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SUMMARY 

1. A full planning application for the development of 39no. dwellings on land south of 

Haggs Lane, Haggs Lane, Cartmel. 

2.  The principal issue is a reduction in the level of provision of affordable housing.  

3. The application was previously considered by the Planning Committee in November 

2017 whereupon it was resolved that planning permission be granted subject to a 

S106 planning obligation.  The application is brought back for consideration by 

Members of the Planning Committee as it is a major housing development and the 

proposal now is to reduce the level of affordable housing.    

4. The application was presented to the 26th September 2019 planning committee but 

was deferred to allow the Parish Council more time for consultation and to consider 

whether Policy DM11 (Accessible Homes) of the Council’s Development 

Management Polices applies in this case.     

 

RECOMMENDATION 

5. That delegated authority be issued to the Director of People and Places to GRANT 

planning permission for the proposed development subject to: 

• the completion of a Section 106 Planning Obligation with regard to the provision 

of affordable housing and the provision and maintenance of a surface water 

drainage scheme; and, 

• the planning conditions outlined within this report. 

 

DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 

Site description  

6. The site comprises a principally square parcel of agricultural land located to the 

south of Haggs Lane and part of the curtilage of the properties known as 1 and 2 

Meeting House Cottages, Haggs Lane. 

7. The main element of the site comprises an area of overgrown pasture land divided 

internally by a small number of fences / structures. 

8. The site is bounded by the existing buildings / dwellings that are to the south of 

Haggs Lane, to the north; the grounds of the Cartmel Priory C of E School to the 

west; and, the established Hesketh Wood to the south and east. A small stable 

building is located adjacent to the east boundary of the site. 

9. The site is enclosed by a range of stone walls and timber fences. Mature trees exist 

within Hesketh Wood to the south and east and some semi-mature trees exist to the 

west. 

10. The access to the site only is located within the Cartmel Conservation Area, with the 

remainder of the site comprising part of the setting of the conservation area. 



Proposal 

11. The original proposal sought full planning permission for the erection of 39 dwellings 

including 14no. affordable dwellings. The revised proposal now reduces that to the 

provision of eight affordable dwellings.  

12. Vehicular and pedestrian access to the site is proposed via the curtilage of the 

properties known as 1 and 2 Meeting House Cottages. 

13. The proposed dwellings comprise a combination of 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom two storey 

detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings and apartments arranged around a 

single access linked via a circuitous estate road. Single storey detached garages are 

proposed to a significant number of dwellings. 

14. It is proposed to finish the dwellings with a combination of stone and render under 

natural slate covered dual pitched roof structures. 

15. Formal areas of amenity open space are located to the northern and southern 

boundaries of the site. 

16. Details of the proposed hard and soft landscaping including boundary treatments are 

not submitted for approval. 

17. Foul and surface water drainage are proposed via the public main and an attenuated 

discharge to an existing watercourse respectively.   

 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

18. The application was presented to members 22nd November 2017 and was approved 

subject to the completion of a S106 agreement relating to affordable housing and  

the provision and maintenance of a surface water drainage scheme. However, to 

date this agreement has not been completed and the applicant proposes less 

affordable housing due to increased costs of developing the site, the details of which 

are set out below. The original committee report forms Appendix 1. Appendices 2-8 

refer to various viabillty reports submitted by the applicant and the Councils 

response.  

 

CONSULTATIONS 

19. The Parish Council and the original objectors to the application have been re-

consulted on the proposed reduced level of affordable housing. Parish Council have 

objected on the grounds the proposal does not meet the Council’s affordable 

housing policy. Furthermore, they have objected to the lack of time for consultation 

on the revised proposal. Officers deferred the application from the last committee to 

allow more time for the Parish Council to consider the revised proposal. Their 

updated comments are as follows:  

20. Further to the Lower Allithwaite Parish Council meeting on the 10th October and in 

response to the continuing strong objection from Councillors to the proposed 



reduction in Affordable Homes on the above development, can you bring the 

following observations and comments to the attention of the Planning Committee. It 

is understood the issue is to be brought to a Meeting on the 20th October. 

21. As Parish Councillors are aware, as a Chartered Valuation Surveyor my professional 

background has involved me in Feasibility Reports on behalf of developers albeit I 

am no longer in paid employment. As such I feel qualified to summarise the strong 

feelings of Councillors to the developer’s submission. I appreciate the complexity of 

seeking to balance developer’s risk in delivering a profitable scheme set against the 

wishes of the local community. 

22. It is clear from the website documents lodged on the 18th September that a 

considerable amount of time will be needed to fully assimilate submissions for and 

against the proposed reduction in Affordable Homes from 14 to 8. On behalf of the 

Parish Council I would welcome the opportunity to respond in depth and even to 

meet with the parties to address Councillors concerns, there now being insufficient 

time to do so before the planned meeting on the 20th October. 

 

23. Following an initial appraisal of the lodged submissions observations on behalf of 
Councillors are; 

1. Any developer seeking to purchase development land with Outline Planning 

Consent would be expected to carry out thorough pre contract enquiries including a 

full ground investigation to identify cost impacting disabilities. Commenting on the 

Schedule ‘Anticipated Abnormal Costs’ 

a) Para 7 The need for on site attenuation should have been foreseen and reflected 

in the offer price for the land. Attenuation is critical towards helping to avoid periodic 

flooding in the village centre. Enquiries of United Utilities would have identified this 

as an essential cost item. 

b) Para 8 The developers draft scheme essential in determining an offer price for 

land should have identified the need for earthworks and the potential for offsite 

removal of surplus spoil, in this case uncontaminated subsoil. 

c) Similarly, with the benefit of a pre-contract site survey ‘changes in level’ should 

have been foreseen and reflected in the offer price. 

d) Para 10 Flowing on from the above any adjustment to the site layout to take 

account of levels should have prompted the developer to include an adequate 

allowance for retaining walls in the offer price. 

e) Para 12 A feature stone wall is a development enhancement and not an 

abnormal cost. 

f) Para 13 The need for abnormal foundations should have been anticipated if a 

normal pre-contract ground investigation had been carried out prior to purchase and 

the ‘poor nature of the land’ again reflected in the offer price. 

 



Collectively the above would appear to have contributed towards an addition to the         

developers abnormal cost base of at least £400,000 and if identified pre-contract 

might have resulted in a lower offer and not a reduction in the number of Affordable 

Homes. 

2. Accepting there are County Council Highways guidelines for new highway 

designs has the need for two excessive cul-de-sac heads been thoroughly 

explored?  

It is appreciated adequate turning heads are needed for refuse vehicles etc but 

these are excessive with surrounding footpaths which serve no one. If questioned it 

might lead to a cost reduction for the developer. 

3. Due to the increasing popularity of Cartmel there has been a progressive 

reduction in the number of homes available for local families and low paid workers 

essential to fuel the growing number of businesses in the village.  

Homes, especially lower priced properties, are being purchased by investors as 

holiday lets or as second homes which are infrequently occupied and which has 

contributed to a burgeoning in prices well above the means of most local people. In 

Cartmel, identified as part of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, this is now in 

excess of 30% of the housing stock and rising whilst in Allithwaite a dormitory 

village, it is less than 10%. The main reason why Councillors insist on maintain a 

35% level of Affordable Homes. 

4. Development analysis has taken account of new build schemes in Allithwaite and 

on the outskirts of Grange as a yardstick for anticipated sale prices in Cartmel. Due 

to its popularity, price levels in the village are proportionately higher than elsewhere 

and this should be adequate reflected in the Feasibility Study. 

5. Similarly, slower sale levels elsewhere have been used to anticipate the build out 

term for Haggs Lane. With the undoubted popularity of Cartmel, it can be expected 

that if sale prices are set realistically, a shorter development period could be 

expected with associated lower on costs which is not reflected in the developer’s 

analysis. 

6. The developer quite rightly takes account of CIL. If all else turns out to be non-

negotiable the District Council should consider waiving CIL. If District Councillors 

are keen to see the proportion of Affordable Homes maintained throughout the area 

the levy could be fed back to benefit the developer’s appraisal. 

24. As mentioned at the outset there has not been enough time to interrogate the 

submitted documents nor to meet with Officers to fully understand the approach 

which has led to a readiness to accept a reduction in Affordable Homes from 14 to 8 

(35% to 20%).  

25. On behalf of Councillors I would ask there be a further deferment to enable the 

Lower Allithwaite Parish Council to both respond fully and meet with Officers. 



26. In respect of the Parish Council comments they have had at least five weeks 

consultation period in respect of the revised proposal. This is considered sufficient 

time for a response.  With regard to their detailed comments, officers will respond to 

them in the late report.     

27. Two objections have been received on the basis that the proposal does not meet the 

Council’s policy on affordable housing. One of the objectors raises an issue of 

highway safety, however the access arrangements are unchanged and have already 

been accepted by members in the November 2017 committee.  

 

POLICY ISSUES 

South Lakeland Core Strategy (CS): 

28. Policy CS6.3 Provision of Affordable Housing 

29. Policy DM11 of DMDPD Accessible and Adapatable Homes  

 
National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF): 

30. Chapter 5 – Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes  

 

ASSESSMENT 

31. Since the application was presented to the November 2017 planning committee, 

there have been two material considerations, in addition to the revised proposal, that 

are required to be assessed. 

1)  Listing of Cartmel Quaker Meeting House  

32. Since the application was presented to planning committee in November 2017 the  

Cartmel Quaker Meeting House and its curtilage structures, which lies adjacent to 

the northwest corner of the application site, has been listed by Historic England as a 

Grade II designated heritage asset. The listing was confirmed on 5th April 2019. 

33. The applicant’s original Heritage Statement considered the effect of the proposed 

housing development upon the significance of the Meeting House as a non-

designated heritage asset which it was at the time, albeit located within and making 

a positive contribution to, the special architectural and/or historic interest of the 

Cartmel Conservation Area. The applicant has since submitted an addendum to the 

Heritage statement.  

34. The addendum to the heritage statement concludes as follows:  

• There is no current or previous physical or functional relationship between the 

meeting house and the proposed development site to the rear, and on this basis, 

the site does not contribute to the evidential value and significance of the heritage 

asset. 



• The proposed development site does not form part of the meeting house and has 

no historical association with it. The site does not contribute to the historical value 

and significance of the Meeting House on this basis. 

• The proposed development site does not form part of the meeting house and, 

excluding the access, is outside the conservation area. On this basis, the 

development site does not contribute to the communal value of the Meeting House. 

• The proposed development site does not directly contribute to the aesthetic value 

and significance of the meeting house, gig house, stable and enclosure wall, 

although it does form an element of its wider setting. 

35. Officers concur with the applicant’s assessment and agree that the proposal would 

cause less than substantial harm to the heritage asset. Paragraph 196 of the NPPF 

states that where a development proposal will lead to ‘less than substantial’ harm to 

the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against 

the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its 

optimum viable use. The public benefits derived from 39 dwellings and other benefits 

as outlined in the original committee report in November 2017 outweigh the harm to 

the heritage asset and therefore the subsequent listing of the Quakers Meeting 

House does not alter the officer’s recommendation.     

2) Policy DM11 – Accessible and Adaptable Homes 

36. This policy together with the other Council’s Development Management Policies 

(DMDPD) was adopted in March 2019. Although the application was originally 

presented to the planning committee November 2017 and was approved by 

members subject to a Section 106 Agreement, a decision was never issued. 

However, officer’s consider that this application should now be determined in line 

with the current policy framework and that the requirements for Policy DM11 should 

now apply.  

Policy DM11 requires the following: 

• All new homes to meet M4(2) (Accessible and adaptable homes standard)  

• A minimum of 5% of new homes on large developments of over 40 units to meet 

M4(3) (dwellings to be wheelchair adaptable)  

From the date of formal adoption of the DMDPD the Council will expect all 

residential proposals to accord with Policy DM11 of the DMDPD unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. S38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004. 

37. The Policy provides exemptions which will be considered where evidence of the 

following apply –  

1. it is not practically achievable given the physical characteristics of the site;  

2. it would significantly harm the financial viability of the scheme;  



3. site specific factors mean that step-free access to the dwelling cannot be 

achieved; or  

4. the dwellings are located on the first floor or above of a non-lift serviced 

multistorey development.  

38. The applicant has responded and stated the following: 

• M4(3) - the scheme is for 39 units so there is no requirement to comply. 

•        M4(2) - we are not required to achieve compliance on the 3 first floor apartments, 

so the number of relevant dwellings that could be compliant, is 36. We have appraised 

the practicality of making these compliant and can achieve internal compliance on 16 of 

the dwellings and the 3 ground floor apartments - i.e. 19 dwellings out of 36 dwellings 

which is 53%. The 17 dwellings where we cannot achieve compliance are House Types 

E, F and G. This is because they involve complex alterations which compromise their 

saleability and value. The scheme is fully compliant in terms of the external areas within 

all plots, car parking areas and common areas.  

We can achieve compliance on the 53% of the units at no meaningful additional cost 

that would impact viability. Equally, achieving compliance will not enhance their value. 

The effect of compliance on those plots is therefore neutral. The effect of compliance on 

the balance will reduce their sales values however because the accommodation and 

plot layouts will be compromised. This will have a negative impact on scheme viability 

which is already marginal as LSH has confirmed. Any further reduction would mean a 

reduction in the number of affordable units and we consider the proposed solution of 

over 50% compliance with Part M4(2) and 57% compliance with affordable housing 

provision (i.e. 20% instead of 35%) presents the optimum solution for the site. 

The three remaining House Types E, F and G cannot be converted without increasing 

the internal floorspace and therefore the footprint size. The effect of this on redesigning 

the layout to accommodate larger houses is that 3 to 4 no. plots would be lost 

depending on achieving an acceptable layout and density.  

A net reduction in the capacity of the site from 39 to circa 36 dwellings, without any 

increase in the sales value of the compliant units and probably a net reduction will 

further reduce the viability of the already marginal scheme which cannot meet full 

affordable housing provision as LSH has agreed.   

The scheme is not large enough and does not generate sufficent value to enable full 

compliance with both DM11 and CS6.3 and we believe the scheme that we are now 

putting forward, is an acceptable compromise that delivers the best outcome between 

the two competing policy objectives. The position is a choice between; 

a)  A scheme of 39 dwellings - where 53% of the relevant dwellings comply with DM11 

and provide 8 affordable homes 

or 

b) A scheme reduced to 33 dwellings - where all 33 of the houses are compliant with 

DM11 but no affordable housing can be provided. 



The Council’s response 

39. Option (b ) is not supported by full viability evidence. 

40. Policy DM11 states that for developments below 40 units then Category M4(3) does 

not apply. The proposal is for 39 units and therefore officers agree with the applicant 

that M4(3) does not apply.  

41. Turning to Category M4(2) the policy sets out four exceptions. One of which is ‘the 

dwellings are located on the first floor’. Three of the proposed apartments are 

located on the first floor and are therefore exempt from Policy DM11.  

42. With regard to the remaining units the applicant has stated that they can achieve 

compliance on 19 of the remaining 36 units which represents 53% compliance. Of 

the non-complaint house types E,F and G, it is accepted that they cannot be 

compliant without increasing the footprint of the dwellings which would result in less 

dwellings provided, which in turn would significantly harm the financial viability of the 

scheme. The applicant has set out a scenario where the dwellings could all be made 

compliant but no affordable housing would then be provided.  

43. Policy DM11 is clear and planning applications have to be determined in line with the 

Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.. This means 

that the starting point for any application approved after 29th March 2019 is that 

Policy DM11 should be met. DM11 does allow for exceptions on viability and certain 

other grounds ( listed above).  

44. While an affordable housing viability scheme has been submitted and  robustly 

scrutinised the viability appraisal does not address viability and DM11. Officers have 

agreed that reduction in the level of affordable housing is justified on viability 

grounds and therefore does comply with policy CS6.3. 

45. The developer’s position is that this being the case they cannot afford to deliver the 

remaining 44% of DM11 compliance. 17 houses would not therefore be compliant. 

The developer has been requested to submit more detailed viability information on 

this point. In the event this is submitted consideration can then be given to an 

exemption within the policy on financial viability.  

46. DM11 and Material Planning Considerations 

47. There are in this case a number of material planning considerations that need to be 

considered to justify accepting that 44% of the proposed dwellings are not DM11 

compliant.  

48. The application was originally submitted in August 2017 and was presented to the 

planning committee in November 2017 and was accepted in principle subject to a 

Section 106 agreement. In March 2019 new Development Management policies 

were adopted including Policy DM11 which required new developments to be 

accessible. The application was therefore submitted and originally determined well 

before Policy DM11 was adopted. At the time of the submission of the application 

and when it was being originally determined, Policy DM11 was at the public 



consultation stage and therefore carried little weight. Following the Local Plan 

examination (June 2018), the Inspector gave an initial view that the DM11 policy was 

sound. A guidance note was produced in October 2018 to inform the weight to be 

given to the policy in the period leading up to plan adoption in March 2019. The 

guidance note indicated that schemes which were ‘at an advanced stage’ would not 

be expected to comply with the policy. At the time of adoption it was considered that 

the scheme would have been ‘at an advanced stage’. The Council considers there is 

a balance of fairness in considering this case on its merits. 

49. In this case the planning application was initially accepted by members well before 

the publication of the guidance note and the adoption of the policy. Therefore, the 

expectation of the non-application of the standard to ‘advanced’ schemes would 

have been extremely low as the policy at the time of determination would have 

carried little weight.  

50. The scheme has been amended so that only 44% of the dwellings are non DM11 

compliant (17 dwellings - 3 dwellings are flats and are not required to meet the 

policy). The applicant has stated in his opinion  that three house types are non-

compliant and to ensure they are compliant, this would mean replacing them with 

larger dwellings, which would result in the reduction in the number of dwellings and 

leading to no affordable housing provision. Therefore the applicant considers that 

the scheme is DM11 compliant to a significant degree.    

51. The revised proposal does not change the house types externally, some have been 

internally configured to ensure DM11 compliance. Furthermore, the applicant can 

rely on the fact that the principle of development on this site has already been 

established. 

52. The proposal provides 39 dwellings which would make a significant contribution to 

the Council’s Housing Supply. For which there is a clear and pressing need.  

53. The revised proposal would provide eight affordable units of which six apartments 

would be for affordable rent which would make a significant contribution to the local 

community. Therefore the delivery of the site is important in delivering the Councils 

planning and corporate targets for affordable housing delivery, particularly for rent; 

54. The scheme is considered to be of high quality. 

55. We await confirmation of the substantiation of the evidence to support an exception 

to the requirements of Policy DM11. However, the material considerations set out 

above means that in this case, although finely balanced, the proposed 44% shortfall 

in compliance with DM11 of the proposed dwellings appears to be  justifiable.  

Accordingly, a condition will be imposed on the remaining units (apart from the first 

floor apartments) to be M4 (2) compliant.                

3) Revised Proposal  

56. Policy CS6.3 of the Core Strategy requires that on all schemes of nine or more 

dwellings in the Principal / Key Service Centres, and on schemes of three or more 



dwellings outside of these areas, not less than 35% of the total number of dwellings 

proposed should be affordable. The original proposal which was presented to 

members in November 2017 was in accordance with the requirements of Policy 

CS6.3 of the Core Strategy in that a total of 14no affordable dwellings were 

proposed, comprising the following: 

7 Social Rented Dwellings via R.S.L. Intermediate Dwellings – Shared 
Ownership via R.S.L. 

6no. one bedroom apartments 3no. two bedroom dwellings 

1no. two bedroom dwelling 4no. three bedroom dwellings 

 

57. The affordable dwellings were proposed to be located in three areas across the site, 

providing reasonable integration within the development.  

58. The revised proposal is for the 6 apartments (plots 34 to 39) to be transferred to a 

Registered Provider on the basis of Affordable Rent. This is the same as the 

previous proposal. In addition Plots 20 and 21 are to be made available for Shared 

Ownership Sale. Overall this will result in the loss of one social rented dwelling and 

five shared ownership dwellings. The applicant has stated that the reason for this 

reduction is as follows:  

Base Build Cost  

59. The base cost for the construction of the dwellings is higher than the local average 

for the following reasons:    

60. The remote location of the site and therefore the difficulties with securing labour at 

competitive rates and the impact on the cost of some material. 

61. The specification of the dwellings that would be required to command the proposed 

sales revenues appraised, in terms of the quality of internal fixtures and fittings and 

appliances. 

62. The dwellings proposed are bespoke designs for this project and therefore will be 

more expensive to build given the developer has not built these house types 

elsewhere. They will also incur higher levels of professional fees as they will incur 

higher levels of design costs. 

63. In addition the external materials proposed for the dwellings will include the use of 

natural stone to the dwellings elevations and natural slate roof coverings which have 

a significant additional cost when compared to either brick and tile or artificial stone 

and artificial slate. 

External Work 

64. The external works will be higher on the basis the density of development is below 

the normal expected range of site densities. When taken together with the large 

areas of open space that will need to be both set out and maintained by the 



development in this case of circa 1.00 ha and the standard of the materials required 

the overall external works cost will be high. 

65. In addition to the low development density as outlined above the site layout 

proposed includes significantly above average lengths of service road, service 

trenching and drainage, etc. as the site is situated to the rear of existing 

development on Haggs Lane. There is a significant additional cost due to the length 

of service road required to reach the frontage of the first houses on the site. In 

addition, there is significant additional cost associated with serving the site as 19 of 

the 33 houses are single sided development and 2 other houses are served off a 

substantial length of private drive as they are located behind other plots within the 

development. In addition, 25 of the houses have detached garages situated at the 

rear of the plots and therefore have very long driveways. 

Abnormal Costs 

• Abnormal foundations due to topography of site (Applicant additional 

proposed cost – £309,248) 

• Retaining walls to accommodate necessary changes in site levels (£128,735) 

• Earthworks (cut and fill) due to topography of site (£123,737) 

• Decorative railings & feature stone walls (£102,518). 

• Surface water pumping station (additional cost £80,000) 

• Attenuation tanks (£61,875) 

• Visibility splay costs- Whilst we accept that any development will have to 

provide a vehicle entrance it is not a normal cost to have to demolish and 

rebuild natural stone walls to create the entrance (£48,937) 

• Services lowering and alterations in Haggs Lanes (£25,000) 

• Associated off-site surface water drainage (£21,000) 

• The cost associated with POS area - As outlined above the site as proposed 

provides substantially larger areas of open space than would normally be 

required under the council’s planning policy. This is due to the need to 

include areas for the creation of suitably sized drainage swales and the 

creation of a large landscape buffer from the nearby woodland areas 

(£19,421) 

• Archaeology (£10,689) 

• Landscape maintenance cost - These larger than usually sized landscape 

areas will be subject to private management and maintenance which will 

need to be set up and then initially managed entirely at the developers cost 

during the initial construction and sales period until the management 

company is established and be handed over at the end of the development. 

(£6,900) 



Sales Values and Rates 

66. Given the current market conditions and the wider economic uncertainty due to the 

continued delay of any decision on Brexit the developer would expect sales rates to 

be generally negatively impacted compared to those achieved over the last few 

years. 

67. As referred to above, due to the large areas of open space within the development, 

the maintenance costs per dwelling required to be paid to the management company 

post completion of the scheme will be significant and are likely to have a negative 

impact on both sales values and the sales rate. 

Sales and Marketing Costs 

68. As is evidenced above the rate of sales in the area for comparable sites is low. This 

will lead to higher sales staffing costs and overheads. It will also result in a longer 

marketing period and therefore larger marketing and advertising costs.  

Council’s Response to potential increased costs  

69. The Applicant’s viability case has been independently reviewed by Lambert Smith 

Hampton (‘LSH’). LSH have provided the following comments against the Applicant’s 

evidence against each of the above headings.   

Base Build Cost  

70. The Applicant’s proposed build cost figure should be reduced from the proposed 

blended rate across all unit types of £108.11/ft2 (£1,163.69m2) to £101.96/ft2 

(£1,097.49m2).  This represents a reduction of 5.69% and takes into account 

location and the proposed specification of unit types in this location just outside of a 

conservation area and within the boundary of the Lake District National Park.  

Representations made by the Applicant in terms of the cost of securing labour in this 

location remote from its centre of operation only have limited relevance as the 

specific circumstances of an Applicant should be disregarded for viability review 

purposes.   

71. It should be noted that base build costs have risen markedly across the UK over the 

past two years, due largely to the weakening economic climate and ongoing 

uncertainty surrounding the ‘Brexit’ process.  By way of comparison in September 

2017 a plan-wide viability testing exercise undertaken for the Council, and subject to 

widespread stakeholder consultation, assumed a base build rate within the District of 

£84.17/ft2.  Whilst the costs for this particular scheme are anticipated to be slightly 

higher than the norm within the District there is little doubt that viability is now being 

increasingly changed by rising build costs. 

• External Work 

72. It is accepted that the cost of external works will be at the upper end of the usual 

range due to the low development density of the scheme and larger than average 

areas of open space that will need to be both set out and maintained by the 

development.  In addition the proposed site layout does include significantly above 



average lengths of service road, service trenching and drainage, single sided roads 

and longer than usual driveways.  All of these aspects add to total external and 

infrastructure costs of the scheme. 

• Abnormal Cost 

73. Abnormal costs for the scheme have been independently reviewed by a local 

quantity surveying practice, sense checked by LSH and discussed with the Applicant 

directly.  All costs have been accepted as reasonable, other than the following: 

• £9,711 – 50% of proposed figure accepted for creation of public open space, 

remainder disregarded; whilst usually taken to be wholly part of the external works 

budget this allowance was accepted in light of the unusually low gross to net area 

ratio for a site of this size (just 58% in this instance); this leads to larger areas of 

open space than would normally be required under the Council’s planning policy for 

a typical site of this size. 

• £3,450 – 50% of proposed figure accepted for the public open space landscape 

maintenance for duration of construction and sales period, remainder disregarded; 

whilst usually taken to be wholly part of the external works budget this allowance 

was accepted in light of the unusually low gross to net area ration for a site of this 

size (just 58% in this instance). 

• £17,937 – All development sites require a site entrance.  In this instance a figure 

of £31,000 has been accepted as representing a figure ‘extra-over’ the usual cost of  

site entrance for demolition and re-building of natural stone walls to the site 

entrance.  The original figure proposed by the Applicant for site entrance works was 

£48,937. 

• Sales Values and Rates 

74. The LSH view is that sales values initially put forward by the Applicant did not make 

sufficient allowance for the locational desirability of Cartmel, in comparison to other 

locations within the Cartmel peninsula.  Assumed average market values were 

consequently uplifted. 

• Sales and Marketing Costs 

75. The LSH view is that revised assumed sales values are sufficient to facilitate an 

average of 1.77 house unit sales per month.  Whilst the Applicant expressed some 

reservations in this regard LSH believe that the lack of recent new build activity 

within this village, allied with the ongoing desirability of this location will ensure that 

this projected sales rate is achieved. 

• Land value 

76. LSH have assessed an equitable compromise between the respective positions of 

the three parties to the transaction (i.e. landowner, developer, LPA) as leading to a 

revised theoretical land value of £290,000 per net acre.  This compromise reflects 

approved abnormal costs of £943,463, which will naturally have a downward effect 

on headline land value. 



CONCLUSION 

76. The proposal is acceptable in principle as the site is allocated in the Local Plan. The 

proposal is broadly compliant with most other local plan policies. The Council must 

recognise that the NPPF places an emphasis on the need for local planning 

authorities to determine applications in a positive and constructive manner to deliver 

much needed development without undue delay.  

77.In terms of affordable housing provision, the proposed offer of 8 dwellings represents 

20.51% of total units, six short of what would be required for full compliance with 

Policy CS6.3. Policy CS6.3 allows for a reduced contribution where supported by 

viability evidence. Following scrutiny by Lambert Smith Hampton, it is clear that the 

20.51% contribution is the maximum that can be achieved. The proposal therefore 

meets the requirements of Policy CS6.3.  

78.In terms of Policy DM11, which requires all new dwellings to meet optional Building 

Regulations Requirement M4(2) on accessible and accessible dwellings, whilst 19 

dwellings or 53% can be made compliant and a further 3 dwellings (8%) are first 

floor flats without lift access which are not required to comply. The remaining 17 

houses  ( 44%) are not DM11 compliant and the applicant argues that these cannot 

be made so without reducing the capacity of the site. This is not supported by 

viability evidence to amount to an exception within the terms of the policy at this 

stage. It may reasonably be inferred that the developer having submitted the 

affordable housing viability evidence and this being accepted. That further 

substantial amendments to the scheme to accommodate policy DM11 ( 17 

dwellings) would result in a reduced affordable housing offer. 

79.However there are a number of relevant other material considerations Paras (45-54 

above). These are, that at the time of the previous committee approval (subject to 

S106) in November 2017, the Development Management Policies DPD was at 

public consultation stage and compliance would not have been expected, that 

following the DPD examination, an interim approach was agreed whereby mature 

schemes which had already been approved by Committee and were awaiting S106 

would not be expected to comply, the fact that more than half of the units are 

capable of achieving compliance, the fact that the site forms part of the Council’s 5 

Year Land Supply and the fact that 6 of the 8 dwellings will be for affordable rent.  

80.Whilst this is a finely balanced decision, it is considered that the other material 

considerations weigh in favour of the approval of the scheme and it is therefore 

recommended for approval.  

81.LSH’s viability review reaches the conclusion that the scheme is capable of viably  

     providing an affordable contribution of eight units from an overall total of 39 units (i.e.  

     an affordable contribution of 20.51% of total units).  It is proposed that the eight  

     affordable units shall comprise as follows: 

 

 



Affordable rent tenure  

Plot Type   Approximate Gross Internal Area 

34 1 bed apartment 596sqft/55.37sq.m 

35 1 bed apartment 596sqft/55.37sq.m 

36 1 bed apartment 563sqft/53.30sq.m 

37 1 bed apartment 575sqft/53.42sq.m 

38 1 bed apartment 575sqft/53.42sq.m 

39 1 bed apartment 563sqft/52.30sq.m 

Shared Ownership tenure  

20 2 bed semi-detached house  (Type V_B) 753sqft/69.96sq.m 

21 2 bed semi-detached house  (Type V_B) 753sqft/69.96sq.m 

 

82.This affordable housing contribution represents a net loss of six affordable units in  

      respect of the Council’s Core Strategy policy expectation of 14 affordable units for  

      this site.  The outcome we have reported is not unexpected for a site with a  

      significant level of site-specific abnormal costs of £285,898 per acre; £24,191 per  

      proposed unit. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT subject to:- 

• The completion of a Section 106 Planning Obligation with regard to the  
   provision of affordable housing and the provision and maintenance of a surface  
   water drainage scheme; and, 

• the planning conditions outlined within this report. 

 

Condition (1) The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before 
the expiration of THREE YEARS from the date hereof. 

Reason  To comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

Condition (2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in 
accordance with the following approved plans: 

The approved plans will be listed in a late report to Committee.   

Reason  For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper 
planning. 
 

Condition (3) a) No superstructure of the dwellings hereby approved shall 
be erected until samples and details of the materials to be used 
in the construction of the external surfaces of the dwellings have 



been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

b) Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

Reason  To ensure the development is of a high quality design in 
accordance with Policy CS8.10 of the South Lakeland Core 
Strategy and saved Policy S2 of the South Lakeland Local Plan. 
 

Condition (4) The roof surfaces of the dwellings hereby approved, by 
photographs submitted by email on 10th September 2019, shall 
be covered in the approved slates unless otherwise agreed in 
writing with the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason  To ensure the development is of a high quality design in 
accordance with Policy CS8.10 of the South Lakeland Core 
Strategy and saved Policy S2 of the South Lakeland Local Plan. 
 

Condition (5) The boundary treatment(s) shall be completed as approved by 
plan titled ‘Boundary treatment detail dwg no 15075/04’ and 
Planning Layout Plan 15075/01 Rev x before the development is 
occupied, or in accordance with a timetable agreed in writing with 
the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason  To ensure the development is of a high quality design in 
accordance with Policy CS8.10 of the South Lakeland Core 
Strategy and saved Policies S2 and S3 of the South Lakeland 
Local Plan. 
 

Condition (6) Prior to the first occupation of the dwellings the development 
shall be carried out in accordance with the submitted landscape 
plan - Landscape Proposal 5646.01 Rev D. The agreed scheme 
shall be carried out as approved to the agreed timetable. Any 
trees / shrubs which are removed, die, become severely 
damaged or diseased within five years of their planting shall be 
replaced in the next planting season with trees / shrubs of similar 
size and species to those originally required to be planted unless 
the Local Planning Authority gives written consent to any 
variation. 

Reason  These details are required to be approved before the 
commencement of development to safeguard and enhance the 
character of the area and secure high quality landscaping in 
accordance with saved Policy S3 of the South Lakeland Local 
Plan. 
 

Condition (7) The development shall be completed in accordance with the 
external works standard details drawing (ref: 30136-680), street 
lighting design details (ref: 15075 01_G_Planning Layout 



(01.08.2018)_Bounds Lighting), outdoor lighting report dated 
16th August 2018 and outdoor lighting report dated 31st August 
2018 and retained thereafter. 

Reason  These details are required to be approved before the 
commencement of development to ensure a minimum standard 
of construction in the interests of highway safety in accordance 
with Policy CS10.2 of the South Lakeland Core Strategy.  
 

Condition (8) The development shall not proceed except in accordance with 
the approved Construction Phase Traffic Management Plan 
(CTMP). The approved CTMP shall be adhered to throughout the 
construction period and any damage to the public highway shall 
be rectified. . 

Reason  These details are required to be approved before the 
commencement of development to ensure a minimum standard 
of construction in the interests of highway safety in accordance 
with Policy CS10.2 of the South Lakeland Core Strategy.  
 

Condition (9) No development of the dwellings hereby approved shall take 
place until the approved vehicular access junction to Haggs Lane 
has been constructed to base course level in accordance with 
details approved under Planning Condition 7 and the retained 
areas for vehicle parking, manoeuvring, loading and unloading in 
accordance with details approved under Condition 8 have been 
completed and made available for use. 

Reason  To ensure safe provision of the access for construction traffic and 
subsequent residential traffic in accordance with Policy CS10.2 
of the South Lakeland Core Strategy. 
 

Condition (10) No dwellings shall be occupied until the estate road including 
footways to serve such dwellings has been constructed in all 
respects to base course level and street lighting where it is to 
form part of the estate road has been provided and brought into 
full operational use.  

Reason  In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy 
CS10.2 of the South Lakeland Core Strategy. 
 

Condition (11) The development shall not proceed except in accordance with 
the mitigation strategy described in the Ecological Appraisal 
(Report Reference: 3266) prepared by Envirotech and deposited 
with the Local Planning Authority on 15th August 2017. 

Reason  For the avoidance of doubt and to prevent harm to protected 
species in accordance with Policy CS8.4 of the South Lakeland 
Core Strategy.  
 



Condition (12) The development shall not proceed except in accordance with 
the strategy described in the Pre-development Arboricultural 
Report (Report Reference: AH/AIA/100517) prepared by 
Treescapes Consultancy Ltd and deposited with the Local 
Planning Authority on 15th August 2017. 

Reason  For the avoidance of doubt and to prevent harm to protected 
trees in accordance with Policies CS8.1 and CS8.2 of the South 
Lakeland Core Strategy and saved Policies C11 and S18 of the 
South Lakeland Local Plan. 
 

Condition (13) The construction of the development shall be completed in 
accordance with the Construction Method Statement and 
Construction Water Management Plan received 11th April 2019 . 

Reason  These details are required to be approved before the 
commencement of development to safeguard the amenity of 
neighbouring occupiers in accordance with Paragraph 17 and 
Paragraphs 121-123 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
     

Condition (14) No work for the construction of these developments, including 
demolition, shall take place on the site, except between the 
hours: 

- 08.00 - 18.00 Monday to Friday; and 

- 08.00 - 13.00 on Saturdays; 

unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority. In particular, no work should be carried out on 
Sundays or officially recognised public holidays without the prior 
agreement in writing of the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason  These details are required to be approved before the 
commencement of development to safeguard the amenity of 
neighbouring occupiers in accordance with Paragraph 17 and 
Paragraphs 121-123 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
     

Condition (15) In the event that contamination is found at any time when 
carrying out the approved development it must be reported in 
writing within 14 days to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) and 
once the LPA has identified the part of the site affected by the 
unexpected contamination, development must be halted on that 
part of the site. An assessment must be undertaken and where 
remediation is necessary a remediation scheme, together with a 
timetable for its implementation, must be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the LPA. The measures in the approved 
remediation scheme must then be implemented in accordance 
with the approved timetable. Following completion of measures 
identified in the approved remediation scheme a validation report 
must be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. 



Reason  To prevent harm to human health and the environment in 
accordance with Paragraphs 17 and Paragraphs 121-122 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

Condition (16) The development shall be completed in accordance with the 
approved surface water drainage system details:  

30136-620-P3 Private Drainage Layout 

30136-625-P3-Preliminary Longitudinal Sections  

30136-655-P5-Preliminary Drainage Layout 

30136-656-P1 Deed of Grant Plan 

30136-6001-P2 Flood Route Layout  

SW Calculation 1 in 100 years + 40% CC 

Reason  To ensure adequate provision is made for the management of 
surface water and sewage disposal in accordance with saved 
Policy S26 of the South Lakeland Local Plan and Policy CS8.8 of 
the South Lakeland Core Strategy. 
 

Condition (17) Prior to the development being occupied, the surface water 
drainage system shall be implemented and thereafter managed 
and maintained in accordance with details to be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason  These details are required to be approved before the 
commencement of development to ensure surface water is 
managed in a sustainable way in accordance with Policy CS8.8 
of the South Lakeland Core Strategy. 
 

Condition (18) The development shall be completed in accordance with the 
flood mitigation measures detailed in Section 3.08 of the 
Flooding and Drainage Assessment (Project No. 7348) prepared 
by CoDa Structures received 7th November 2017. The flood 
mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to the 
development being brought into use and retained as such 
thereafter. 

Reason  To reduce the impact and risk of flooding to the proposed 
development and future occupants in accordance with Policy 
CS8.8 of the South Lakeland Core Strategy. 
 

Condition (19) The dwellings hereby approved (apart from house types E,F and 
G and the first floor apartments) shall be constructed to meet the 
Building Regulations M4(2) standards for accessible and 
adaptable homes. 

Reason  To comply with policy DM11 (Accessible and Adaptable Homes) 
of the South Lakeland Development Management Policies 
Development Plan Document.  


