discriminatory. 

Reflecting on the above (albeit in the very short time available), the Committee responds to the 

following questions accordingly. 

Response to Q1: 

The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) (HOU004) published in 2020 

provides a detailed assessment of need for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople need in 

Central Lincolnshire. Importantly, in the context of the recent Court judgement, the assessment 

provides two accommodation needs figures, as confirmed at para 7.2: 

“first, one based on ethnic identity and a second based on the PPTS 2015 definition i.e. the 

accommodation needs of families who have not permanently ceased to travel.” 

Put simply, the Committee understand that the ‘first’ one aligns to the Court’s judgement. 

The GTAA looks at trends in the population of the Gypsy and Traveller community in chapter 3, 

and included a significant amount of consultation with key stakeholders and the community as is 

set out in chapter 4 and 5 and chapter 5 includes the identified need that has resulted from this 

work.  This is also considered in paragraphs 5.34-5.43 alongside data of the number of pitches that 

have been delivered in recent years to meet some of the need arising in the early years of the plan. 

In the conclusion of the GTAA in chapter 7 the need for pitches is set out. This concludes that the 

need across the plan period in Central Lincolnshire is for 32 pitches, using the PPTS definition, and 

41 pitches using the ethnic definition,  and is set out in 5 year time periods as required by the 

PPTS in Table 7.1, replicated below for ease of reference: 

 

The Committee considers the evidence base to be robust, in arriving at the above figures. 

However, the Plan as submitted is drafted around making provision for the PPTS definition of need 

(32 units). There is, of course, now considerable doubt that this is appropriate. Instead, to be 

consistent with the Court’s decision, the Committee accepts that the need arising from the ethnic 

definition is the more robust (i.e. is not ‘discriminatory’). 

The Committee therefore proposes the following suggested modifications (and please read our 

response to Q2 for further context for these changes): 

“14.1.1. The national Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) published in 2015 sets out 

requirements for how Local Authorities should assess the need for Gypsy and Traveller 

accommodation. However, local planning authorities also need to be aware of the 

implications of the Court of Appeal [2022] EWCA Civ 1391 ruling of 31 October 2022, 

which, in short, reached the judgement that the definition of Travellers in that PPTS was 

discriminatory, and there was no proper justification for that discrimination. The 
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discrimination the Court found centred on the exclusion from the definition of those 

persons who have ceased to travel ‘permanently’.   

14.1.2. A Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) was undertaken in 2020 

to review the needs Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation across Central Lincolnshire between 

2019 and 2040. This GTAA identified two accommodation needs figures; first, one based 

on ethnic identity and a second based on the PPTS 2015 definition i.e. the 

accommodation needs of families who have not permanently ceased to travel. Prior to 

the aforementioned Court ruling, it was reasonable for a local planning authority to 

proceed on the basis of the second definition, and for Central Lincolnshire this was 

identified as being an overall need, based on the PPTS definition, of 32 additional pitches 

between 2019 and 2040. However, following the Court ruling, this Plan is based on the 

ethnic based definition, thereby allowing in its definition those persons that have 

ceased to travel permanently. The assessment, under this definition, identifies a need 

for 41 pitches between 2019 and 2040, and this need was broken down into 5 year periods 

identifying that the a need to 2024 of 5 pitches had been met with 4 surplus pitches provided. 

Beyond this a further 10 pitches are required from 2024-2029, 11 from 2029-2034, and 15 

from 2034-2040.  

14.1.3. [no change] 

14.1.4. An additional investigation was undertaken into how the need for Gypsy and Traveller 

pitches can be met. This Meeting the Accommodation Needs of Gypsies and Travellers Report 

identified that:  

• Since the GTAA was published, permission was granted for an additional 5 pitches;  
• There is potential for an additional 25 pitches to be delivered through intensification or 

reconfiguration of existing sites; 
• The authorisation of a current unauthorised, but tolerated, Gypsy and Traveller 

development; and  
• There is potential (subject to site specific constraints) for Local Authority land to be used to 

provide up to 27 additional pitches through extensions to existing sites in Lincoln and 
Gainsborough.  
 

A further 2 pitches have also since been approved taking the total committed since the 

GTAA was published to 7 pitches, which exceeds the 5 pitches identified as needed in 

the period to 2024. Also, This provision is in addition to the two allocations being carried 

forward from the 2017 Local Plan to this Local Plan which have yet to be developed, and 

have capacity for 8-11 pitches. In the first 10 years of this Plan, therefore, 15-18 pitches 

are identified, which is consistent with meeting the 15 pitches identified as needed in 

that same period.  

14.1.5. Consultants are also working with the Local Planning Authorities and households 

looking to deliver additional pitches to assist in this further delivery of pitches. Overall, there 

is strong confidence . Whilst it is shown that the identified need for 32 dwellings 41 pitches 

between 2019 and 2040 can be met, but it is also important to plan positively for meeting 

additional need as it emerges and provide a policy framework for considering applications that 

may be submitted for sites.” 

Please note: in offering the above modification, the Committee withdraws minor modification 

Minor13. 
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Q2 - Does the plan make suitable provision to meet this identified need? Will needs be met 

in full? 

In answering this question, we are using the ‘identified need’ figure of 41 pitches. 

Yes the plan makes suitable provision to meet the identified need. Paragraph 10 of the PPTS 

states that: 

“Local planning authorities should, in producing their Local Plan: 

a) identify and update annually, a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 

years’ worth of sites against their locally set targets  

b) identify a supply of specific, developable sites, or broad locations for growth, for years 6 

to 10 and, where possible, for years 11-15…” 

The evidence demonstrates that we have already met the identified need to 2024 with a surplus of 

2 pitches, via 5 pitches being granted permission in Blyton11 and a further 2 pitches have been 

approved in Martin Moor12. 

The plan continues to allocate two Gypsy and Traveller sites that were included in the adopted 

Local Plan which have capacity to deliver between 8 and 11 pitches. The combination of the 

allocations and the sites with recent permission means that 15-18 pitches should be delivered to 

2029, consistent with the identified need of 15. The outstanding pitches needed within the plan 

period becomes 23-26 pitches.  

Following on from the establishment of need for pitches in the GTAA the Committee commissioned 

an additional piece of evidence in 2021, the Meeting the Accommodation Needs of Gypsies and 

Travellers (HOU005). This document looked at the findings of the GTAA and sought to establish 

how the needs could best be met in Central Lincolnshire.  

This Meeting the Accommodation Needs document highlighted a number of possible approaches 

to delivering additional pitches in the plan period, including:  

a) intensifying or expansion of existing sites where the needs were arising from the families 
residing in these locations;  

b) using local authority owned land, potentially through the expansion of two existing Gypsy 
and Traveller sites; and 

c) authorising currently unauthorised sites. 
 

In Table 8 of the document it identified how a) and b) above could each have potential to meet the 

entirety of the needs arising. Those conclusions are not materially affected by the recent Court 

ruling. 

It also recommends that, given the preference within the Gypsy and Traveller Community to 

manage their own sites, an approach which provided a positive policy framework to allow for the 

expansion or intensification of existing sites and for newly arising sites to be considered would be 

preferable and the use of local authority land could form a back up option, should sites not be 

forthcoming.  

The criteria in both part one and part three of Policy S83 will allow for this preferred option to be 

delivered. The situation will be monitored through the Authority Monitoring Reports and should 

additional land be needed on local authority land, such as the two sites with potential to expand, 

this can be progressed through a planning application. 

 
11 Planning application reference in West Lindsey 140684.  
12 Planning application reference in North Kesteven 21/1596/FUL.  
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As such, it can be concluded that the identified needs are being met in line with national policy and 

the recent Court ruling, both in terms of specific identified commitments and allocations and a 

flexible policy to allow further appropriate sites to come forward. 

 

Q3 - What is the justification for the inclusion and location of sites allocated in the Plan? 

What process did the Committee take to allocating suitable sites? 

The two allocations in the adopted Local Plan have been carried forward into this new Local Plan. 

Nothing has materially changed since the plan was adopted and they are still understood to be 

available and deliverable when the need arises.  

As part of the call for sites in 2019, members of the public, land owners and developers were able 

to submit their sites for a number of uses, one such use for Gypsy and Traveller sites.  No sites 

were submitted for this use.  Discussions were held with the Central Lincolnshire Districts and 

Lincolnshire County Council to understand if there was any additional land that might be suitable 

for Gypsy and Traveller sites, but, with the exception of the two site extensions identified in the 

Meeting the Accommodation Needs of Gypsies and Travellers (HOU005) document, no land was 

identified that would be appropriate at that time. 

Given the outcomes of the Meeting the Accommodation Needs document, it was clear that no 

further allocations were required at this time, though a flexible based policy would assist maintain a 

supply of pitches, as and when need arises. 

 

Q4 - Is Policy S83 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national 

planning policy as set out in paragraph 62 of the Framework? 

Yes. As is set out in the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) (HOU004) and 

the Meeting the Accommodation Needs of Gypsies and Travellers (HOU005), the policy is 

positively prepared and justified and consistent with national policy in the Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites (as well as the recent Court ruling), and it provides a positive policy framework that 

will be effective in decision making on new proposals to ensure that new pitches are located in 

sustainable locations which is responsive to need as it arises. 

 

Q5 - Do the site allocations provide sufficient pitches to provide five-years’ worth of 

supply? 

Yes. See response to question 2 above. 

 

COL/GT/001 – Washingborough Road, Lincoln 

Q6 - Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is required to 

mitigate the impacts of development on biodiversity? 

Yes. An application on this site will need to be accompanied by an ecological survey and evidence 

that assesses any impacts and identifies any mitigation needed.  This is not an uncommon 

requirement from a planning application and by including it in the policy, it is providing 

transparency about the issues that will require resolution on the site.  This requirement is carried 

forward from the adopted Local Plan. 

The reference to the Biodiversity Mapping is linked to Policy S61 and the principles set out in 

Appendix 4 of the Local Plan.  This site is within an area identified as offering an opportunity to 
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manage or improve biodiversity.  As part of an application, it would be expected that ecological and 

habitat survey work would inform the development and layout on the site and this will be 

demonstrated through the application.  Depending on the site specific situation, this will allow for 

appropriate mitigation to be included to enhance the ecological network in this location. 

 

Q7 - How will the site be developed and is it sufficiently clear how it can be developed in a 

way that does not compromise the living conditions of existing occupants? 

The number of pitches at this site and the requirement for any scheme to be developed with 

consideration for the neighbouring site has been carried forward from the adopted Local Plan.   

The precise details of layout and other detailed matters would be down to an application to 

determine.   

However, to demonstrate that the proposed five pitches will be deliverable, as is highlighted in 

paragraphs 7.20 and 7.21 of the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) 

(HOU004) based on previous Government guidance a pitch of 325 square metres would take into 

account minimum separation distance  and a pitch of 500 square metres (0.05 hectares) would 

comfortably accommodate hard standing for a touring caravan and a static caravan, car parking 

spaces and amenity.  The Washingborough Road site is 2.7 hectares in size and so would 

comfortably fit the 5 pitches proposed in the policy, and potentially more. 

 

WL/GT/001 – Trent Port Road, Marton 

Q8 - What is the current use of the site and what are the reasons why it has not yet come 

forward for development? Is the allocation effective? 

The site is partly used for grazing animals and partly used for caravans and camping.  There are 

also areas that appear to be primarily used for informal outdoor storage of vehicles and other 

equipment. 

The site is understood to still be available for development of Gypsy and Traveller pitches, but as is 

highlighted in question 2 above, the needs for the first five years have already been met and so it is 

highly probable that this site will not be developed until the need arises. As such this policy is 

effective, but it will continue to be monitored alongside other Gypsy and Traveller supply to ensure 

that needs will be met. 

 

Q9 - Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is required to 

mitigate the impacts of development on biodiversity? 

Yes. The reference to the Biodiversity Mapping is linked to Policy S61 and the principles set out in 

Appendix 4 of the Local Plan.  This site is within an area identified as offering an opportunity to 

manage or improve biodiversity.  As part of an application, it would be expected that ecological and 

habitat survey work would inform the development and layout on the site and this will be 

demonstrated through the application.  Depending on the site specific situation, this will allow for 

appropriate mitigation to be included to enhance the ecological network in this location. 

 

 


