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Respondent Response Officer Response/Action Reason 

Natural England We have no comments on this consultation. No change required. No comments made by respondent. 

Lincolnshire County Council 
(as Highway Authority and 
Lead Local Flood Authority) 

We do not have any comments as the proposed list meets our requirements. No change required. No comments made by respondent. 

Lincolnshire County Council 
(Historic Places Team) 

We have already discussed the wording regarding archaeological assessments and 
can confirm that we are very happy with the proposed wording. Thank you for 
referring to us by name, and firmly integrating the use of the Lincolnshire Historic 
Environment Record, which will hopefully avoid confusion for applicants. 
 
However we have suggested a couple of alterations (in red below) to the passage 
on Heritage Statements, mainly to make clear that they are needed where there is 
material impact on what the NPPF terms 'designated heritage assets' and 'non-
designated heritage assets', and that the assessment of impacts should be 
objective and separate to any opinions regarding justification.  
 
It might also be worth adding a final line "For more information on the production of 
Heritage Statements please refer to Historic England's Advice Note on Statements 
of Heritage Significance". This documents is currently in draft for consultation, but 
should be finalised by the time the Local List goes live. 
 
"Required for all applications: a. For Listed Building Consent; b. In Conservation 
Areas (excluding changes of use where there is no operational development); 
and/or c. That have a material impact on the setting of a listed building or structure, 
a locally listed building/structure or other designated or non-designated heritage 
asset (such as a Designated Registered Park and Garden or Scheduled Ancient 
Monument).  
  
The degree of detail provided in the Assessment should be proportionate to the 
importance of the heritage asset(s) that may be affected and the works proposed. 
For example, works to listed buildings or demolition of a building/structure in a 
conservation area will require greater detail than for example, the replacement of a 
boundary wall in a conservation area. Paragraph 187 of the NPPF states that as a 
minimum, the relevant historic environment record, held by Lincolnshire County 
Council, should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using 
appropriate expertise where necessary.  
  
A Heritage Statement should include:  
 
a. An assessment of significance of the heritage asset including any contribution 
made to its setting. The assessment should identify and describe all the heritage 
assets that may be affected by the proposed development and assess their 
heritage significance, and in particular, assess the significance of those parts of the 
building/site affected by the proposed works. The description of the asset(s) should 
normally go beyond simply quoting published material such as a list description or 
Historic Environment Record (HER) entry, because it should enable the reader to 
understand the potential impact of the proposals on the significance. Well captioned 
photographs and other illustrations are very useful as a substitute for text and can 
help to keep a statement concise and to the point.   
 
b. A clear description of the proposed development. In particular, details of those 
aspects of the work that are likely to affect the significance of the heritage asset(s) 
or their setting. Where appropriate, this could include a schedule, method statement 
and/or specification of works.   

Incorporate suggested changes 
highlighted by red text, with the 
exception of reference to Historic 
England's Advice Note on Statements of 
Heritage Significance. 

For clarity. 
 
The Historic England Advice Note remains in draft 
form. 
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c. An objective evaluation of the impacts of the proposals on the significance of the 
heritage asset and/or its setting   
 
d. Justification for the proposed works and any mitigation measures. Explain why 
the proposed works are desirable or necessary and what steps have been taken to 
avoid, minimise or mitigate any harm to the significance of the heritage asset. If the 
works include any elements which result in harm to heritage, the assessment 
provides an opportunity to explain what issues you consider weigh in favour of the 
proposal(s).  
 
e. Photographs comprising: a general image showing the building in context (incl. 
neighbours, streetscene or landscape); single image of each elevation where 
practical; detailed images of items/areas to be altered/removed/demolished. (This is 
especially relevant to window replacement applications).   
 
f. Details should be provided of any changes to the internal layout. e.g. new doors 
or staircases. Drawings of new doors or windows will need to be provided at a scale 
of not less than 1:20   
  
Listed Building Works will require a written justification to demonstrate that there will 
be no unacceptable adverse impacts and why the works are necessary/desirable 
for the preservation of the building." 

Lincolnshire County Council 
(Countryside Services) 

Further to the consultation concerning the Local List documents the Countryside 
Service of Lincolnshire County Council has the following (minor) comment. 
 
For both documents (all developments and householder applications) at Section 4. 
Site Layout Plan/Block Plan and Other Plans: 
 

 All the buildings, roads and footpaths on land adjoining the site including access 
arrangements;  

 All public rights of way crossing or adjoining the site;  
 
The term "footpaths" should not be used in isolation from public rights of way. If it is 
meant to refer to those areas adjacent to a carriageway then the term "footway" 
should be used. 
 
The section should read: 
 

 All the buildings, roads and footways on land adjoining the site including access 
arrangements;  

 All public rights of way crossing or adjoining the site; 

Incorporate suggested amendment in to 
final version. 

To ensure accurate use of terms. 

Sport England  Provides a checklist of recommended information requirements for applications 
affecting playing field land. This also indicates the information that Sport England 
recommends should be submitted where an applicant feels their development may 
meet with one of the exceptions to Sport England’s Playing Fields Policy. 
 
Link to further information provided: http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy  

Incorporate information on playing pitch 
assessments into final version. 

To ensure such matters are adequately covered. 

Environment Agency We have the following comments to make on the lists, which we hope you will find 
useful – suggested additional text is underlined below.  
 
A Guide to the Validation of Planning Applications, May 2019  
 
Page 7: We note your encouragement for applicants to obtain pre-application 

Incorporate suggested changes in to 
relevant sections. 

For accuracy and further clarity on certain matters. 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/HA49CyrWWHNAR1DsZaMnx?domain=sportengland.org
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advice from us and we would like to thank you for including this.  
 
Page 10, Table 1, in respect of Contaminated Land Assessment:  
1. After ‘This can range from petrol filling stations & gasworks through to barn 
conversions and builders yards’ we suggest adding and applies to all Brownfield 
sites.  
2. In the ‘what is required box’ we recommend adding the following at the 
beginning: Land affected by contamination may pose an unacceptable risk to 
human health, groundwater, surface water, the wider environment and economic 
activities.  

3. After further advice can be found in the YALPAG document ‘Development on 
Land Affected by Contamination’ we recommend adding: Consideration could be 
given to using the National Quality Mark Scheme for Land Contamination 
Management which involves the use of competent persons to ensure that land 
contamination risks are appropriately managed.  
 
Page 13, Table 1, in respect of Flood Risk Assessment:  
In the ‘what is required box’ we suggest adding the following text – 
The FRA should identify and assess the risks of all forms sources of flooding, which 
may include tidal, fluvial, ground water, drainage systems, reservoirs, canals or 
ordinary watercourse, to and from the development and demonstrate how these 
flood risks will be managed, taking climate change into account. The FRA should 
identify opportunities to reduce the probability and consequences of flooding. 
Further information is available within SHDC’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
and associated flood risk standing advice. The FRA should……….  
 
In respect of Foul Drainage Assessment, in the ‘what is required’ box we suggest 
that:  
For proposals that will not be connected to the public sewer system, a Foul 
Drainage Assessment form (FDA1) should be completed providing details of:  
a. Evidence/reasons why connection to the public sewer system is not possible;  
b. Details of method of storage, treatment and disposal, including capacity and 
suitable location within the site; and  
c. In the case of proposed septic tanks and cesspools, why a package sewerage 
treatment plant is not being proposed.  
 
A Guide to the Validation of Householder Applications, May 2019  
 
Page 4, we would request the inclusion of the following text at the end of the ‘Pre-
application Discussions’ section:  
Please note that if your proposal lies within 20m of a Main River or flood defence 
you should contact the Environment Agency as you may also need a permit from 
them to undertake the works. 

Lincolnshire Fire and Rescue Would ask that consideration is given towards incorporating a suitably worded 
section within the Local List for Fire and Rescue. Fire Safety is an important area to 
be considered at the early stages of planning and we work hard to engage with all 
the District Councils. Fire Service consultation and advice on commercial and 
residential planning applications has increased considerably as a result of 
continued growth throughout Lincolnshire. The need for additional fire hydrants has 
placed increased demands on Fire Service budgets. Ideally we need to develop a 
consistent approach with all 7 District Councils and inclusion within the Local List in 
South Holland would greatly assist this aim. Paul Howes response from Community 
Fire Protection relates mainly to the Building Regulations so we need to comment 
further with regard to Planning Applications. The provision of hydrants and the 

No change required. It is not considered that this would be a 
reasonable validation requirement and that 
seeking this information later on in the planning 
process is more appropriate. 
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financial burden of installing them on new development sites is falling to the Fire 
Service which, in turn, puts strain on already stretched public funds. The Water 
Industry Act 1991 places a duty on water undertakers to install hydrants where 
requested by the fire service. The cost for these falls to the fire service for statutory 
hydrants, not to the developer. The costs associated with providing appropriate 
water supplies, including hydrants, should be part of the development costs and not 
be the responsibility of Fire and Rescue. Deregulation of the water industry has led 
to major challenges in ensuring appropriate provisions of water for firefighting. All 
Fire services have seen an increase in the number of self-lay or inset companies 
laying water mains with little or no involvement of the water undertaker, and no 
consultation with the fire service. There are increased costs to the Service if 
hydrants have to be retrofitted on self-lay schemes and the main is later adopted by 
the water undertaker. The Fire Service is legally obliged to routinely inspect and 
maintain all fire hydrants and holds a limited budget for hydrant repair and 
installation. Therefore the planning stage of any development is key to capturing 
our fire safety requirements at the earliest possible stage.  
 
The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides recourse for developers to be 
subjected to planning obligations or to make contributions towards the cost of any 
infrastructure required to service a new development. This legislation has been 
successfully applied to the provision of hydrants in a limited number of cases in the 
County and requires close working with the District Council Planning Authority. The 
application of this is currently arduous and seems outside of the spirit of the Section 
106 legislation, especially given the size and profitability of these developments. 
The installation of an appropriate number of hydrants would add negligible 
additional costs for developers and yet they are reluctant towards assisting with the 
cost of fire hydrants. Inclusion in the Local Lists would effectively “capture” all new 
developments and reduce the risk of housing estates being built without provision 
for water for firefighting and those dwellings being inhabited, which is a major 
concern in itself. Lack of fire hydrant water provision for firefighting can result in 
challenges that puts firefighters and occupants at increased life risk. Many new 
sites in Lincolnshire are almost exclusively in rural areas where water undertaker 
mains coverage is typically very sparse with small diameter water mains. There are 
cases of farms being converted into small to medium industrial complexes and 
because the unit size is below that stipulated, no water for firefighting has been 
provided. Following improvements to our internal processes more letters of 
objection are reaching District Council Planning Officers due to a lack of fire hydrant 
water supplies for fire-fighting during the planning consultation period, which has 
increased awareness. Applicants are advised to inform Anglian Water Services that 
fire hydrants are required by the Fire Service when applying for their new water 
mains scheme. The Anglian Water Main-laying Design Team sends water plans to 
the Fire Service Water Officer to confirm the required location of fire hydrants. The 
Developer should be paying for these fire hydrants as part of the water mains 
scheme rather than the Fire Service but this is not always the case. We continue to 
challenge Anglian Water about their charging policy towards the Fire Service and 
want to see all new fire hydrants paid for at source which remains contentious but 
some progress has been made. When Anglian Water is unable to provide a suitable 
fire hydrant water supply, Lincolnshire Fire and Rescue will accept instead at the 
developer’s expense the installation of an approved type domestic sprinkler system 
for dwellings. 
 
The Lincolnshire Fire and Rescue mission statement supports making our 
communities safer, healthier and more resilient by reducing fires and their 
consequences. County Councillor Nick Worth as Executive Member for Lincolnshire 
Fire and Rescue takes a close interest in fire safety and supports our aim of 
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financial contributions from developers towards the provision of fire hydrants. 

Swann Edwards Architecture Checklist for all applications 
 
Section 5 
DMPO (ie Development Management Procedure Order) should be expanded on for 
clarity so that the appropriate legislation can be easily sourced for those who do not 
know what DMPO stands for. 
 
Section 6 

 Should be clearer by including minor applications for housing or others not 
within a Conservation Area do not require a Design and Access Statement; 

 ‘the level of detail required in a Design and Access Statement (DAS) will 
depend on the scale and complexity of the application’.  It should be made clear 
that the level of detail required is not determined at validation stage but there 
could be a request for the DAS to be expanded upon once it reaches the 
Planning Officer; 

 Page 5 last paragraph – should include that the LPA are ‘unable to determine 
the application’ without the further details to be consistent with the wording in 
the DMPO and to overcome any ambiguity over what the LPA would prefer to 
see and what is actually required to determine the application. 
 

Table 1  
Plans – is it necessary to include written/external dimensions if the drawings are to 
scale? 
Affordable Housing Statement – is viability evidence a validation requirement? 
Heads of Terms – is this a validation requirement? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Checklist for Householder Applications 
 
Section 4 
As above, are dimensions required if the drawings are to scale? 

 
Table 1 
As above. 

Checklist for all applications 
 
Sections 5 and 6 – Incorporate 
suggested amendments. 
 
Comments re dimensions on plans, 
viability evidence and draft Heads of 
Terms – No changes considered 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Checklist for Householder 
Applications 
 
No change required. 

Checklist for all applications 
 
For clarity. 
 
 
In order to maximise efficiency and minimise the 
use of paper, planning officers are not provided 
with paper copies of drawings. Instead, drawings 
are viewed on computer screens. Annotating 
plans with dimensions allows officers to interpret 
plans quicker and removes the potential for error 
as plans are scanned on to the system. 
 
The requirement for viability evidence to be 
provided if less than 25% affordable housing is 
proposed is considered reasonable as an 
application will not be determined in the absence 
of this. 
 
A draft Heads of Terms is considered a 
reasonable requirement to speed up the planning 
application process. The Local Plan is clear on 
what financial contributions will typically be 
required (e.g. Education and NHS contributions in 
Appendices 8 and 9 respectively). The Local 
Planning Authority can provide its standard 
template for this and can provide advice on 
contributions if necessary. 
 
 
 
Checklist for Householder Applications 
 
 
As above. 

Lincolnshire Bat Group With regard to Ecology/Protected Species surveys we have the following 
observations to make, with particular reference to bats. 
 
We have two areas of concern: 

 Can we request that some means be found to highlight when a protected 
species survey has been carried out during a previous application, especially if 
the application has lapsed and the whole process has started anew.  We’ve had 
a number of cases over the years when previous surveys have been 
undertaken, bats have been present, but the information hasn’t been flagged for 
future applications.  It is impossible to monitor every site on the planning lists 
and roosts have been missed as a result. 

 European Protected Species licences where a roost will be affected.  After 
making some enquiries recently about a very vulnerable – and rare – 
Daubenton’s bat roost in an agricultural building I learned that the only 
requirement was for a condition to be attached that applicants follow the 

Old protected species surveys – 
Incorporate generic paragraph in to 
document which refers to old surveys, 
assessments etc. and the need to re-
submit with new applications and/or to 
have new surveys undertaken if previous 
one over a certain age. 
 
 
European Protected Species Licence – 
No change considered necessary 

Old protected species surveys – To ensure that 
the submitted information is relevant and up-to-
date. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
European Protected Species Licence – This is not 
something that can be dealt with at validation 
stage but further consideration may be necessary 
in respect of whether this can be controlled 
through the wider planning process.  
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recommendations in the ecology report.  An EPS licence is a legal document, 
and if not followed the applicant could face prosecution, but who is the licence 
to be presented to?  This has to be obtained before work can even start, but 
there seems to be no mechanism for ensuring that this has been done. 

 
Following are notes and comments on the three buildings categories, but first a 
brief outline of bat biology.   
 
Bats don’t pair up like birds, they mate in the autumn and the males spend the rest 
of the year doing their own thing, mostly living alone and frequently changing roosts 
– in eco speak using ‘transient’ roosts. The females become pregnant in the spring 
and give birth to their single babies around mid to late June, depending on species, 
in what are called maternity roosts, a cross between a maternity ward and a 
crèche. The babies grow very quickly, are flying at 3 weeks and independent at 
6.  A maternity roost needs to be hot for the babies to develop properly, so will be 
found on/in the hottest part of a building, and can contain anything from 20 to 150+ 
bats in it, depending on species.  The peak time for occupation is from mid May 
(though some females may start to move in earlier) to mid July, when the mothers 
start to move out, with the juveniles staying on and gradually dispersing up to 
(usually) the end of August/early September. Bats hibernate in the winter, ie 
November-March. 
 
The three main species concerning us here are brown long–eared bats and two 
pipistrelle species (spp), which have slightly different requirements but which are 
lumped together here. 
 

 Agricultural buildings.  Agree surveys essential, but it’s rare to find more than 
transient roosting.  Brown long-eared bats will also use them as feeding perches 
– where they take moths in, hang from a beam and drop the wings.  However 
their main roost will be in the roof void of a nearby dwelling.  Very rarely, as 
noted above, other species are found.  They will hibernate, usually singly, in 
these buildings and are often impossible to find. It is also worth noting that in 
this area barn owls should also be a major consideration . 
 

 Demolition.  Bats will only ever use derelict buildings briefly if at all, so ruins 
with collapsed roofs are unlikely to support bats, as are tin or wooden 
sheds.  Buildings that are structurally sound should always be surveyed. 

 

 Alterations to roof spaces.  When to request a survey is one of the most 
difficult questions to answer, and numberless attempts have been made over 
the years to resolve this at both national and local level, and including a 
checklist that Diane Fairchild Fenton and myself put together some years 
ago.  None of these have really worked satisfactorily, but it is essential to 
prioritise, and even then, when we were employed by SHDC in the early 2000s, 
using these criteria, we found that the majority of the buildings we checked did 
not have bats using them. However, as a starting point consideration does need 
to be given to the requirements of the three spp noted above, as follows: 

 

 Brown long-eared bats roost within large roof voids of older properties, and 
are very faithful to their roosts, making them very vulnerable to reroofing – so 
listed buildings are a high priority, and whilst it is understood that a LPA has no 
powers of enforcement over a simple listed building consent application for, eg, 
where reroofing is involved and planning permission is not required, if at all 
possible a bat survey should be recommended, as there would otherwise be 
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legal implications if bats were disturbed during work.  Where planning 
permission is required a bat survey should be standard as part of the 
consultation process. 

 

 Pipistrelle spp on the other hand roost round the outside of a building, and are 
crevice dwellers. They generally have much larger roosts than brown long-
eared bats, often use a number of different roosts over a season, and are 
regularly found in post WWII houses. They can use any of the following 
features: 

 Wooden fascias (plastic are a contraindication – numerous roosts have 
been lost to uPVC replacement) 

 Gable ends with or without fascias 

 Under clay flat or pan tiles (concrete tiles don’t have the same insulating 
properties, though can have limited use) 

 Under slates 

 Lead flashing round chimneys and elsewhere 

 Hanging tiles, either between windows or on dormer windows 

 Wooden – not plastic – cladding 

 Cavity walls, with the access at the eaves 
 
A combination of any of these features increases the likelihood of a roost being 
present.   

 
Is it worth considering having another go at developing a check list, based on the 
above, that case officers can use as a guide and take out on site visits, which will 
then give an indication as to whether or not to request a bat survey of a domestic 
dwelling? 
 
Other sites not included in the above would obviously need assessing on a case by 
case basis. 

Ashwood Homes From a developer’s perspective this will result in incurring additional significant cost 
in preparing a planning application and also result in abortive works and further 
additional cost being incurred as comments are receive and the application revised. 
We already provide a significant amount of information to support our applications 
some of these proposed items will have no benefit and are impractical. 
 
Existing and Proposed Sections and Finished Levels for sites where a change 
in ground levels is proposed 
This is impractical at this stage, all of the sites we are working on have changes in 
ground levels to meet flood risk. To provide this information the whole site would 
need to have its engineering design completed to ensure that drainage, road levels 
etc have been accounted for when the finished floor levels are set.  
Then how many sections do we provide through a development site? 
Also when the scheme is rejected at committee and a redesign then has to take 
place this is a substantial amount of work that is having to be redone. 
This should remain as a condition if required. 
 
Air Quality Assessment 
This does not seem necessary for a housing developments? 
With changes in legislation (e.g. Gas boilers to be phased out by 2025) technology 
improvements, Building Regulations, Energy efficiency in houses we are constantly 
improving emissions on new developments.  
Trying to Assess this for the construction process and the completed development 
will lead to so many assumptions that it will not be a document that is accurate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Existing and Proposed Sections and 
Finished Levels for sites where a 
change in ground levels is proposed 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Air Quality Assessment 
Add clarification as to what 
circumstances such as assessment will 
be required in. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Existing and Proposed Sections and Finished 
Levels for sites where a change in ground 
levels is proposed 
Finished floor levels are typically set in 
accordance with recommendations contained 
within a flood risk assessment undertaken for a 
given site, which is a validation requirement in 
itself. 
 
 
 
Air Quality Assessment 
It is accepted that an Air Quality Assessment is 
not likely to be necessary for the vast majority of 
housing developments. Clarification has been 
added as to what circumstances such as 
assessment will be required in. 
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For example, what type of vehicles are coming to the development for the 
construction process, how many cars will the new residents have what proportion 
are hybrid, electric diesel, petrol etc.    
 
Archaeology Assessment  
This should only apply when there is known Historical items in the area. Should not 
be a blanket requirement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Daylight/Sunlight Assessment 
This is a very subjective subject and in most instances separation distance should 
negate the need for this.  
Surely this is one that once the layout has been reviewed and any objections 
received on the ground of loss of light, should this then be requested and not be a 
requirement to validation of an application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
This is as the air quality assessment and again the accuracy for housing 
developments would be questionable. 
 
 
 
 
 
Foul Sewage Assessment 
This means full engineering design would need to be undertaken to provide this 
information for a scheme that may not gain planning. 
When a scheme is presented to Anglian Water they will advise as to the treatment 
works that the effluent is going to and whether or not the facilities currently have 
capacity or not and if they have other problems in the area. They will not at this 
stage provide the solution to their problems. 
They do now charge developers a variable infrastructure charge on every plot to 
give them a fund to enable upgrades to their existing system to be carried out when 
a scheme creates a need for it. 
Also we have found in the past due to the length of time to gain planning and start 
on site capacity that was originally been there at application stage has gone when 
you come to construct the development. 
Anglian Water will then provide the mitigation measures and resolves the situation. 
This should not be a pre validation requirement. 
 
Landscaping Proposals 
This is better to be dealt with by condition.  
Due to easements required by Anglian Water and service companies again the full 
engineering and service designs would be required prior to submitting the 
application. 
As they will not permit trees and shrubs within certain distances of their assets. 

 
 
 
 
Archaeology Assessment  
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Daylight/Sunlight Assessment 
Add clarification as to what 
circumstances such as assessment will 
normally be required in. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Foul Sewage Assessment 
Amend ‘what is required section’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Landscaping Proposals 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Archaeology Assessment  
Such an assessment will only be required where it 
is deemed close to designated heritage assets 
such as Scheduled Ancient Monuments or areas 
of known archaeological significance identified in 
the Lincolnshire Historic Environment Record and 
is therefore considered necessary by 
archaeological advisors.  
 
Daylight/Sunlight Assessment 
It is accepted that this is somewhat subjective, 
however there are likely to be few instances 
where it can be said there is the potential for 
significant loss of light -. If a loss of light is likely to 
be significant, it is considered justifiable to request 
this assessment at validation stage as it is 
material to the determination of the application. 
Clarification has been added as to what 
circumstances such as assessment will normally 
be required in. 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
There is a legal obligation to undertake such an 
assessment for developments that are listed 
under Schedule 1 and Schedule 2 of the Town 
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 
1999. 
 
Foul Sewage Assessment 
To provide further clarity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Landscaping Proposals 
The List highlights that landscaping details are 
normally required by condition but that in certain 
circumstances landscaping and planting proposals 
may be useful to assist in making a decision. 
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This should not be a pre validation requirement. 
 
Planning Obligations/Draft Heads of Terms 
This should not be a requirement of validation. We are happy to progress the 106 
prior to the planning being granted. We do not feel it is for us to approach third 
parties as to if they require contributions as a result of the development.  
We have tried this with Boston Borough Council and did not gain responses for 
NHS, Education etc. 
With a standard template provided we are happy to instruct our solicitors to act and 
prepare the documentation for your solicitor to approve once the items for the 
section 106 have been agreed. 
 
Surface Water Drainage Strategy 
At application stage the general principles and thoughts as to how the surface water 
from a development is envisaged to be dealt with should be shown. 
The detailed design however should be a condition as Lincolnshire County Council 
Highways will not look at a scheme in detail until the site has planning approval. 
Inevitably if we went to the expense of detailed design this would be change 
through the approval process. 
 
 
Transport Assessment 
These are fine in densely populated areas but are ineffective in rural areas where 
the public transport links are poor. 
 
 
 
Tree Surveys 
The information requested for this is again one that should be provided as a 
condition.  
Again at application stage detailed designs for drainage and service routes will not 
have been finalised. 
We are able to provide details of and show trees to be removed where they conflict 
with buildings roads etc. 

 
 
Planning Obligations/Draft Heads of 
Terms 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Surface Water Drainage Strategy 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transport Assessment 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
Tree Surveys 
No change required. 

 
 
Planning Obligations/Draft Heads of Terms 
A draft Heads of Terms is considered a 
reasonable requirement to speed up the planning 
application process. The Local Plan is clear on 
what financial contributions will typically be 
required (e.g. Education and NHS contributions in 
Appendices 8 and 9 respectively). The Local 
Planning Authority can provide advice on 
contributions if necessary. 
 
Surface Water Drainage Strategy 
This is a requirement of the Lead Local Flood 
Authority, as set out in Lincolnshire County 
Council’s ‘Lincolnshire Development Roads and 
Sustainable Drainage Design Approach’ 
document. There are different levels of strategy 
required depending on the type of application, 
which is no different to that presently required. 
 
Transport Assessment 
This is a requirement of the Highway Authority, as 
set out in Lincolnshire County Council’s 
‘Lincolnshire Development Roads and Sustainable 
Drainage Design Approach’ document. 
 
Tree Surveys 
For applications where there are trees that could 
influence or be affected by development, it is 
essential to understand the characteristics of such 
trees at an early stage due to the potential to 
impact on aspects such as site layout. 

Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust Green Infrastructure 
There is no mention of Green Infrastructure in the document or table. We suggest 
that this should be included in line with requirement to deliver this within the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the adopted South East 
Lincolnshire Local Plan 
 
Ecology Survey/Protected Species Survey 
Suggest this could be renamed Ecological Assessment 
 
Type of application column 
Designated Sites & Habitat information: 
In the SHDC version of the list, the site and habitat information in the first paragraph 
is good as it includes all types of internationally, nationally and locally designated 
sites. 
 
Species information: 
Table one in the attached document contains a more thorough checklist for existing 
features that may affect protected species than the one currently suggested by 
SHDC. I suggest that this be included. 
 
Requirements column 

 
Incorporate into Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation Assessment section in final 
version. 
 
 
 
Make suggested change. 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
Expand checklist in accordance with 
suggestion. 
 
 
 

 
To be in accordance with the Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
For succinctness.  
 
 
No change suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
For greater clarity. 
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Suggest that a Local Environmental Records Centre search be included as a 
requirement in bullet point one or two. This is in line with the requirements for 
searches within the archaeology section of the list. 
 
Up to date information: 
Suggest adding ‘as stated in the BS 42020:2013 the Biodiversity – Code of practice 
for planning and development’. This qualifies that surveys should be no more than 
three years old. 
 
Net gain: 
Suggest adding as bullet point 4 ‘The survey report should make recommendation 
for biodiversity net gain’. The NPPF and South East Lincolnshire Local Plan already 
seek to deliver net gains for biodiversity. We welcome the recent announcement 
that Government will seek to mandate biodiversity net gain as part of all new 
developments in England. 

Incorporate suggested change into final 
version. 
 
 
 
Incorporate suggested change into final 
version. 
 
 
 
Incorporate suggested change into final 
version. 

To assist applicants in the identification of habitats 
and species likely to be affected. 
 
 
 
For clarity. 
 
 
 
 
To be in accordance with the Local Plan. 

SHDC Planning Policy For monitoring purposes we would welcome the inclusion of a section which refers 
to the completion of the application form and the need to complete the numbers of 
residential units, including conversion, (self-build/affordable/starter etc.) accurately. 
 
 
Agricultural Land Classification 
It may be useful to add Agricultural Land classification to the Local List. 
 
All major developments on best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land Grades 
1 – 3a. 
 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
Required where a proposed development would likely to have a significant impact 
on the surrounding landscape/ townscape character of the site.  
 
To analyse the visual effects of development and their significance. 
 
Propose an assessment that reflects the scale of the development and extent of the 
implications on landscape character and visual amenity. Take into account the 
Landscape Character Areas. 
 
Odour Impact Assessment 
Required to assess the impact of odour from generating activities in the vicinity of 
existing odour sensitive developments- residential, schools and hospitals. 
 
Details to show mitigation methods for all odour producing development. 
More information:  
 
Code of Practice on Odour Nuisance from Sewage Treatment Works and  
Institute of Air Quality Management 
 
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Assessment 
Required for major residential developments or places of work. This is an 
assessment for all types of development that may have possible impacts on 
existing open space, parks, green infrastructure/access to open space. 
 
Require an assessment for development that is occurring on existing open space. 
Proposals accompanied by plans are required here. 
 
Sustainability Statement (for major applications) 

Add paragraph to General Advice and 
Guidance section highlighting this 
information should be provided on the 
application form. 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
Incorporate Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment section in final 
version. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Incorporate Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation Assessment section in final 
version. 
 
 
 
 
 

For monitoring of custom and self-build units. 
 
 
 
 
 
Given that all agricultural land in South Holland 
district is either Grade 1 or 2 this is not considered 
to be a necessary validation requirement. 
 
 
 
To ensure that such matters are adequately 
covered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is considered that this is adequately covered by 
the requirement for an Air Quality Assessment 
where a proposed development is likely to have 
significant impacts on air quality because of its 
scale and/or nature. 
 
 
 
 
 
To ensure that such matters are adequately 
covered. 
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This might be useful to demonstrate how sustainability has been addressed and/or 
how it will be addressed in the future design stage.  
This will include topics such as water use, material waste, pollution, health and 
wellbeing, management, ecology, building fabric, resilience to climate change, local 
renewable and low carbon energy and transport. 
 
Archaeology Assessment (Page 10) 
“The developer will be required to discuss with archaeological advisors” 
 
 
Prior Notification Application 
Consideration might be given to adding a section on Prior Notification. 
 
Lawful Development Certificate 
Consideration might be given to add a section on Lawful Development Certificate 
 
Lawful Development Certificate 
 
Application for removal/variation of a condition- Section 73, Town and 
Planning Act 1990 
Consideration might be given to adding a section on s73 applications. 
 
Discharge of conditions 
Consideration might be given to adding a section on a discharge of conditions. 
 
Permission in Principle 
It might be useful to include a section to show that there is a new consent route.  
 
Permission in Principle  
 
Checklist 
Consideration might be given to including a checklist (see example below).  
 
The requirements can be listed in two categories of both national and local. 
Example 1: Newcastle City Council Checklist 
 
Monitoring Purposes (Self-Build) 
It would be useful for monitoring purposes if a comment could be added to the 
validation checklist to ask applicants to clearly state in the whether or not the 
application is for self-build and tick the relevant boxes on the application form. 
 
This will help with monitoring self-build developments. 

No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 
 
 
Create checklist to support applications. 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 

The majority of these topics are considered 
through the course of an application through 
various means or are secured by planning 
condition. 
 
 
 
Although developers are expected to discuss 
proposals with archaeological advisors, it is the 
council who will undertake the formal consultation. 
 
This can be considered in the future and added if 
required. 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
 
For ease of reference. 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. 

SHDC Strategic Housing Do we ask anywhere whether the development is for custom or self-build? If not, 
can we add this in as will have for monitoring and our evidence base on supply of 
custom and self-build? 
 
 
It looks as though you have all of the key points for the affordable housing 
statement. We could add in that any viability evidence will be independently 
assessed at the applicants cost but then this is clearly stated in the financial viability 
assessment. 
 
Financial viability assessment- suggest that we add what financial information 
should be submitted and include the following: 

 Assumed sales values 

Add paragraph to General Advice and 
Guidance section highlighting this 
information should be provided on the 
application form. 
 
Add reference to Financial Viability 
Assessment section. 
 
 
 
Incorporate suggested changes into final 
version. 
 

For monitoring of custom and self-build units. 
 
 
 
For clarity. 
 
 
 
 
 
For clarity. 
 
 

https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200187/your_responsibilities/37/planning_permission/3
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/permission-in-principle
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/36357697/validation-guide-2019.pdf
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 Land value 

 Acquisition fees including stamp duty and legal fees 

 Build costs  

 Contingency 

 Abnormals 

 Other s.106 contributions 

 Professional fees 

 Sales fees 

 Finance rates 

 Profit 
 

 Perhaps add in that the financial viability assessment will be made publicly 
available (if we are now doing this?) as per the PPG - 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/viability  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change required. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Financial viability assessments are not currently 
publicly available. 

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/viability

