
Site: Land at Lincoln Marina , Campus Way , Lincoln 

Application No: 2015/0859/F 

Target Date: 27 January 2016 

Agent: Globe Consultants 

Applicant: c/o Agent 

Development:  Erection of 1no. 4 storey and 2no. 11 storey buildings to 
accommodate 49 residential units (totalling 500no. 
bedrooms), 220 sq.m of floorspace for A1/A3/B1 use and 
86 sq.m for B1 use; including new public realm and 
public footpath around Brayford Pool, with associated 
hard and soft landscaping. Demolition of existing two-
storey Lincoln Marina building.   

 
Background 
 
Site Location and Description 
 
The application site is located to the north of the University Campus in the areas 
identified in the University Masterplan as North Eastern and Western Quadrants and 
is predominantly used for car parking for University staff. 
 
The site is effectively divided into two parts by Brayford Way, six support columns of 
which are positioned within the site (two sets of three). The land around the column 
supports is owned by Lincolnshire County council and they have a right of access over 
the University land to access and maintain the columns and the underside of the 
flyover structure. A slipway serving the Brayford Pool is also located beneath the 
flyover. 
 
This flyover links the north and south of the city, and bound to the north by the Brayford 
Pool. However, further to the north and northeast of the Pool are a mix of uses 
including restaurants, bars, cafes, hotels and a cinema. To the west of the site is the 
Student Village, an area of 17 blocks of 3/4 storey student flats. To the east of the site 
is the wider campus. 
 
Campus Way provides vehicular access to the application site and wider campus from 
Brayford Way, whilst pedestrian access is via steps from the flyover or, from the 
campus, via a subway underneath the road. 
 
The site is also occupied by the Brayford Trust who manage the Marina. To enable 
construction of the new accommodation blocks their current facility will be demolished. 
It is understood that the Brayford Trust will be accommodated in temporary 
accommodation for the duration of the development. 
 
The site is close to but not within the West Parade and Brayford Conservation Area. 
 
Description of Development 
 
The application is for the erection of three separate buildings, two being of 11 storeys 
and one smaller at 4 storeys. These are proposed to accommodate 49 cluster 
residential units of between 10 and 12 bedrooms (totalling 500no. bedrooms and 



including eight accessible rooms) of student accommodation as well as ancillary 
commercial space at ground floor including retail/café/office use. The clusters would 
be arranged around central living / kitchen spaces at the end of each block and 
circulation space would be central. 
 
The development would incorporate the re-provision of facilities currently enjoyed by 
the Brayford Trust and marina users in the Lincoln marina Building. This would be 
demolished and such facilities provided within Block B through the provision of 
management facilities for the Trust and shower and toilet facilities for users. 
 
There would also be new public realm and the public footpath around Brayford Pool 
would be partially diverted as part of the application. 
 
Site History 
 
The Lincoln Marina site falls within part of the wider campus which benefits from an 
extant outline planning permission (2012/0473/O). This permission, with all matters 
reserved, relates to the development of a substantial part of the University of Lincoln’s 
main campus within the City Centre. The permission takes the form of a masterplan 
which seeks to provide an overarching vision, as well as set parameters in relation to 
the scale of buildings and specific building plots, for the future development of the 
main part of the campus. 
 
The permission establishes the suitability of a range of uses on the campus to include 
Academic Buildings (D1), Offices (B1), Student Residential Accommodation (C2), 
Retail (A1), Restaurants and Cafes (A3) and Hotel (C1) with associated parking and 
landscaping. The Masterplan also sets aside a maximum of up to 60,000 square 
metres for student residential development. Based on the maximum 60,000 square 
metre floorspace threshold set out within the Masterplan, and assuming a usage level 
of 22 square metres per student which is the case currently on campus, this would 
deliver accommodation for approximately 2,700 students on the campus itself. 
 
Case Officer Site Visit 
 
Undertaken on 22/12/2015. 
 

Issues 
 
In this instance the main issues to consider are as follows:- 
 

1. The Principle of the Development; 
2. Implications of the Proposals upon Amenity; 
3. Air Quality and Sustainable Construction; 
4. Sustainable Access, Highway Safety and Traffic Capacity; 
5. Flood Risk and Drainage; 
6. Archaeological Implications of the Development of the Site; 
7. Land Contamination; 
8. Land Stability; and 
9. Ecology and Biodiversity. 

 



Policies Referred to 
 
Policies 1, 5, 8B, 18, 19, 33, 34, 40, 41, 45A, 46B, 60, 89A, 89C of the City of Lincoln 
Local Plan 1998; the National Planning Policy Framework and the Planning Practice 
Guidance, which is also relevant to the application and referred to where necessary. 
 
Consultations 
 
Consultations were carried out in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement, adopted May 2014. 
 
Responses 
 
Responses have been received from various parties and referred to in detail where 
relevant. Full copies of comments are included where relevant, except where 
referenced below: 
 
The Council’s Community Contract Officer has provided advice regarding the 
requirements for bin storage and access. 
 
The Lincoln Civic Trust object to the height of blocks A and C of the development, as 
they would be out-of-keeping with the other buildings surrounding and fact that they 
may overshadow the main university buildings. Furthermore, the buildings are 
adjudged to destroy views of the Cathedral and city from Brayford Way and further 
south. They compare the impact to the Incinerator at Teal Park. 
 
The occupant of No. 68 Mill Road has also vehemently objected to the principle of the 
proposals, including the location of the proposals either side of Brayford Way and their 
impact upon the setting of the city and wider views of the hillside. Reference is made 
to the NPPF and the architecture being reminiscent of the 1960s. 
 
Consideration of Issues 
 
1) The Principle of the Development 
 
a) Relevant Planning Policy  
 
i) Policy in Relation to the Use 
 
The responsibility of the authority with respect to heritage assets is outlined in the 
Framework and the 1990 Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act. The National 
Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) enjoins the planning system to seek joint 
and simultaneous gains across the three mutually dependent dimensions of 
sustainable development: social, economic and environmental. The overall planning 
balance must look across all three strands. Moreover, as expressed in Paragraph 8: 
 
“These roles should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually 
dependent. Economic growth can secure higher social and environmental standards, 
and well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of people and 
communities. Therefore, to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and 



environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning 
system. The planning system should play an active role in guiding development to 
sustainable solutions.” 
 
The wider principles expected of sustainable development are expanded upon in 
Paragraph 9 and Paragraph 14 of the Framework goes on to suggest that “at the heart 
of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through 
both plan-making and decision-taking. For decision-taking this means: 
 

 approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay; and 

 where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are 
out-of-date, granting permission unless: 

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

 specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted. 

 
Crucially in terms of this application, the footnote to the final bullet point outlines that 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply in the context of 
designated heritage assets, which includes conservation areas and listed buildings 
and the impact of the setting of the Castle, Cathedral and wider hillside needs to be 
considered. However, the proposals still need to be considered in relation to the 
policies of the Framework. 
 
The Framework (Paragraph 9) sees “seeking positive improvements in the quality of 
the built, natural and historic environment, as well as in people’s quality of life” as being 
important to the delivery of sustainable development, through “replacing poor design 
with better design” and “improving the conditions in which people live” amongst others. 
Furthermore, the core principles of the Framework (Paragraph 17) “encourage the 
effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield 
land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”; and conserve heritage assets 
in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their 
contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations. 
 
The Local Plan outlines policies in respect of whether specific uses would be permitted 
within the site. In particular, the location of residential use generally considered to be 
acceptable in the Mixed-Use Areas providing a number of requirements are met, as 
outlined in Policy 18. These relate to a number of issues, including the impact of 
development and the preservation of the mixed-use nature of the area. Policies 60, 
89A and 89C are also relevant to the consideration of the use but in this instance, the 
precise wording or reference to those policies will be considered in part b) of this 
section. 
 
  



ii) Policy in Relation to Design and Implications of Development upon Heritage Assets 
 
The Council, in partnership with English Heritage (now Historic England), have 
undertaken the Lincoln Townscape Appraisal (the LTA), which has resulted in the 
systematic identification of 105 separate “character areas” within the City. The 
application site straddles two character areas with Brayford Way being the separating 
line. To the west is the Campus Village Character Area, whilst to the east is the 
Brayford Character Area. The Campus Village Character Area is described as such in 
the LTA:- 
 

“The Campus Village Character Area is entirely occupied by purpose-built 
residential accommodation and associated facilities for students of the 
University of Lincoln. There is strong unity in the townscape of post-modern 
style blocks of flats with small courtyards in between with repeated use of 
the same materials throughout the area. There is also a link with the rest of 
the university campus in terms of architectural style and materials. There 
are strong pedestrian links to the rest of the university campus and a good 
visual link across the Fossdyke to the rest of the city centre. The Fossdyke 
to the north, railway to the south and pedestrian-only access to the west act 
as strong boundaries to the area. The strong boundaries and use of the area 
combined with inward looking buildings give a sense of separateness and 
comparative isolation from the nearby city centre. 
 
The current character of the Campus Village Character Area is strongly 
influenced by the purpose-built post-modern style student accommodation 
blocks and recreational facilities of the University of Lincoln campus, which 
were developed at the turn of the 21st century and now cover the entire area. 
  
However, the character is also significantly shaped by earlier developments. 
The Fossdyke feeds into the western end of Brayford Pool which has existed 
since prehistoric times when the banks and islands were first used by 
humans. The pool may have been the origin of Lincoln’s name, derived in 
part from the British word ‘lindo’ meaning ‘pool’ or ‘lake’. The Fossdyke itself 
is the canalisation of the River Till, which may have been carried out as early 
as the Roman era, to connect Lincoln and the Witham to the Trent and 
therefore inland waterways.” 

 
The Brayford Character Area is described as such in the LTA:- 
 

“Brayford Character Area is in a key position in Lincoln sited below the north 
escarpment and the Cathedral and Castle, and at the confluence of the 
Fossdyke and River Witham, as well as being close to the commercial and 
retail centre of High Street and between the city centre and the University. 
 
Although much of the current townscape in the area is from the Modern 
Period the townscape is still strongly influenced by many earlier, and 
complex, developments, including the location of the Brayford Pool in 
prehistoric times, the building plots from the redevelopment of the waterfront 
in the Early Industrial Period, and the railway. 
 



The character of Brayford Waterfront’s townscape is strongly influenced by 
the Brayford Pool itself (an expanse of open water) with the River Witham 
to the south, and the mainly large, modern buildings facing on to the 
waterfront, along the north, east and south sides of Brayford Pool. The 
buildings are of varied type, style, massing, height (e.g. two to ten storeys), 
and form. There are also surviving buildings, of a smaller scale from 
previous periods of development. The Character Area has a lively character, 
during both the day and night, with a variety of uses including commercial 
and leisure, and an educational use as part of the University of Lincoln. The 
marina, boat traffic, and the wildlife on the water all add to Brayford Pool’s 
distinctive character. The topography of the Character Area is flat.” 

 
While the associated LTA for this area does not have the status of a formally-adopted 
development plan policy, the Planning Inspector for an appeal in December 2012 found 
that it “represents a valuable tool to enable appropriate decisions on individual planning 
applications to be made, in support of “saved” Local Plan Policy 34, which refers to 
design standards and expects new buildings to meet a number of criterion in relation 
to buildings themselves, the overall layout and relationship with neighbouring 
properties. This policy would to be in line with the policy principles outlined in the 
Framework.  
 
Policy 33 (Waterside Development) Where built development is proposed adjacent to 
lakes, rivers, canals and other watercourses, the design and layout of the proposed 
development will be expected to take full advantage of the townscape, landscape and 
natural habitat opportunities afforded by open water features and their margins. 
Planning permission will not be granted for development which fails to take advantage 
of its waterside setting. 
 
Moreover, the Framework states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development and is indivisible from good planning. Design is to contribute positively 
to making places better for people (para. 56). To accomplish this development is to 
establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to create attractive 
and comfortable places to live and responding to local character and history (para. 
58). It is also proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness (para. 60). 
 
Policy 55 of the Local Plan is relevant to the application as it seeks to protect views of 
the historic hillside from strategic points within the City, such as Tritton Road and the 
South Common; as well as views out of the City from the historic hillside and other 
historic parts of the City. 
 
In terms of the policy framework relevant to the protection of the conservation area, 
Policy 18(2) of the Local Plan suggests that if the development is to take place within 
a Conservation Area it must preserve or enhance the character or appearance of that 
Area. This site is outside the conservation area but impacts upon its setting are still 
relevant. 
 
  



The Council duty bound to adhere to legislation within section 66 (1) of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which requires that in considering 
whether to grant planning permission for any works the local planning authority shall 
have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses’. Section 72 (1) 
of the same Act requires that,  with respect to any buildings or other land in a 
conservation area, special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 
 
Whilst the setting of a conservation area is not included in the statutory duty, the NPPF 
states that the setting of a designated heritage asset can contribute to its significance 
and therefore it is pertinent that the development is considered to accord with this 
requirement.  The proposed development is also in accordance with the guidance 
contained within paragraph 132 of the NPPF which requires that when considering the 
impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, 
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.   
 
b) The Acceptability of the Proposed Use 
 
There are a number of considerations affecting the principle of development, with the 
other important aspects of the abovementioned policies being referred to in detail 
elsewhere in the report. Consequently, the application must be weighed up alongside 
these other factors. 
 
i) The Outline Planning Permission 
 
The extant outline application granted planning permission for the site is a material 
consideration in the development of this site as the proposals are for development of 
similar uses to those proposed in the application. Notwithstanding this, as this is a new 
application it is necessary to determine whether there would still be policy compliance 
in terms of the use proposed. 
 
ii) The Suitability of the use in terms of Land Use Designation 
 
Clearly the proposed primary use for student accommodation would support the 
sustainability aim of Policies 60, 89A and 89C for student accommodation supporting 
Higher Education Institutions by provision of on campus development that is also 
within the Central Mixed-Use Area, as it relates directly to the University. However, 
this would be subject to assessment of the need for the development and site 
constraints, i.e. impact upon amenity. Notwithstanding this, the general nature of the 
uses proposed has the potential to contribute to the overall vitality of the area and to 
create a purpose and presence beyond that normally expected in a development with 
residential focus. In so doing it would maintain the mixed-use character of the area 
and would accord with Policy 18(3) and 18(6) of the Local Plan. Furthermore, the uses 
would also interact with the Brayford Pool as required by Policy 33 (Waterside 
Development). 
 
  



iii) The Need for the Development and Site Selection 
 
Policy 60 of the Local Plan requires that accommodation provided is available to meet 
demand generated by students during academic terms. The applicant’s Transport 
Issues document refers to the current best estimate of student numbers for 2012/2013 
to 2020/21.  
 
ACADEMIC YEAR STUDENT NUMBERS 

2012 (Actual) 10,664 
2012/13 11,736 
2014/15 (Actual) 12,835 
2016/17 12,602 
2018/19 13,325 
2020/21 13,644 

 
This shows a consistent demand for student places at the University and with a need 
for accommodation, which is projected to increase in the years to come. What is more, 
the University currently has 1,037 directly controlled student rooms and, as alluded to 
above, the proposals would provide on Campus accommodation. This would be to 
more first year and international applicants. 
 
The Transport Issues document also adds an interesting dimension to the assessment 
of need as it suggested that “research studies have identified that students that live on 
Campus perform better than students living off Campus.” Furthermore, given the 
pressures upon the community residing in the West End of the city, the proposals 
could reduce the uptake of family homes student housing in the form of houses in 
multiple occupation.  
 
Upon the basis of the above, officers are satisfied that the principle of the development 
would be aceptable in terms of the use proposed. 
 
c) The Implications of the Development upon Designated Heritage Assets 
 
i) The Implications of Previous Applications 
 
Members will note from the planning history detailed above that a building of 11 and 8 
storeys was approved on the Marina site in 2006 (2006/0064/F) which incorporated 
76 apartments. Whilst this application is not a material consideration in the 
determination of the application, due the expiration and non-implementation of the 
development, it is useful in the consideration of the potential impact of development 
upon the hillside and understanding the approach advocated in the outline application. 
Moreover, this established the principle of a ‘step’ in height away from Brayford Way 
which was mirrored in the outline application, although the visual below illustrates that 
building was substantially higher at its eastern end than the outline parameters. 
 
  



Following the application in 2006, an application seeking permission for 84 units of 
student accommodation, 344 sq. metres of restaurant floor space, 909 sq. metres of 
office floor space and 100 car parking spaces on the western half of the site was 
refused permission in July 2007 (2007/0134/F). The refusal was subsequently 
appealed and upheld in November 2007 and the Inspector held that the development 
would not cause significant harm to the hillside given the existing context and the role 
of Hayes Wharf and concluded that a well-considered tall building to the west of 
Brayford Way would be acceptable in principle. 
 

 
 

Visual of the Proposals Granted Planning Permission in 2006 
 
The outline planning permission (2012/0473/O) included agreed maximum scale 
parameters which suggest a staggered building for the eastern side of the application 
site rising up from 9m adjacent to Brayford Way to a central section of 15m and a 
maximum height of 24m to the eastern third of the building. Meanwhile, to the west, 
the building was proposed at a maximum height of 24m. The potential visual impact 
of this was demonstrated to Members of the planning committee at the time of the 
outline application utilising the overall height parameters and wire and massing 
diagrams. The latter were of views from a similar position to the current analysis, i.e. 
from the pedestrian crossing at the junction of Brayford Way with Campus Way.



Scale Parameters Approved Under Outline Planning Permission 
 

 



Wire Outline of the Outline Planning Permission Parameters 
 

 
 
Block Massing Visual of the Outline Planning Permission Parameters 
 



ii) The Significance of the Relevant Designated Heritage Assets and Matters to 
Consider 

  
Lincoln Cathedral is listed Grade I which means it is one of a small number (roughly 
3%) of listed buildings in England that are of exceptional architectural and historic 
interest. In their response Historic England (HE) have referred in further detail to the 
importance of its dominance on the historic hillside so officers shall not dwell on these 
matters, needless to say, their thoughts on this matter are not disputed. Moreover, the 
views that are available towards the historic hillside that encompass the Cathedral are 
iconic and therefore an important part of the appreciation of its setting. The policies 
and guidance referred to by HE in their identification of what constitutes setting and 
the impacts on this are also not disputed. Furthermore, as the Cathedral is within the 
Cathedral and City Conservation Area, it is also necessary to consider the impact of 
development upon it. 
 
In terms of the aforementioned views, they are recognised in Paragraph 55 of 
the Local Plan and are identified by HE as being regionally significant. Officers 
appreciate that views of the Cathedral and wider historic hillside have been affected 
in recent years by the construction of large buildings on Brayford Wharf 
North, including the Doubletree by Hilton hotel so views that have not been affected 
make an important contribution to the setting of these historic buildings, including 
recently created views from Brayford Way. 
 
The application site is adjacent to and therefore could be considered to affect the 
setting of the West Parade and Brayford Conservation Area, which was designated in 
1983 by the City of Lincoln Council as an area of special architectural or historic 
interest the character and appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance. 
The Brayford pool element of the conservation area is characterised by large massing, 
tall buildings, many of which are modern providing a mixture of university, leisure and 
office accommodation. Similarly, views of the Lincoln Motors Building, which is listed 
grade II, should also be considered. This lies to the north east of the site. 
 
iii)       Responses Received in Relation to the Proposals 
  
Historic England (HE) were consulted on the application and welcome the reduction 
in the height of the central element of the proposals, i.e. Block B. However, they object 
vehemently to the proposals for Blocks A and C. A full copy of their response is 
attached and referred to where relevant in this report. However, it is important to 
summarise their position before officers set out a full appraisal of the proposals. 
Moreover, HE consider that Blocks A and C would significantly increase the harm 
caused when compared with the scheme approved at outline, officers do not share 
this view and will explain why in due course. HE do not believe that the height and 
increase therein upon the outline planning permission to have been clearly or 
convincingly justified. They have advocated that the blocks be reduced in height but 
suggest that approval of the proposals would need to be considered in the light of 
Paragraphs 133 to 134 of the Framework in respect of the harm caused by 
development and its assessment through a balancing exercise of the public benefits 
of the historic environment and the proposals. 
 
 



iv) The Information Supporting the Application 
 
The development of the proposals for the site has followed the traditional approach of 
assessing the constraints and opportunities for development. There are a number of 
interlinked issues that affect the development of the site but the key consideration 
regarding the proposals is the impact upon views into the city, particularly of the 
hillside. Accordingly, the Design and Access Statement submitted with the application 
includes an assessment of the impact of the development upon key views in relation 
to existing buildings, as well as the existing townscape. It acknowledges that taller 
buildings do exist in the surrounding City and appraises the impact in relation to these. 
The views are taken from the list identified in Policy 55 of the Local Plan and others 
discussed with officers. 
 

 
View Analysis Points 

 
There are three levels of views, the first and second being long and short range views 
from within the city toward the centre and historic hillside; and the third being in relation 
to views out from the City. The views are assessed in more detail in the sub-sections 
below. 
 
v) The Implications of the Scale of the Proposals Upon Views of the Historic Hillside 

from Brayford Way 
 
In terms of the general established scale of buildings within the area, the application 
site is adjacent to the Brayford Pool, which is enclosed to the northern side by a 
number of large buildings, including the Doubletree by Hilton and Mill House to the 



east of the flyover and Hayes Wharf to the west. These are largely consistent in terms 
of their scale, with subtle variations in floorplates but their typology, architectural styles 
and form are not consistent however and the grain of the development is therefore 
varied. Further to the east are Lucy Tower Car Park, the Odeon cinema, Witham Wharf 
and The Junction. 
 
Although it is clear that the applicant has a clear end goal in terms of the number of 
student rooms available, the applicant's design team has worked closely with the 
nominated contractors in order to reduce the scale of the buildings as much as 
possible. Moreover, the buildings utilise an off-site building technique incorporating 
precast concrete panels which allows the height of each floor to be reduced from 3.0m 
to 2.7m, which effectively reduces the height of the building by 2.0m. What is more, 
Blocks B and C exist as two component parts in order to reduce the overall impact of 
the scale of a single building. A consequence of this is that the width of Block C has 
been reduced and its height increased to widen the space between Blocks B and C. 
This is shown in the corresponding images below: 
 

 
View from Brayford Way of Initial Proposals 

 

 
View from Brayford Way with Compacted Form of Elevations Widening Gap 
between Blocks A and C 
 
  



As the comparison of the approved and proposed schemes is a material consideration, 
in order to assist Members, officers have produced a table illustrating the existing 
permitted height of the buildings within the site compared with that which is now 
proposed, including the height of plant and other facilities on the roof of the buildings. 
 
The ground floor level is 5.94mAOD so all levels shown on plans include this figure as 
part of their height. The figures shown in the table below do not include this figure and 
the difference in height from the outline is shown. 
 

Block Top Height (m) Outline in brackets Difference to Outline (m) 

A 31.6 (24) +7.6 

B 12.7 (9 to 15) -2.3 

C 25.66 (24) +1.66 

 
When one considers the table, it is clear that the scale of Block A is in excess of seven 
metres higher but Block B is significantly smaller across a wider central area and Block 
C is actually only marginally taller than the scale parameters approved under the 
outline planning permission. The comparative scale is also illustrated by the following 
images: 
 

 
The Outline Scale Parameters 

 

 
The Proposals 



The applicant has submitted details of a number of short range views which 
focus around Brayford Way and Historic England suggest that the proposals would be 
of detriment to views of the historic hillside. Indeed, they suggest that Block C would 
greatly curtail views, including masking all together of the Cathedral in some locations. 
They also suggest that together both buildings are adjudged to further limit the extent 
of views. However, officers would find it difficult to disagree with the applicant's 
assertion that the proposals would bring better short-range viewing of the historic 
hillside from Brayford Way than could be expected by a scheme that would be 
completely compliant with the maximum parameters proposed at outline. Moreover, 
the applicant suggests that the outline planning permission parameters would have 
cut off views to the large part of the historic hillside and would have created a "visual 
distraction" across the framed view. Whilst the same could still be said in relation to 
the proposals, the simplification of the overall massing of the buildings to lower the 
central section (Block B) is commendable as this would ensure that a greater degree 
of the historic hillside below the Cathedral and Castle would be visible across the 
framed view that would be created. 
 
The consequence of this is that Blocks A and C would appear above the skyline and 
could compete to a certain degree with the Cathedral in views from Brayford Way. This 
is a point made by Historic England and not disputed by officers. However, this would 
be for a short period of travel when crossing the flyover and it is important to note that 
the existing outline parameters also permitted a building of some scale to stand 
vertically in such views. It is therefore a balancing act between enabling the wider 
framed view or reducing the degree of disruption to the skyline. Officers have 
determined that the former is more important in this instance as the impact that could 
be caused by the height of the buildings was already an appreciable element of the 
scheme.



 
 

Photovisual of the Proposed Development 
 



vi) The Architectural Expression of the Proposed Buildings 
 
By assessing other contemporary architecture in the area it is clear that contemporary 
design can sit well within the area and in most cases these are found to be well-
designed modern additions, particularly in the adjacent conservation area. In terms of 
the proposed development, given the complex interaction with its context, there are a 
number of factors such as the form and design of a building, together with its position 
within the site and the separation distances from other buildings that will affect how 
comfortably, or not, the height of the buildings will sit within their particular site context. 
 
As alluded to above, although there would not be a comfortable assimilation of the 
development into the surrounding townscape due to the overall scale of the buildings 
in Blocks A and C, the original scale parameters are a material consideration. 
Notwithstanding this, this does not mean that the design of the proposed buildings 
should not be of a high quality or their scale minimised to reduce their impact. The 
applicant's design team therefore sought to articulate the buildings in order to achieve 
this. For example, all buildings utilise the principle that the internal layout of the 
buildings should have regard to the resultant external impact. The impact of this is that 
full height and grouped windows can be utilised to reduce the over modulation of the 
building whilst still enabling a simple geometric form to be generated. 
 
The design of Block B, which sits within the foreground of views toward the Cathedral 
and historic hillside, takes on a simple form of lighter buff brick masonry construction 
with repeated vertically oriented windows and angled side panels. The applicant 
suggests that this is derived from the original warehouses in and around the Brayford 
area. 
 
Meanwhile, the design of Blocks A and C is split into three sections, in a traditional 
tripartite fashion. Moreover, they begin with a solid base that is two storeys in height. 
The window detail of this element has been purposely designed to reflect that of Block 
B to link the form of the buildings together and ground these taller buildings. Above 
the base, the building is sat within a fibre cement frame to the outer extent of the 
building and incorporates a middle section of vertically proportioned groupings of two 
floors (a secondary layer). Infill panels would be high pressure laminate, recessed and 
angled. The top section is a three-storey clerestorey with slightly different colouring to 
the infill panels and internal vertical divisions to those below. The articulation of the 
building through subtle variations in the use of materials and the plane of the 
elevations, along with the clever disguise of the floors within the building, assists in 
reducing the perceived scale of the building. This is assisted by the glazed elements 
to either end, which incorporate the living rooms. These project beyond the ends of 
the buildings in order to provide further visual focus and feature recessed horizontal 
breaks at every other floor to tie in with the breaks incorporated in the main elevations. 
The feature is also extended above the building over the roof to mask the lift overruns, 
roof access, smoke stacks and photovoltaic panels from the historic hillside. 
 
Overall, the elevations of the buildings are broken down into a number of component 
parts and the scale is cleverly disguised by the composition of façades, including the 
external faces to each room. The materials palette suggested would also assist in 
maximising the potential for contrast in the texture and colour of the façade, which 
would be at ease with the simple form and detailing of the windows serving internal 



spaces, i.e. the use of a contrasting material for the angled window embrasures adds 
interest to the simple geometry of the façade, particularly where buff brick is utilised. 
 
The fact that Blocks A and C look more or less identical has been identified by the 
Principal Conservation Officer and Historic England as a challenge and officers 
appreciate that the expression of the buildings in the same manner in differing contexts 
is not ideal but it is clear that the Brayford is also characterised by a multitude of 
architectural form and styles so the use of a consistent form should not necessarily be 
adjudged to be harmful. It is true that the use of two different architectural forms or 
expressions could result in the buildings being more consistent with this character but 
it could also result in unnecessary distraction to views towards the historic hillside and 
vice versa. As such, officers have taken the view that the use of the same architectural 
form would not be harmful enough to warrant refusal of the application. 
 
vii) Enhancement of Public Realm 
 
The proposals for the enhancement of the public realm within the development would 
include three key elements: 

 the creation of a square to the north of Block C; 

 a central spine running east-west; and 

 the enhancement of the area around the slip way. 
The key would be to assist movement of people around the campus, whilst creating 
differentiated spaces and interest through the above and raised planting areas in the 
courtyard to Block B and to the east of Block B. 
 
The materials to be utilised in the construction of the surfaces would be of high quality, 
much like the public realm elsewhere on campus. The undercroft would utilise bright 
colours to animate the space. 
 

 
 
In this instance it is considered that the alterations to the public realm would make a 
positive contribution to the setting of the adjacent conservation area. Moreover, the 
character and appearance of the overall area would be enhanced. 
 



viii) The Impact of the Proposals upon other Views into and out of the City 
 
First are a number of long range views followed by hillside views considered by the applicant: 
 

 From South Common (South East of the City) 
 

 
Photovisual of South Common View 

 
The applicant acknowledges that Witham Wharf is a dominant building but suggests that the proposals would be less prominent than 
this building and either The Gateway or the Holiday Inn Express, the latter two being grouped and all being larger masses overall. 
Officers are satisfied that the visuals would demonstrate that the Cathedral would continue to dominate the views from this location. 

 



 
3D Visual of South Common View 

 

 From Swanpool (South of City) 
 

 
Photovisual of View from Swanpool 



Block A would be visible above industrial buildings to the south and the Student Village but would not be a significant addition to the 
wider townscape, Block C would not be visible from this location. Officers are satisfied that the visuals would demonstrate that 
the Cathedral would continue to dominate the views from this location. 
 

 



 From the Southern Approach (Tritton Road) 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 



 

In distant views the buildings would sit below the historic hillside and would have a similar height to The Gateway and Student Village 
due to their location further in the distance. As one approaches the site near to the roundabout the views of the buildings are partial 
but obscured by the Humanities Building and become available as Brayford Way becomes elevated above the water. The buildings 
are fully in view at the junction of Brayford Way with Campus Way as discussed above. Officers are satisfied that the visuals would 
demonstrate that the impacts upon the hillside and wider Cathedral would mean that the Cathedral would continue to dominate the 
views. 
 

 From East and West of the City 
 

 
 



The buildings would not be visible from the East (on the previous page) and from the West (below) the buildings would have a similar 
scale to surrounding schemes. Officers are therefore satisfied that the visuals would demonstrate that the Cathedral would continue 
to dominate the views from this location. 
 

 
 

 From the Hillside 
 
HE have referred to the design and scale of Blocks A and C and see them as being unduly prominent in views from the historic 
hillside. Moreover, they would be "out of scale" with the buildings in which they are situated and would therefore be more prominent 
in views from the historic hillside, thereby reducing the dominance of the Cathedral, as well as the Brayford. However, the applicant 
suggests that the visible height of the buildings would be comparable to the height of The Gateway and Clayton House/The Pavilions 
on Ruston Way. Officers are therefore satisfied that the visuals would demonstrate that the Cathedral would continue to be a dominant 
building in the context of the wider city and whilst the building would sit above the horizon from certain viewing points, the same could 
have been said of the outline application from similar locations. 
 



 
 
 
ix) The Impact of the Proposals upon Other Designated Heritage Assets 
 
Officers consider that the massing and strong vertical emphasis of the buildings would be an appropriate design solution in the context 
of their existing built context. Furthermore, the existing sites are currently functional spaces for car parking and offer very little in 
terms of their amenity value. Officers therefore share the view that the associated landscaping with the proposed development will 
deliver an improved public realm, benefiting the character and appearance of the West Parade and Brayford Conservation Area. 
 
In addition, the site lies southwest of the previous Lincoln Motors Building, which is listed grade II. Whilst some views of this building 
will be obscured by the proposed development from the application site and Brayford Way, this impact would remain unchanged to 
the impact of the approved masterplan. What is more, officers consider that "in terms of design, it is considered that in views available 
of the listed building and the development site, the essential character of the setting remains unchanged and there will be no adverse 
impact." 



c) The Planning Balance 
 
Historic England suggest that the approved outline planning permission predates the 
Framework but that application was determined in 2013. As such, the agreement of 
the proposals to be acceptable in the context of the policies therein is a material 
consideration in the determination of the current application. In particular, as referred 
to above, Historic England has drawn attention to Paragraphs 133 to 134 of the 
Framework and suggested that they should apply to the proposals. However, given 
that the outline planning application has already been considered in light of these 
policies it would neither be reasonable or necessary to fully reappraise the principle of 
the buildings of some scale in the application site. However, the consideration of the 
approved and proposed schemes in the context of one another to determine if any 
greater harm should be attributed to the proposals is warranted. 
 
In this instance, it is clear that the height of Blocks A and C would be in excess of the 
outline application parameters but the harm that could be caused should simply not 
be attributed to a change in height. Moreover, when one assesses the implications of 
the imposition of the proposed buildings it is inevitable that the scale of the buildings 
will be of a substantially larger form and scale than those surrounding. Furthermore, 
although the maximum height of the buildings is taller than that permitted by the outline 
planning permission it is pertinent to note that there are significant benefits that would 
be brought about as a result of that scheme not being implemented. Moreover, officers 
consider that the permission in place would have resulted in a mass of buildings with 
a more acute impact upon the views towards the historic hillside, in particular views of 
the Cathedral. As can be seen from the images presented above, the hillside would 
be obscured by either scheme to a certain degree but the proposals result in the 
widening of the space between Blocks A and C. This presents a more expansive view 
towards the Cathedral, including more of the historic hillside beneath the Cathedral. 
This is as a result of further space created by the reduced scale and mass of Block B 
which now sits lower than the agreed parameters. In terms of the impact on the setting 
of the hillside and preservation of important views, this application delivers valuable 
improvements over the outline planning permission. 
 
Moreover, the disposition of the building within the site and the architecture of the 
buildings would offer some assistance in terms of assimilating into their context, in 
particular, it is considered that the use of materials would serve the buildings well as 
standalone pieces of architecture. The architectural rationale for the elevations and 
the materials palette chosen is informed and although the latter would be different to 
prevailing city-wide materials they would be appropriate to the form of the building. It 
would be somewhat challenging and potentially unreasonable to insist that the form of 
the building or the materials to be used in its construction conform to strict set 
parameters, as this would not encourage innovation or different approaches to design. 
 
The principle of the uses proposed as part of the development was also found to be 
appropriate in this location and it is not considered that there would be any other 
material considerations that would warrant a different stance. 
 
  



Summary 
 
Although the presumption in favour of sustainable development need not necessarily 
apply in such circumstances, the thrust of the Framework is to approve sustainable 
development so significant weight should be given to this matter; and taking all of the 
above in account, in this instance officers consider that the proposals would result in 
a significant improvement upon the possible outcomes from the outline planning 
permission. As such, officers would advise Members that there would not appear to 
be grounds to resist the development in this regard. However, as the devil will be in 
the detail, the materials palette could be agreed in due course to ensure that the 
materials would be of sufficiently high standard to ensure that the quality of the design 
is brought to bear and that a positive contribution is made as suggested by the 
proposed visuals. 
 
In light of this and the overall assessment undertaken of the proposals, it is considered 
that the proposals would preserve and enhance the character and appearance of the 
adjacent conservation area and setting of the historic hillside, including Cathedral and 
Castle. Therefore, the proposals are in accordance with the duty contained within 
sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas 
Act) 1990, as well as the guidance contained within the Framework, particularly 
paragraphs 132 and 137. 
 
2)  Implications of the Proposals upon Amenity 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
In its Core Principles, the Framework states that development should seek to secure 
‘high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future 
occupants of land and buildings’ (para 17, point 4). Meanwhile, Policy 34 of the Local 
Plan refers to the amenities which occupiers of neighbouring properties may 
reasonably expect to enjoy and suggests that these must not be harmed by, or as a 
result of, the development. An appeal in May this year referred to Policy 34 and the 
Inspector suggested that “as this policy is consistent with the amenity requirements of 
the Framework, I afford it considerable weight” (appeal ref: 
APP/M2515/A/14/2212911). The requirements of Policy 34 are also expanded upon 
in Policy 18(8) which relates to development more specifically located within Mixed-
Use Areas. In addition, Policy 60, which specifically refers to student accommodation, 
requires that a satisfactory level of residential amenities will be provided/safeguarded 
both for residents of the accommodation itself and for neighbours, having particular 
regard to the need for adequate soundproofing, privacy and provision of external 
communal areas and facilities. It is the belief of officers that these policies would be in 
line with the policy principles outlined in Paragraphs 17, 59 and 123 of the NPPF. In 
particular, Paragraph 123 of the Framework suggests that “decisions should aim 
to…avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of 
life as a result of new development”.  
 
Policy 46B (Protecting the Water Environment) requires that proposals for 
development adjacent to water environments protect the public and the Planning 
Practice Guidance refers to the implications of scale of development and requires that 



"account should be taken of local climatic conditions including...wind" (Paragraph 26-
027-20140306). 
 
b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
The principal properties that would be effected by the proposals would be within the 
Student Village immediately to the west of the Block C within the application site, these 
properties are managed by the University so the proposed accommodation would be 
an extension of the Village further into the campus. However, the impact upon other 
properties to the north would also be required. 
 
i) Construction Management 
 
The application is supported by a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) which deals with noise, dust, vibration, waste management / reduction / 
recovery / storage / segregation and disposal. This has been considered by officers 
and the Council’s Pollution Control Officer and unfortunately it is not a site specific 
assessment, nor does it offer mitigation that is relevant to the site. Officers have 
contacted the applicant in order to address these matters in advance of the Planning 
Committee. However, if this is not possible and Members are minded to grant planning 
permission then officers would recommend that the planning conditions outlined in the 
Pollution Control Officers response are attached. This would include the submission 
of a new CEMP and the control of working hours, which would accord with the request 
of the Canal and River Trust for the management plan to be controlled to protect the 
amenities of boaters. 
 
ii) Noise from Brayford Way and the Proposed Development 
 
The application is supported by an acoustic report which assesses the noise impact 
of Brayford Way upon the proposed development and the noise created by any new 
mechanical services plant or equipment associated with the development, including 
the acoustic requirements of the proposed building façades, such as the requirement 
for ventilation due to windows potentially needing to be fixed. 
 
The Council’s Pollution Control Officer has assessed the report and is satisfied with 
the conclusion that the existing noise levels on the development require the glazing 
serving the bedrooms to be capable of achieving specified minimum sound 
attenuation.  He also confirms that different specifications will need to be provided 
depending on the distance from the road (i.e. the principal noise source). 
 
The assessment identifies that in order to achieve acceptable noise levels within 
habitable rooms, an alternative means of ventilation will need to be provided to avoid 
the need to have windows open, which could be provided by using acoustic trickle 
vents or mechanical ventilation. The minimum acoustic specification for the ventilation 
is provided. However, it would also need to address air pollution in order to ensure 
that intakes are not in locations where pollutants are experienced. 
 
The acoustic report submitted suggests that mitigation measures can be employed to 
ensure that noise emission from plant or equipment can be mitigated to acceptable 
levels. This would be by virtue of the use of suitable plant and machinery and other 



mitigation measures (acoustic louvres). However, it is recommended to officers that a 
planning condition should be included to address outstanding mitigation required for 
plant and machinery, including ventilation. As such, officers recommend that there 
would not appear to be any grounds to object to the application upon this basis as the 
impacts upon the amenities that the occupants of the student accommodation or 
nearby residential properties would expect to enjoy can be mitigated by planning 
condition. 
 
Upon the basis of the nature of the proposed use, i.e. student residential 
accommodation, it is inevitable that there will be a certain element of noise associated 
with boisterous occupants returning late at night and/or a greater possibility of noise 
than one would expect from a normal residential context. However, the distance of 
non-student residential properties from the site would be sufficient to safeguard the 
amenities of the occupants of those properties. What is more, there is something to 
be said for the location of University managed accommodation on campus as the 
impacts of occupants can be managed more closely than off-campus accommodation 
not in their control. 
 
iii) Scale, Massing and Potential for Loss of Light 
 
In this instance officers are satisfied that the amenities of the occupants of nearby 
residential and student residential schemes will not be detrimentally harmed to a 
significant degree as a result of the change in the scale and massing of the buildings 
proposed from the parameters agreed with the outline planning permission. 
 
From the table contained with Section 1 above, it is clear that there would be an 
increase from the permitted height of Blocks A and C but the greatest increase would 
be with Block A (7.6m to the top of the screen encompassing plant and machinery). 
However, officers consider that the impact of this would not increase the 
harm caused by the building to immediate buildings on the south side of the Foss Dyke 
to any greater degree in terms of scale and massing as these buildings are already 
situated in such close proximity that the additional impact would not be significantly 
more noticeable. Similarly, the properties to the north would be so distant across the 
Foss Dyke (in excess of 30m) that they would not be affected to a significantly more 
detrimental degree than the agreed parameters to warrant refusal of the application. 
 
In terms of the loss of light that could be experienced, it is highly likely that there would 
be some loss of light to the occupants of all properties for some part of the day, 
particularly when the sun is lower in the sky later/earlier in the year. However, the 
impact of the additional height to Block C would be marginal so would not cause any 
greater harm than the existing agreed parameters. The impact of the height of Block 
C would be seen later in the day and it is likely that there would be some degradation 
of the light experienced by neighbouring properties to the north but it is questionable 
whether the short window of additional impact throughout the day would be of such 
harm to warrant refusal of the application. 
 
iv) Overlooking and Loss of Privacy 
 
The northern elevation of the buildings facing across the Foss Dyke contain a large 
number of windows but these are situated at a distance of in excess of 30.0 metres 



from the windows facing south within Hayes Wharf and other residences. Similarly, 
the relationship to any residential accommodation to the west would not be 
unacceptable, particularly in this student village and urban context. As such, it is 
considered that the proposals would be unlikely to unacceptably harm the amenities 
that the occupants of nearby residential properties would expect to enjoy. 
 
v) Crime, Anti-Social Behaviour and Public Safety 
 
A consultation response has been received as part of the application from Lincolnshire 
Police whom offer pertinent advice in relation to the operational elements of the 
proposed building including designing-in crime reduction measures within the site and 
building. It is considered that much of which is suggested can be dealt with through 
planning conditions, including effective site lighting. The applicant is aware of these 
matters, including the nature and scale of planting; and the provision of CCTV, 
signage, lighting and secure cycle parking. The response is provided alongside the 
Police comments for ease but reference is made to cycle parking in the section relating 
to highway matters. Notwithstanding this, the applicants propose a lighting scheme for 
the site, which officers believe should be agreed by planning condition to avoid harm 
being caused to amenity of neighbouring properties. 
 
In addition, officers are concerned with assessing whether there would be harm 
caused to public safety resulting from the development, which would include the risk 
associated with the waterside environment and micro climate. The latter has been 
raised by Lincolnshire Waterways due to the potential turbulence caused by the scale 
of the buildings and its resultant impacts upon pedestrians, cyclists and traffic utilising 
Brayford Way, as well as users of the Foss Dyke and Brayford Pool. Members will 
note that Block B is relatively low in height; that Block C is only marginally taller than 
the agreed outline parameters but that Block C is over seven metres taller. As with 
other matters referred to elsewhere, it is not possible for officers to reappraise this 
issue in full due to the fact that this matter should have been considered when the 
overall principle of development was established at the outline planning stage. 
Moreover, it would be an unreasonable request upon the applicant to invest in 
potentially expensive modelling to address the additional impact. However, 
although the increase in height of Block A would be likely to cause some further impact 
but it is questionable whether this would be any greater than what could be permitted 
by a building of the permitted scale or whether this would be of such harm to warrant 
the refusal of the application.  
 
In terms of the former it is considered that the occupants of existing and proposed 
student accommodation or users of the public right of way would not be put at any 
greater risk from the proximity or relationship of the Brayford Pool to the proposed 
development than would have occurred as a result of the outline planning permission. 
However, the details of the design of The Fin suggest that this area would incorporate 
retained and newly instated railings to improve safety. Furthermore, the proposed 
location of the Harbour Masters Office, i.e. the Brayford Trust offices, at ground floor 
of Block C has been questioned by Lincolnshire Waterways and it is suggested that 
this should be elevated above ground floor within Block B to enable surveillance of the 
moorings. Although the Brayford Trust building would be positioned centrally to the 
Marina, ground floor visibility would be impinged upon to a certain degree by planting 
and other public realm enhancement. However, the provision of these facilities is not 



an obligation of planning, rather it is a private matter between the applicant and the 
Trust. 
 
c) The Planning Balance 
 
Taking all the above in to account, it is considered that the application would 
demonstrate that the proposed building could be accommodated within the site in the 
manner suggested without causing unacceptable harm. Moreover, upon the basis of 
orientation and position of the buildings, their proximity to existing development and 
the scale of the building and location of windows, officers are satisfied that there would 
not be an unacceptable increase in the harm that would be caused to the occupants 
of nearby properties in terms of the amenities that they would expect to enjoy. There 
would therefore be compliance with Local Plan policies, as well as the amenity 
principles in the Framework. However, it would be necessary to agree the details 
suggested by condition above, including the control working hours during the 
construction of the development. Consequently, as these matters can all be resolved 
by suitable planning conditions Members are advised that this matter would not be 
sufficient to outweigh the presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the 
planning balance against the application. 
 
3) Air Quality and Sustainable Construction 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF introduces the section in relation to the conservation and 
enhancement of the natural environment. Given that the site is located adjacent within 
the Air Quality Management Areas (declared by the Council due to the likely 
exceedence of the national air quality objectives for nitrogen dioxide and particulate 
matter), this section of the NPPF should be given great weight. It states that “the 
planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 
by…preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put 
at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, 
air, water or noise pollution or land instability”. 
 
Paragraph 120 sets the scene and refers to development being “appropriate for its 
location”. It goes on to say that “the effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution 
on health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of 
the area or proposed development to adverse effects from pollution, should be taken 
into account.” Paragraph 124 refers in more detail to the implications of the location of 
development within an Air Quality Management Area and requires that “planning 
decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas 
is consistent with the local air quality action plan”. 
 
  



b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
The application site is located within the Air Quality Management Areas declared by 
the Council due to the likely exceedence of the national air quality objectives for 
nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter. 
 
The City of Lincoln Council Air Quality Action Plan was adopted in 2006 and outlined 
options for improving air quality. This included links through Land Use Planning to 
“ensure that developments do not contribute to a deterioration in air quality”. This was 
to be achieved through a “Reduction in traffic use, encouragement of more sustainable 
transport modes. Alignment with other Council policies. General environmental 
improvements.” Whilst there has been no specific supplementary planning guidance 
produced in relation to air quality, the quality of air throughout the city has been 
monitored, and the clear goal of the action plan is to improve air quality. Moreover, an 
Air Quality Progress Reports have been produced on an annual basis. 
 
The application is supported by an Energy and Renewable Statement which refers to 
the current proposals to reduce energy requirements within the buildings. It is 
suggested that photovoltaic panels are to be located on the roofs of the development. 
This would be in accordance with Policy 41 (Energy Efficiency) which refers to the 
performance of new buildings. This is also referred to in Paragraphs 95-97 of the 
Framework. 
 
ii) Air Pollution 
 
The outline planning permission for development of this site is a material consideration 
in the assessment of the principle of development and student residential development 
has been accepted in this location. That application did not include any request for the 
design of the building to be laid out or to incorporate measures to address air pollution. 
As such, officers are now not able to make this request, as this would be unreasonable. 
However, Members will note from Section 2 above that the buildings will require 
acoustic mitigation including ventilation due to the noise associated with the proximity 
to Brayford Way. Consequently, these will need to ensure that the intake for air to the 
system is designed to avoid pollution from Brayford Way. 
 
ii) Sustainable Construction and Building Usage 
 
Members will note that one of the requirements of the outline planning permission was 
for buildings to meet BREEAM ‘Very Good’ rating for efficiency. Officers have enquired 
of the developer whether this would be achievable with the current proposals and will 
report back at the planning committee whether or not this will be achieved. 
 
c) The Planning Balance 
 
Taking all the above in to account, as these matters can all be resolved by suitable 
planning conditions Members are advised that this matter would not be sufficient to 
outweigh the presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the planning 
balance against the application. 
 
  



4)  Sustainable Access, Highway Safety and Traffic Capacity 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
A number of policies are relevant to the access, parking and highway design of 
proposals. The Framework through paragraph 35 requires that: “developments should 
be located and designed where practical to [amongst other things] give priority to 
pedestrian and cycle movements, and have access to high quality public transport 
facilities; and should be located and designed where practical to create safe and 
secure layouts which minimise conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians, 
avoiding street clutter and where appropriate establishing home zones". Meanwhile, 
in terms of the policies contained within the City of Lincoln Local Plan 1998, Policy 1 
of the Local Plan refers to the location of developments that could attract attracting 
large numbers of people; Policy 8(2) refers to parking and servicing provision in central 
Lincoln, including the requirements for parking within developments in the area; Policy 
34 refers to vehicle and cycle parking and making satisfactory provision for access by 
means other than the car; and Policy 18(9) outlines that development must not result 
in levels of traffic or on-street parking which would cause road safety problems. 
 
Furthermore, Policy 5 of the Local Plan (Strategic Network of Cycleways, Footpaths 
and Bridleways) refers to the routes identified on the Proposals Maps and indicates 
that there is a presumption against development that would hinder the creation of 
routes or lack of dedicated cycleways, footpaths or bridleways. Similarly, Policy 89A 
which refers to the Education Development Districts promotes development that 
improves such connections. 
 
b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
It is important to consider the implications of the proposals upon the highway network 
from the perspective of access, safety and traffic capacity, particularly as Lincoln 
Waterways and the Lincoln Civic Trust object respectively due to access to the slipway 
potentially causing a highway safety concern if vehicles are required to reverse; and 
the impacts of parking in the city by students and staff associated with the University. 
Meanwhile, access to the slipway being maintained is welcomed by the Canal and 
River Trust subject to officers being satisfied that vehicles can turn  
 
The application is supported by a Travel Plan, as well as a separate update regarding 
overall transport issues. The former relates to the wider Campus development and the 
latter is more specific to the transport issues relating to the application buildings, 
including clarification of the proposed car parking arrangements; the proposals for the 
right of way through the site; as well as Travel Survey and Transport Assessment 
updates. 
 
i) Car Parking 
 
There would be a reduction in the number of car parking spaces currently available on 
campus for University staff, as the majority of parking spaces would be lost. This is not 
surprising given that the whole of the site was earmarked for development as part of 
the outline application. Moreover, the Transport Issues document received from the 
applicants refers to the fact that the new buildings will not incorporate any staff or 



student parking, with spaces only being provided on a statutory basis for disabled 
users, as well as maintained spaces for the Brayford Trust, Nursery and PCT Building. 
As such, the existing forty spaces will not be retained and staff will be diverted to other 
permitted car parks that the University operates. Students can use those car parks 
outside of core work hours and permits are available for the evening. 
 
As with other applications for development on or off campus, there is a danger that 
subsequent indiscriminate parking of vehicles could take place within nearby 
residential areas. However, this would be as a result of personal choices by road users 
and therefore indirectly linked to the loss of parking. However, this situation could be 
eased if prospective Resident Permit Schemes are approved by the Executive in the 
near future. 
 
ii) Travel Survey and Transport Assessment Updates 
 
The University has drawn attention to their latest Staff and Student Travel Survey 
which suggests that there has been a reduction in single occupancy car journeys since 
the surveys were undertaken that informed the 2012 Transport Assessment and 
Travel Plan for the overall Brayford Campus Masterplan. Moreover, from 2011 to 2013 
there was a reduction in car travel from 67.8% to 63.5% and the majority of students 
walk to university (77%). What is more, the growth of staff and students has been 
slower than predicted in the Transport Assessment, as such it is suggested that the 
impact upon the highway network would be less than the level estimated in the original 
Assessment. 
 
Furthermore, as the accommodation would be for students and the site is ideally 
located on the University Campus, it would be accessible on foot and by bicycle. 
Notwithstanding this, in terms of arrival, the building can also be reached conveniently 
by public transport as it is not far from the bus station and railway station. What is 
more, the location of access for servicing would also ensure that there would be limited 
conflict with pedestrian flows within the site. 
 
iii) Public Right of Way and Public Realm 
 
As part of the development, the existing Right of Way will be maintained through the 
site but along a diverted route. This is agreed by a separate process but an order to 
divert can only be confirmed if planning permission is in place for development. The 
applicant has submitted their application for consideration. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the public realm improvements to the site would assist in the long 
term goal of improving cycle / pedestrian flows east-west across the campus and along 
the southern side of the Brayford Pool. 
 



Overall Hard and Soft Landscape Proposals for the Site 
 
The Canal and River Trust have raised some concerns regarding the proposed 
resurfacing of the slipway and suggested that materials should not prejudice the 
launch of boats. However, as the surface is proposed to be concrete as existing there 
is no reason to suggest that this would be the case. 
 
iv) Cycle Parking 
 
Further to the above, the application proposes to include an area of cycle storage 
between blocks A and B beneath the flyover. It is suggested that the area will be well 
lit and benefit of a clear line of sight and security from the nearby living spaces of Block 
A. The area is also directly adjacent to both the main pedestrian access route across 
of the site, and the nearby main access road, Campus Way. As such, it would be 
overlooked by users of the public realm. Notwithstanding this, the area is proposed to 
be covered by the site CCTV system.  
 
v) Slipway Access 
 
Having considered the plan provided by the applicant, shown below, officers are 
satisfied that this demonstrates that access to the slipway to the Foss Dyke would be 
sufficient to allow a vehicle towing a boat to manoeuvre safety within the site. It is a 
civil legal matter if the nature of this access is not in accordance with the requirements 
of private agreements between affected parties, including the Canal and River Trust. 
Notwithstanding this, there is nothing to suggest that the reverse of a vehicle in this 
area would be dangerous as service and other large vehicles regularly undertake such 
movements. 
 



 
 
c) The Planning Balance 
 
In the absence of a response from the County Council, as Highway Authority, in 
respect of access, highway safety or traffic capacity, officers will rely on the fact that 
the overall size is sustainable and part of the wider outline site which considered the 
impacts of transport upon the surrounding network. Moreover, student 
accommodation is unlikely to yield the same degree of parking suggested in the 
indicative details of the outline application. However, in the interests of achieving 
sustainable development, as the application would be for development serving 
students on campus it would be vital that linkages within the site and secure cycle 
parking is provided as part of the scheme. Furthermore, it would be pertinent to impose 
a planning condition that would ensure that the recommendations identified in the 
submitted Travel Plan are carried out.  
 
In the context of Paragraph 32 of the Framework, officers therefore recommend that 
in this instance the development of this site should not be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds. Moreover, there does not appear to be any evidence from the 
Highway Authority to suggest that the residual cumulative impacts of the development 
would be severe. Consequently, Members are advised that this matter would not be 
sufficient to outweigh the presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the 
planning balance against the application. 
 
  



5) Flood Risk and Drainage 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
The Framework sets out a strategy for dealing with flood risk in paragraphs 93-108 
inclusive, which involves the assessment of site specific risks with proposals aiming 
to place the most vulnerable development in areas of lowest risk and ensuring 
appropriate flood resilience and resistance. Policy 46B of the Local Plan requires 
development in waterside locations to minimise flood risk. 
 
Meanwhile, Policy 40 of the Local Plan refers to the disposal of foul water and requires 
that satisfactory means of treating and disposing of any foul water are or will be 
available in time to serve development (without detriment to existing users). 
 
b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
In terms of flood risk, the site lies within Flood Zone 3a ‘high probability’ to the south 
and Zone 2 ‘medium probability’ to the north, and would be classified as more 
vulnerable in nature. The NPPF is clear in directing new development to areas with 
the lowest risk of flooding, but where development is necessary, it should be made 
safe without increasing the risk elsewhere. It advocates a sequential, risk based 
approach to the location of development and applicants are first required to 
demonstrate that there are no other reasonably available sites appropriate for the 
development which are at a lower risk from flooding. 
 
i) The Sequential Test 
 
In this instance the Sequential Test was undertaken as part of the application for 
outline planning permission in 2012. This large scale development required a 
significant land parcel close to the existing city centre campus in order to maximise 
infrastructure and facilities that were already in place. The campus has continued to 
develop, including elements within the outline site. 
 
The eastern part of the application site was originally to be utilised for academic or 
office use in association with the university, as such the level of risk associated with a 
greater concentration of student accommodation is somewhat more pronounced. 
However, locating the proposed accommodation elsewhere would be challenging in 
terms of the scale of the development required and could potentially undermine the 
sustainability of the wider campus, increasing the need to travel. As such officers are 
satisfied that the proposals would still pass the Sequential Test required by the 
Framework. 
 
ii) The Exception Test 
 
If, following application of this Sequential Test, it is not possible, consistent with wider 
sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones with a lower 
probability of flooding, an Exception Test should be applied if appropriate. For the 
Exception Test to be passed: 



 it must be demonstrated that the development provides wider sustainability 
benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment where one has been prepared; and 

 a site-specific flood risk assessment must demonstrate that the development 
will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its users, 
without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, will reduce flood 
risk overall. 

 
In terms of the former, it is clear that the development provides wider sustainability 
benefits, in terms of its location adjacent to the City Centre and the associated 
sustainable economic growth which would result in the continued expansion of the 
campus. As well as this, the submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has shown that 
flood risk at the site can be adequately mitigated through the arrangement of finished 
floor levels and adequate flood resilience and resistance measures being incorporated 
into the building. The Environment Agency is satisfied that the relevant policy tests are 
met and subject to the floor levels and overall findings of the FRA being conditioned, 
that the proposal is acceptable in terms of the risks of the development from flooding.  
 
The Internal Drainage Board has returned comments to the Highway Authority with 
objections in relation to the proposals due to the lack of an appropriate drainage 
strategy. Moreover, it is suggested that there is insufficient information regarding the 
potential downstream impact of the drainage system. It is suggested that further 
calculations are required to determine whether there is capacity in that system. 
 
The application is supported by a Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy (2010) 
which outlines the approach to surface water disposal for the development. In this 
instance, it is intended that surface water flows are discharged to the Delph Pond 
within the campus. The Strategy suggests that this would be via a culverted drain and 
that the pond can accept flows whilst not exceeding the maximum pond level required 
by the Upper Witham Internal Drainage Board. A further Drainage Design Strategy 
(2015) confirms that water would then pass to the Pywipe Pumping Station and 
Fossdyke Navigation. Whilst the strategy admits that some flooding is possible 
downstream, this would be minimal, i.e. 9m3 during a critical 100 year winter storm. 
 
It is suggested that the Strategy will be updated shortly to refer to the comments made 
by the IDB and clarify historical references regarding the Drainage proposals. 
However, at this time, as the Environment Agency has suggested that surface water 
infiltration would need to be designed in order to avoid risks that groundwater could 
be affected by infiltration through potential contaminants in the soil, it would appear 
that the proposed drainage scheme would be the most appropriate. Furthermore, 
given that the proposals are primarily in line with the outline application it would seem 
unreasonable to turn the clock back and require a fundamental change in site 
circumstances. 
 
iii) Foul Water Disposal 
 
Anglian Water’s consultation response is that there is capacity available at Canwick 
water Recycling Centre but suggest that a planning condition is required to consider 
the downstream impact of foul drainage from the site. However, the applicants’ 
Drainage Design Strategy (2015) suggests that foul water would be discharged to the 



public sewer at a maximum rate of 3.5l/s as existing, so it is questionable whether 
there would be flooding in the system. As such, there would not be sufficient evidence 
to suggest that it would not be possible for current infrastructure to accept foul water 
from the site. In the context of the requirements of the Framework and what is known 
regarding the site, it is considered that this matter could be controlled by planning 
condition 
 
c) The Planning Balance 
 
As the matters referred to above can all be resolved by suitable planning conditions 
officers advise Members that this matter would not be sufficient to outweigh the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the planning balance against 
the application. 
 
6) Archaeological Implications of the Development of the Site 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
Paragraph 128 of the Framework states that “in determining applications, local 
planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any 
heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of 
detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient 
to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum 
the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted and the heritage 
assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which 
development is proposed includes or has the potential to include heritage assets with 
archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit 
an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.” 
 
Paragraph 141 of the Framework states that LPAs should ‘require developers to 
record and advance understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost 
(wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and 
to make this evidence (and any archive generated) publicly accessible.’ 
 
b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
The application has been the subject of in-depth discussion and assessment in order 
to ensure that any implications upon archaeology are satisfactorily addressed through 
the application. This includes the submission of a report of the evaluation work 
undertaken for the site. The City Archaeologist has responded as part of consultation 
on this application and refers to the previous archaeological work undertaken on the 
campus and it is clear that there is strong evidence to suggest that there is 
archaeological potential within the site. 
 
The City Archaeologist refers to the commitment by the University in their Masterplan 
to undertake archaeological excavation as part of applications for Reserved Matters 
within the site identified within the outline planning permission. This is a material 
consideration in the determination of this application. 
 



Pre-determination work has been undertaken as part of the application and from what 
is known, it is possible that there are archaeological remains preserved on the site and 
may be impacted upon by the proposed development. Officers are minded to agree 
with the City Archaeologist that it is relevant and reasonable to utilise the area 
suggested at outline for excavation of the site, i.e. the total area of intervention need 
not exceed the allocated area under the masterplan, less the area already evaluated. 
However, the City Archaeologist has recommended that there is no need for further 
pre-determination work, and any mitigation can therefore be undertaken under a 
planning condition, in accordance with the requirements of the Framework. 
 
c) The Planning Balance 

As the matters referred to above can all be resolved by suitable planning conditions 
officers advise Members that this matter would not be sufficient to outweigh the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the planning balance against 
the application. 
 
7) Land Contamination 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF introduces on contamination and suggests that “the 
planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 
by [amongst other things] preventing both new and existing development from 
contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by 
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability”.  
 
Paragraph 120 expands upon this and suggests that “to prevent unacceptable risks 
from pollution and land instability, planning policies and decisions should ensure that 
new development is appropriate for its location. The effects (including cumulative 
effects) of pollution on health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the 
potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse effects from 
pollution, should be taken into account. Where a site is affected by contamination or 
land stability issues, responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the 
developer and/or landowner.”  
 
In addition Paragraph 121 states that planning decisions “should also ensure that:  

 the site is suitable for its new use taking account of ground conditions and land 
instability, including from natural hazards or former activities such as mining, 
pollution arising from previous uses and any proposals for mitigation including 
land remediation or impacts on the natural environment arising from that 
remediation; 

 after remediation, as a minimum, land should not be capable of being 
determined as contaminated land under Part IIA of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1990; and 

 adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent person, is 
presented.” 

 
  



b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
The application has been assessed by the Council’s Scientific Officer and the 
Environment Agency, including the following supporting documents:- 

 Phase I Environmental Assessment Report (2012); 

 Factual Site Investigation (2015); and 

 Desk Study and Site Investigation Review and Interpretation, Conceptual Site 
Model, Risk Assessment and Remediation Method Statement (2015). 

Whilst the Environment Agency has suggested planning conditions, the Council’s 
Scientific Officer has confirmed that she has been in discussion with the applicant’s 
consultants in order to undertake further ground testing which would result in revisions 
to the supporting documentation. However, it is not likely to be amended in time for 
the planning committee. As such, the Scientific Officer has recommended that the full 
list of contaminated land conditions would be required for the site, which cover from 
the preliminary risk assessment stage onwards as well as dealing with unexpected 
contamination. Officers consider that this would be relevant and reasonable in 
accordance with the requirements of Paragraphs 109, 120, 121 and 204 of the 
Framework. 
 
c) The Planning Balance 

As the matters referred to above can all be resolved by suitable planning conditions 
officers advise Members that this matter would not be sufficient to outweigh the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the planning balance against 
the application. 
 
8) Land Stability 

 
a) Policy Considerations 
 
Paragraph 109 of the Framework requires the planning system to “contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by…preventing both new and existing 
development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by…land instability.” 
 
In addition, Paragraphs 120 and 121 of the Framework require that decisions should 
ensure that sites are appropriate for development, “taking account of ground 
conditions and land instability”. However, Paragraph 121 is clear that where a site is 
affected by land stability issues, responsibility for securing a safe development rests 
with the developer and/or landowner. 
 
The issue is also covered in detail in the National Planning Practice Guidance. In 
particular, “the planning system has an important role in considering land stability by 
minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the 
public; and helping ensure that various types of development should not be placed in 
unstable locations without various precautions” (Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 45-
002-20140306). 
 
  



b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
The Canal and River Trust has referred to the aforementioned policy in the Framework 
with regards to land stability in respect of the structural integrity of the southern bank 
of the Brayford Pool arising from any additional loadings or other land stability created 
by construction works. A request has been made to cover this as part of the 
construction methodology of the site, including earthmoving, excavations and the 
design and construction of foundations. 
 
In this instance, it is considered that the policy framework was not evidently intended 
to consider the circumstances referenced. What is more, it is this matter would almost 
certainly be addressed through the Building Regulations. However, as the details of 
the foundation design are required as part of the archaeological planning conditions, 
it would be reasonable as part of the development for these details to be provided. 
 
c) The Planning Balance 
 
As the matter referred to above can be resolved by a suitable planning condition, 
officers advise Members that this matter would not be sufficient to outweigh the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development or tip the planning balance against 
the application. 
 
9)  Ecology and Biodiversity 
 
a)  Relevant Planning Policy 
 
A number of policies are relevant to implications upon ecology and biodiversity. In this 
instance the Local Plan, through Policy 45A (Trees and Other Ecological and 
Landscape Features on Development Sites), requires that all new development 
proposals should have full regard to “the retention or enhancement of existing trees” 
and applications should be supported by “a professionally prepared assessment of the 
application site identifying features of landscape and ecological interest and/or 
amenity value, and the measures which are to be taken to ensure their retention, 
conservation or enhancement.” Meanwhile, Policy 46B (Protecting the Water 
Environment) requires that the biodiversity and ecology of water environments are 
safeguarded as part of developments adjacent to water and that pollution is prevented 
in order to ensure these environments are not degraded. This is supported by 
paragraphs 109 and 118 of the Framework. In particular, Paragraph 118 of the NPPF 
requires LPAs to conserve and enhance biodiversity by refusing planning permission 
where significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided, mitigated or 
compensated for. 
 
b)  Assessment of the Implications of the Proposals 
 
The application is supported by an ecology report (October 2015) which outlines that 
the site would be of low ecological value with only a risk of supporting common species 
of birds that are protected whilst nesting. Accordingly, the report makes a number of 
recommendations to ensure that there would not be harm caused to nesting birds 
during construction, this includes excluding works during September to February 
except where inspections have been undertaken to ensure no active nests are 



present. Mitigation is suggested if this is the case. Furthermore, in this instance there 
is little landscaping within the site but it is intended to introduce soft landscaping as 
part of the new public realm. 
 
The application is also supported by a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
which refers to the protection of the water environment around Brayford Pool from 
harm from the development by virtue of various means of mitigation. These would be 
focussed on ensuring no run-off into the Pool. The Canal and River Trust request that 
the mitigation is controlled by planning condition. This would be reasonable and 
relevant to the proposals. 
 
It is therefore considered that the proposals would not conflict with the requirements 
of the aforementioned policies, particularly the aims within the Framework to enhance 
biodiversity and the principles of Policy 45A, which seek to retain and enhance the 
contribution that ecology and landscaping makes to development. 
 

c) The Planning Balance 

As the matters referred to above can all be resolved by a suitable planning condition 
(covering the development period and protection of the water environment) officers 
advise Members that this matter would not be sufficient to outweigh the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development or tip the planning balance against the 
application. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Although the presumption in favour of sustainable development need not necessarily 
apply in terms of development that could affect designated heritage assets, taking into 
account all of the matters referred to in this report, officers consider that the design of 
the development proposed would make a positive contribution to the setting of the 
adjacent West Parade and Brayford Conservation Area. Specifically in terms of scale, 
the visual assessment demonstrates that whilst the proposal would have an impact on 
views of the historic hillside, predominantly when in the vicinity of the site from Campus 
Way, there would be a significant improvement upon the scheme approved at outline. 
 
Furthermore, the relevant sections of the report would provide assurance that the 
overall impact of the proposals would not be harmful within their context. Officers 
would therefore advise that there would not be sufficient grounds to refuse the 
application upon any of the issues referred to in this report and that the planning 
balance should in favour of the application. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
None 
 
Legal Implications 
 
None 
 



Application Negotiated Either at Pre-Application or During Process of 
Application 
 
Yes 
 
Equality Implications 
 
None 
 
Application Determined Within Target Date 
 
Yes – subject to consideration by the Planning Committee 
 

Recommendation 
 
Officers recommend that planning permission be granted subject to planning 
conditions. 
 
Conditions 
 
Timeframe of permission; 
Approved Plans; 
Archaeology (including details of foundation design); 
Contamination (Approved Remediation Scheme, Reporting of Unexpected 
Contamination); 
Revised Construction Management Plan; 
Details of external plant and control of noise thereafter; 
Noise mitigation for accommodation; 
Ecology – demolition and development timeframe (Sept-Feb) 
Students only. 
Cycle parking provided, 
Drainage Strategy – foul and surface water discharge; 
Landscape design and Lighting Strategy; and 
Materials Palette for the building and hard landscaping. 
 
Report by: Planning Manager 
 
  



Responses Received 
 
Historic England 
 
Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 & T&CP 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 
 
LAND AT LINCOLN MARINA, CAMPUS WAY, LINCOLN 
 
Application No 2015/0859/F 
 
Thank you for your letter of 29 October 2015 notifying Historic England of the above 
application. Our expert staff have considered the proposed scheme and we offer the 
following advice. 
 
Summary 
The proposed scheme is for the demolition of the Lincoln Marina building and the 
erection of one 4 storey building and two 11 storey buildings at Land at Lincoln Marina. 
The proposed scheme would affect the setting and significance of Lincoln Cathedral 
(listed Grade I) and other designated heritage assets. Views to and from the Cathedral 
and the historic hillside contribute greatly to the significance of Lincoln as an historic 
city as well as the setting and significance of the Cathedral. Wider views that 
encompass large areas of the historic hillside around the Cathedral form some of the 
most iconic views of Lincoln and the Cathedral. 
 
Historic England advises that the proposed 11 storey buildings would greatly intrude 
into views of the Cathedral and the historic hillside and would destroy the wider views 
from south of the Brayford that contribute strongly to the setting and significance of the 
Cathedral. We also consider that the proposed 11 storey buildings would also be 
unduly prominent in views from the historic hillside due to their design and scale. We 
advise that whilst the reduction in height of part of Block B is welcome, the proposed 
building heights for Blocks A and C significantly increases the harm caused compared 
to the impact of the outline scheme approved in 2012/13. 
 
Our advice reflects legislation and the Government’s policy and guidance provided in 
the National Planning Policy Framework, particularly paragraphs 8, 17, 131, 132 to 
134, and the Planning Practice Guidance. We do not consider that the proposed 
scheme would preserve the setting of Lincoln Cathedral nor sustain or enhance the 
significance of the Cathedral or designated heritage assets affected. We do not 
consider that the height of Blocks A and C and the increase in height of Blocks A and 
C beyond that approved in the outline planning permission is clearly or convincingly 
justified. 
 
We recommend that the height of Blocks A and C is reduced and the design 
reconsidered to reduce the impact on the setting and significance of the Cathedral and 
other designated heritage assets affected as described above. If your local authority 
is convinced that scale and form of Blocks A and C and the increase in height beyond 
that approved in the outline planning permission is justified, and that additional 
facilities cannot be achieved in a less harmful way, then whether your authority takes 



the view that the proposed scheme causes harm or substantial harm to the 
significance of the Cathedral and other designated heritage assets, paragraphs 133 
to 134 of the NPPF would require a balancing exercise to made between the impact 
on the historic environment (including the public benefits the historic environment 
provides) and the public benefits delivered by the proposed scheme. 
 
Historic England Advice 
Significance 
Lincoln Cathedral is listed Grade I which means it is one of a small proportion (about 
3%) of listed buildings which are of exceptional architectural and historic interest. It is 
known internationally as one of the world’s most magnificent buildings, indeed Ruskin 
referred to it as “out and out the most precious piece of architecture in the British Isles”. 
A key part of the Cathedral’s significance and setting, located as it is on the north 
escarpment high above the Witham gap and lower city, is that it dominates the city, 
skyline and surrounding landscape. This domination was intentional and meant to 
glorify God and signify the importance of the Church. No other church or cathedral in 
Britain, with the possible exception of Durham, dominates the surrounding townscape 
and landscape as Lincoln Cathedral does. 
 
The historic townscape on the north escarpment and hillside around the Cathedral is 
considered by many to be the most important historic townscape in the East Midlands. 
It forms a central part of the Cathedral and City Centre conservation area and includes 
the newly revealed Lincoln Castle (a scheduled monument) and many other highly 
designated heritage assets as well as the Cathedral. 
 
Views to and from the Cathedral and the historic hillside contribute greatly to the 
significance of Lincoln as an historic city as well as the setting and significance of the 
Cathedral and other designated heritage assets. Wider views that encompass large 
areas of the historic hillside around the Cathedral, areas which are dominated by the 
Cathedral itself, form some of the most iconic views of Lincoln and the Cathedral. This 
includes views from around the Brayford itself and within the West Parade and 
Brayford Conservation Area, some of which were captured in historic paintings and 
prints by Carmichael and Buck. Many of these wider views have been lost due to the 
large scale of recent development on the north side of the Brayford and there are now 
few places in Lincoln where wide views of the Cathedral and large areas of the historic 
hillside can be seen together. However, the development of Brayford Way flyover 
created important wider views of the Cathedral and historic hillside from the flyover 
itself on the south side of the Brayford. These views make a strong contribution to the 
setting and significance of the Cathedral and heritage assets which make up the 
historic hillside as a whole. 
 
Clear and uninterrupted longer views from the south and west of the Cathedral rising 
above the townscape can also still be seen and enjoyed, for example from South 
Common and west of West Common. In these views the Cathedral appears as very 
much out of scale with the buildings within Lincoln which increases its dominance of 
the townscape. Some larger scale buildings, such as the redeveloped Witham Wharf 
building on the Brayford, detract from the dominance and significance of the Cathedral 
in these views. 
 



Views from the historic hillside also make an important contribution to the setting and 
significance of the Cathedral and nearby designated heritage assets including the 
conservation area. The limited scale and greatly reduced prominence, compared to 
the Cathedral, of buildings seen in these views contributes to the sense of dominance 
of the Cathedral within the townscape. 
 
Impact of the proposed scheme 
The proposed scheme is for the demolition of the Lincoln Marina building and the 
erection of one 4 storey building and two 11 storey buildings at Land at Lincoln Marina. 
 
Historic England advises that the proposed 11 storey buildings, particularly Block C, 
would greatly intrude into views of the Cathedral and the historic hillside and would 
destroy the wider views from south of the Brayford that contribute strongly to the 
setting and significance of the Cathedral and heritage assets forming the historic 
hillside. At present dynamic views of the Cathedral and historic hillside are revealed 
as Brayford Way rises from the south culminating in the wider views described above. 
These dynamic views would be greatly curtailed by Block C in particular, indeed from 
some points Block C would completely mask the Cathedral. The two 11 storey 
buildings would together clearly limit the extent of views the Cathedral and historic 
hillside and they would no longer have the same character as the existing wider views 
as described above. The two 11 storey buildings would also be dominant in these 
views and appear above the skyline and above the Cathedral itself, all of which 
increases the harm caused to the setting and significance of the Cathedral and the 
designated heritage assets making up the historic hillside. 
 
We also consider that the proposed 11 storey buildings would also be unduly 
prominent in views from the historic hillside due to their design and scale in conjunction 
with the location proposed adjacent to the Brayford. Development for the University 
south of the Brayford has been successful in defining an existing scale and character 
which contributes to the character and appearance of the Brayford and to the character 
of views down to the Brayford from the historic hillside. The proposed height for Blocks 
A and C is completely out of scale with the buildings seen in the views which greatly 
increases their prominence in views from the historic hillside and from around the 
Brayford itself. The near identical scale and design of the two buildings further 
increases their prominence when seen as a pair. We also consider that the two 11 
storey buildings would be unduly prominent in longer views of the Cathedral and 
historic hillside from the south and west. 
 
There have been previous approved applications for planning permission on this site 
but these predate the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework. Building 
heights for the site were defined as part of the outline planning permission gained in 
2012/13. These were determined as part of a masterplanning exercise involving the 
whole of the area occupied by the University of Lincoln and so had the benefit of 
considering less harmful locations for development. Historic England advises that 
whilst the reduction in height of part of Block B is welcome, the proposed building 
heights for Blocks A and C significantly increases the harm caused, as described 
above, compared to the impact of the outline scheme approved in 2012/13. 
 
Legislation, policy and guidance  



As this application affects listed buildings, the statutory requirement to have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses (section 66(1) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990) must be taken into 
account by your authority when determining this application. We do not consider that 
the proposed scheme would preserve the setting of Lincoln Cathedral. 
 
Our advice reflects legislation and the government’s policy and guidance provided in 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Planning Practice Guidance, 
and good practice advice notes produced by Historic England on behalf of the Historic 
Environment Forum including Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic 
Environment and The Setting of Heritage Assets. 
 
The importance attached to setting is recognised by the NPPF and in guidance. The 
NPPF defines the setting of a heritage asset as 'the surroundings in which a heritage 
asset is experienced’ (Annex 2). Detailed guidance on assessing the impact of 
development on the setting of a heritage asset is set out within The Setting of Heritage 
Assets, including paragraphs 4-6, 9, 18-21 and 22-25. 
 
The guidance on setting outlines many factors which may influence the contribution of 
the setting to the significance of a heritage asset which are relevant here, including 
topography, scale, relationships to other heritage assets, views, surrounding 
landscape character and visual dominance (pp18-19). The setting guidance also 
highlights aspects of a development which may influence its impact on the setting and 
significance of a heritage asset (pp20-21). Those relevant here include position in 
relation to landform and key views, prominence, dominance or conspicuousness, 
architectural form or design, competition with or distraction from the asset, and change 
to skyline. 
 
The NPPF states that in any application for planning permission, your authority should 
aim to achieve the objective of sustainable development which means guiding 
development towards a solution that achieves economic, social and environmental 
gains jointly and simultaneously (paragraph 8). An environmental gain in any 
planning application that affects the historic environment would be the continued 
conservation of heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance so that 
they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future 
generations - a core planning principle (paragraph 17, NPPF). 
 
In determining this planning application, your authority should take account of the 
desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets (paragraph 
131, NPPF). We do not consider that the proposed scheme would sustain or enhance 
the significance of the Cathedral or designated heritage assets which make up the 
historic hillside, including the Cathedral and City Centre conservation area. 
 
The NPPF also states that when considering the impact of a proposed development 
on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to 
its conservation, and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be 
(paragraph 132). Whilst some are given equal importance, no other planning concern 
is given a greater sense of importance in the NPPF. 
 



Significance can be harmed or lost through development within a heritage asset’s 
setting (paragraph 132, NPPF). The NPPF goes on to make clear that any harm or 
loss to significance ‘should require clear and convincing justification’ (paragraph 132, 
NPPF). We do not consider that the height of Blocks A and C and the increase in 
height of Blocks A and C beyond that approved in the outline planning permission is 
clearly or convincingly justified. 
 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the height of Blocks A and C is reduced and the design 
reconsidered to reduce the impact on the setting and significance of the Cathedral and 
other designated heritage assets affected as described above. If your local authority 
is convinced that scale and form of Blocks A and C and the increase in height beyond 
that approved in the outline planning permission is clearly justified, and that additional 
facilities cannot be achieved in a less harmful way, then whether your authority takes 
the view that the proposed scheme causes harm or substantial harm to the 
significance of the Cathedral and other designated heritage assets, paragraphs 133 
to the historic environment (including the public benefits the historic environment 
provides) and the public benefits delivered by the proposed scheme. 
 
Yours sincerely 
David Walsh 
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas 

 
 

Lincolnshire Police 
 
Thank you for your correspondence and subsequent plans received 27th October 2015 
and the opportunity to comment on the proposed development. I have studied the 
online plans and would request that you consider the following points that if adhered 
to would help reduce the opportunity for crime and increase the safety and 
sustainability of the living and learning residential environment for the University and 
students. 
 
Layout and Block Plan 
 
The overall master plan and generic layout of the University Campus is that of an open 
and largely permeable development. The consequence is that heightened awareness 
and thought should be given to the shell and fabric of any building contained therein 
and specifically issues of access control and resilience of the building structures 
proposed. 
 
Building Regulations (October 1st 2015) provides that for the first time all new 
homes will be included within Approved Document Q: Security – Dwellings (ADQ). 
 
Approved document Q applies to all new dwellings including those resulting from 
change of use, such as commercial premises, warehouse and barns undergoing 
conversions into dwellings. It also applies within Conservation Areas. 
 



This will include doors at the entrance to dwellings, including all doors to flats or 
apartments, communal doors to multi-occupancy developments and garage doors 
where there is a direct access to the premises. Where bespoke timber doors are 
proposed, there is a technical specification in Appendix B of the document that must 
be met. 
 
Windows: in respect of ground floor, basement and other easily accessible locations. 
 
CCTV System 
A comprehensive monitored CCTV should be included throughout the site with 
appropriate signage. Such a system could be remotely monitored at a central 
security location that does have 24 hour security cover unless 24 hour cover is 
provided at the new location. 
Should it be considered appropriate a police response monitored system to with 
installation to EN 50131-1, (PD6662 Scheme for the implementation of European 
Standards), or BS 8418 for a detector activated CCTV system. 
 
Signage. 
 
Effective use of directional and informative signage can do much to reduce the 
opportunity for any persons accessing the site and not knowing where they should 
be. Site maps and clear directions to a security office or reception will reduce any 
opportunity for unwarranted trespass on the site. 
 
Likewise an effective identity card/ badge system for all persons on the premises can 
significantly enhance security. 
 
Vehicle parking. 
 
Vehicle parking should ideally conform to the standards set out by the police 
service’s ‘Park-mark’ criteria for safer parking, whilst not a requirement for Secure by 
Design status it is a good standard to achieve. Vehicular access control by way of a 
barrier system intercom and proximity card and access control would be 
recommended into the courtyard parking provision. Parking can be a particular 
problem in this area and this would reduce the opportunity for uncontrolled parking 
and increase security provision. 
 
Use of Bicycles. 
 
Secure bicycle parking should be made available within an appropriate roofed 
building (with all round surveillance that is within view (no more than 100 metres) of 
occupied buildings or CCTV) with ground bolted cycle stands. Galvanised steel bar 
construction (min thickness of 3mm) filled with concrete – minimum foundation 
300mm with welded anchor bar. This facility should have adequate vandal resistant 
dedicated energy efficient lamps lighting during hours of darkness. 
www.bikeoff.org/design_resource . A design focussed and inviting cycle rack/shed 
would encourage safe and secure bike use where residents feel confident to leave 
their cycles. If this is not achieved evidence strongly supports that cycle use will be 
reduced and residents will find alternative means to store cycles, i.e. in rooms or 
corridors and or/not used at all. 

http://www.bikeoff.org/design_resource


 
Whilst there is a predominance of various styles of cycle racks within the overall 
University Campus many experience minimum or no use which is indicative of users 
not feeling confident that the existing provision does not meet the safety and security 
needs of users. 
 
I would recommend that consideration is given to this specific issue and systems 
such as a Secured by Design system; 
Cycle-Pod Street-pod Secure Cycle Stand  
Certificated to: 
Sold Secure Standard Silver   
Certification held with Sold Secure No PCME/1114/1342 refers 
  
'Street-pod' is robust and secure cycle parking for public locations & sites where bike 
security is a concern.  
Only one lock is required to secure both bike wheels and frame.  Cyclist should use 
their own security rated D-lock to secure their bike to the Street-pod unit. 
 
Lockerpod SS Cycle Locker for business or home securing up to four bikes and 
manufactured in 100% recycleable plastic to Sold Secure Gold Standard 
  
Lockerpod + Cycle Locker for business or home securing uo to four bikes 
manufactured in 100% recycleable plastic to Sold Secure Bronze Standard 
  
Certificated to: 
Sold Secure Standard when supplied with Sold Secure Gold ground anchor or 
locking point is used. 
Certification held with Sold Secure No PCME/1213/1301 and PCME/1213/1302 
refers 
 
The effectiveness of any cycle storage or security system regardless of product is 
reliant on ensuring that natural surveillance and location of the facility is considered 
an important aspect of the overall plan. 
 
Lighting 
Lighting should be co-ordinated with an effective CCTV system and any light fittings 
protected against vandalism. The overall lighting scheme should be well considered 
and evenly distribute light avoiding dark shadows, provide good colour rendition, and 
not cause glare or light pollution and effectively support formal and informal 
surveillance within the block development and surrounding area. 
A good lighting system can be cost effective and ensure that there will be a witness 
to any intrusion. It should allow staff, students and visitors to feel secure and safe 
within their living environment. Importantly it should make intruders feel vulnerable 
and that there is an increased likelihood of being challenged. 
With regard to the lighting I would suggest that external lighting be low energy 
consumption lamps with an efficacy of greater than 40 lumens per circuit watt. 
Secured by Design has not specified this type of security lighting for a number of 
years following advice from the institute of Lighting Engineers and police concerning 
the increase in the fear of crime ( particularly amongst the elderly) due to repeated 



PIR activations. Research has proven that a constant level of illumination is more 
effective at controlling the night environment.  
 
External lighting must be switched using a photo electric cell (dusk to dawn) with a 
manual override. 
 
Lighting (bulk head style) should be designed to cover all external doors. 
 
Landscaping 
 
Landscaping should not impede the opportunity for natural surveillance and must 
avoid the creation of areas of concealment.  Any landscaping should be kept to a 
maximum growth height of 1 metre.  Whilst any tree should be pruned to a minimum 
height of 2 metres, thereby maintaining a clear field of vision around the 
development.  Trees when fully grown should not mask any lighting columns or 
become climbing aids. 
 
Boundaries between public and what is private space should be clearly defined and 
open accessible spaces should not allow for any unintended purpose which may 
cause any form of anti-social behaviour or nuisance.   
 
Entrance. 
 
An integrated access system throughout the development (University) using vandal 
proof resistant proximity readers (biometric swipe cards) would allow for any security 
issues following student or staff exclusions. Should consideration be given to the use 
and application of prevailing biometric and voice recognition technology this should 
be discussed with the CPDA at the earliest opportunity? 
This area should be well illuminated and welcoming with the entrance area having a 
clear view of the approaches to the entrance. 
Where a separate automatically opening door is required for disabled access, use 
should be made of a proximity reader and /or biometric swipe card technology. 
The use of an ‘air lock’ system whereby two sets of automatic doors are used, the 
first opening will allow a visitor through with the provision to control sighted access 
from the reception or by remote camera / intercom system. In such an environment it 
is not uncommon for unwanted access to be gained by way of ‘follow through’ 
access placing staff and students at risk of crime and anti-social behaviour. 
 
External doors 
The Secured by Design requirement for all external door sets is PAS 24.1 (doors of 
an enhanced security). 
 
Windows 
All windows and glazing must incorporate at least one pane of laminated glass to a 
minimum of 6.8 mm or glass tested to BS EN356:2000 Glass in building, Security 
glazing – resistance to manual attack to category P1A. All easily accessible windows 
must be to PAS24:2012. 
Window restrainers should be included on all accessible window sets. 
It is noted that the Design and Access Statement does make nominal reference to 
safety and security at point 13.  



Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need further information or 
clarification. 
Crime prevention advice is given free without the intention of creating a contract. 
Neither the Home Office nor the Police Service takes any legal responsibility for the 
advice given.  However, if the advice is implemented it will reduce the opportunity for 
crimes to be committed. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
John Manuel MA BA (Hons) PGCE Dip Bus. 
Force Crime Prevention Design Advisor 

 
Applicant’s Response to this Consultation 

 
We have now reviewed the Lincolnshire Police consultation and would like to confirm 
the following information to address the points raised:  
 
Part Q – security of Residential Accommodation:- Although Student residences are 
not strictly covered by the new Part Q, we can confirm that all requirements in terms 
of ground floor security, including PAS24 doors and windows and other performance 
criteria, form part of our base specification for the project, and that along with the 
measures described below will ensure that the building is well protected in use. 
 
CCTV – The scheme is to include full CCTV coverage, bother inside and out, to cover 
all access routes and access points to the buildings, as well as all entrance halls giving 
access to the accommodation. The system is to be fully compliant with, and wired back 
to the scheme FM suite and central University Security suite.   
 
Signage and ID cards – the project will include suitable wayfinding and building 
signage, to match the rest of the campus, and care has been taken to ensure that the 
site welcome point (FM suite) is centrally located so that any students arriving at 
Marina Court have an easily identifiable information point to access. All staff and 
contractors will be identifiable using the staff ID system already in use.  
 
Vehicle Parking – All of the proposed parking, other than the open delivery space in 
front of the FM area is already allocated to existing surrounding tenants, and will not 
therefore be accessible by students from the new development. It is anticipated that 
these spaces will be clearly marked and probably protected by locked bollards to 
ensure that they are available for the allocated tenant as required. External lighting to 
parking areas will be lit to BS1264-2:2007.  
 
Use of Bicycles – A central allocated bike storage area has been identified between 
blocks A and B, and will be formed using the suggested galvanised steel Sheffield 
style hoops, firmly embedded in the ground. The area will be well lit, using vandal 
resistant fittings, most likely pole mounted. The area is covered by the flyover above, 
and has the benefit of a clear line of sight and security from the nearby living spaces 
of Block A. The area is also directly adjacent to both the main pedestrian access route 
across of the site, and the nearby main access road, Campus Way, so will take great 
benefit from being clearly overlooked by these regularly used spaces. The area will be 
covered by the site CCTV system.  



 
Lighting – The scheme will be accompanied by a comprehensive external lighting 
scheme, will all building perimeters being lit to a minimum of 5 lux. All perimeter fittings 
will not be PIR triggered and will remain on in hours of darkness. All external lighting 
will be to ILP guidance note GN012:2011 and BS 1264-2:2007. All lighting will be co-
ordinated with the external lighting to ensure proper coverage. The CCTV system is 
specified to provide prosecution standard output in levels of lighting orders of 
magnitude less than that specified for the External Lighting. All building entrances and 
routes, including the underside of the flyover will be well lit and will exceed these 
standards.  
 
Entrances – All blocks will be accessed using a proximity card access system, fully 
linked back to the site security point to allow cards to be quickly disabled if stolen or 
lost. All entrances are fully glazed to provide a welcoming and clear entrance point 
where students will feel safe. All automatic opening doors will be triggered using the 
same proximity card system. Having passed internal CCTV there will then be similar 
access control point before entry to each cluster flat.  
 
Doors and Windows – All external doors and windows at ground level will adhere to 
the standards as described, including PAS 24.1 for external doors, and security 
glazing for all windows. 
 
We trust that these descriptions are sufficient to offer the Crime Prevention Design 
Officer the necessary re-assurance that the project will adhere to high standards of 
design and servicing in order to fully secure the site for the students and ensure their 
well-being, but if there are any residual queries please do not hesitate to contact us.  
 
Regards,  
 
GRAEME BARKER 

Associate 
ARCHITECTURE + 
BUILDING CONSULTANCY 

 

CHURCH LUKAS 

Imperial Building, 20 Victoria Street 
NOTTINGHAM NG1 2EX 
 

Canal & River Trust 
 
Thank you for your consultation dated 27 October 2015 in respect of the above.  
 
The Canal & River Trust is a statutory consultee under the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. 
 
The Canal & River Trust is a company limited by guarantee and registered as a 
charity. It is separate from government but still the recipient of a significant amount of 
government funding.  
 
The Trust has a range of charitable objects including: 
 



• To hold in trust or own and to operate and manage inland waterways for 
public benefit, use and enjoyment; 

• To protect and conserve objects and buildings of heritage interest; 
• To further the conservation, protection and improvement of the natural 

environment of inland waterways; and 
• To promote sustainable development in the vicinity of any inland waterways 

for the benefit of the public. 
 
After due consideration of the application details, the Canal & River Trust has no 
objections to the proposed development, subject to the imposition of suitably 
worded conditions relating to the following matters: 
 
Potential Impact on the Structural Integrity of Brayford Pool 
The development will be located close to the southern edge of Brayford Pool, and 
involves the construction of three large buildings. Given the proximity of the buildings 
to the Pool, it will be important to ensure that there is no risk of adverse impacts on 
the structural integrity of the southern bank arising from any additional loadings or 
other land instability created by construction works. 
 
As you are aware, land stability is a material planning consideration and is referred 
to in paragraphs 120-121 of the NPPF, as well as being the subject of more detailed 
discussion in the current National Planning Practice Guidance. We consider 
therefore that this advice and guidance clearly identifies that the planning system 
has a role to play in minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, 
infrastructure and the public. Moreover, we would also comment that when the 
Trust’s predecessor, British waterways, became a statutory consultee in 1997, the 
Department of the Environment letter of 9th June 1997 to Chief Planning Officers 
advised that developments likely to affect waterways included development which 
involves any digging of foundations and the building of anything large which could 
impose a loading on the side of the waterway. This is one of the major reasons for us 
being a statutory consultee on planning applications. 
 
We appreciate that the issue of land stability can be complex and often also involves 
other regimes such as Building Regulations, however the NPPF is clear that 
planning decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its 
location in the context of avoiding unacceptable risks from land instability, and being 
satisfied that a site is suitable for its new use, taking account of ground conditions 
and land instability.  
 
Accordingly we would ask that a Construction Methodology, including details of all 
earthmoving, excavations and the design and construction of all foundations is 
secured by condition in order that the extent of the risk of such works can be 
properly quantified and assessed. 
 
Condition 
No development shall take place until a Method Statement detailing the design and 
means of construction of the foundations of the buildings, together with any other 
proposed earthmoving and excavation works required in connection with 
construction of the buildings has first been submitted to and agreed in writing by the 



Local Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter only be carried out in 
accordance with the agreed Method Statement. 
 
Reason 
In the interests of minimising the risk of creating land instability arising from any 
adverse impacts from foundation construction, earthmoving, excavations or other 
construction works upon the structural integrity of the Brayford Pool adjacent to the 
northern boundary of the application site, in accordance with the advice and 
guidance on land stability contained in paragraphs 120-121 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework 2012 and in the National Planning Practice Guidance. It is 
necessary to agree the Method Statement before development commences as it is 
required to inform development and construction operations from the outset. 
 
We also note that the submitted Landscape Sections drawing contains an annotation 
relating to the resurfacing of the waterfront and the refurbishment of the current 
timber boarding along the frontage. It is unclear whether this will require works to the 
waterway wall itself, or access over Brayford Pool. The Applicant should contact the 
Trust direct to discuss any works which have the potential to affect the structure of 
the waterway wall, in order to ensure that any consents as may be necessary can be 
obtained and that all works are compliant with the Trust’s current Code of Practice 
for Works Affecting the Canal & River Trust. 
 
Potential Impact on Water Quality and on Users of Brayford Pool 
We note that a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) has been 
submitted with the application, which identifies measures to minimise adverse 
impacts arising during construction operations. 
 
The CEMP contains measures designed to minimise the risk of adverse impacts on 
the local water environment, and securing implementation of it via a planning 
condition would assist in reducing the risk of adverse impacts on water quality within 
Brayford Pool. 
 
There are a number of moorings in Brayford Pool which are close to the application 
site. The CEMP does not specifically identify the moorings as potential receptors, 
although it does contain general measures to reduce impacts arising from noise, 
dust etc. in order to protect the amenities of occupiers of nearby dwellings. We would 
also suggest that securing implementation of the CEMP would help to ensure that 
appropriate safeguards are in place to minimise the adverse impact of construction 
operations on boaters using the moorings. 
 
Condition 
Development shall only be carried out in accordance with the submitted Construction 
Environment Management Plan produced by Bowmer & Kirkland dated October 
2015. 
 
Reason 
In the interests of minimising the risk of adverse impacts on water quality within 
Brayford Pool and to protect the amenities of users of the Pool and the nearby boat 
moorings, in accordance with the advice and guidance contained in paragraphs 120-



123 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 and in the National Planning 
Practice Guidance. 
 
Use of the Existing Slipway 
The application site lies immediately adjacent to an existing slipway which currently 
provides access for bringing boats to and from the waterway. Access to the slipway 
is through the application site. We note that the slipway itself is shown to be within 
the Applicants’ control, although it does not fall within the red line.  
 
The slipway is a valuable facility, and we are pleased to note that the Applicants 
indicate that access to it for vehicles with trailers carrying boats is intended to 
remain. We further note that submitted Drawing 110154/1001 Rev A shows the 
vehicle tracking for a vehicle towing a 7m trailer. We would ask that the local 
planning authority satisfies itself that the provision made for vehicles to access the 
slipway is sufficient to ensure its continued operation in the future, as we would 
consider it extremely unfortunate if the layout of the development precluded easy 
use of this facility. 
 
We note that the application drawings indicate that the slipway is to be resurfaced 
and regraded, although no details are provided. We would comment that care should 
be taken to ensure that any regrading of the slipway does not compromise the ability 
to launch boats without risk of them grounding. 

 
In addition, in order for the Canal & River Trust to effectively monitor our role as a 
statutory consultee, please send me a copy of the decision notice and the 
requirements of any planning obligation. 
 
Should you have any queries please contact me at this office. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Ian Dickinson 
Area Planner (East and West Midlands) 
 

Lincolnshire Waterways 
 
Objections to the following proposals. 
 
The 2X11 storey buildings will create excessive wind turbulence to traffic and 
pedestrians using the Fly over. 
 
All the buildings will add to the wind tunnel effect along the navigation under the Fly-
over. 
 
The proposal for articulated vehicles, accessing the slipway, to reverse from Campus 
Way,the main vehicular route into the University and across the main pedestrian 
access from the Student accommodation into an area, shown in Drawing 110154, as 
a further area of Public Interface is not acceptable on Road Safety Grounds. 
 



The siting of the Harbour Masters Office on the ground floor, in Block B, is 
detrimental to the security of the moorings and the Trusts responsibilities to ensure 
the Safety of those using the moorings. An elevated position would overcome these 
issues.        
 
Comments made by David Carnell of Lincolnshire Waterways 
 
 

Lincoln Civic Trust 
 
The Civic Trust's observations on the above Planning Application are as follows:   
OBJECTION  
 
Whilst we understand the need to maximise the land available the committee felt: 
 
1. That the two proposed blocks (a) and (c) are far too tall. They are out of keeping 
with all other buildings surrounding them. At 37.5 metres high we feel that this should 
be 50% lower because in their present form, they overshadow the Main University 
buildings and dwarf the other accommodation blocks running from the Brayford Way 
in a westerly direction. 
 
2. That the height of the buildings destroys views of the city and Cathedral from the 
Brayford Way and all buildings in a south westerly direction from the site. The height 
of the buildings it was felt would completely change the Cityscape of the westerly side 
of the City as the Incinerator on Teal Park has done. 
 
3. That we must question the policy of the University and the Council of further 
reducing the number of car parking spaces available. The increase in people visiting 
the University particularly visiting lecturers, non-academic visitors, mature students 
living away from Lincoln and local people with business to conduct  at the University, 
is not going to decline and will only increase the demand for parking and drive them 
to seek parking from the general provision provided for City parking for people who 
work in the City, shoppers and visitors. As we do not have a viable Park & Ride system, 
we must ensure that all the efforts that the tourist industry is making to create Lincoln 
as a Tourist destination is not destroyed by lack of parking provision.  
 
Regards 
 
Cate Waby 
Manager/Secretary 
 

Environment Agency 
 
Based on the available information, we have no objections to the proposed 
development, subject to the inclusion of the following conditions. 
 
Flood Risk 
Condition 1 
The development permitted by this planning permission shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved drawings: 



Block A – Proposed Sections, 01/10/2015, drawing number (08) 130;  
Block B – Proposed Sections, 02/10/2015, drawing number (08)230; 
Block C – Proposed Sections, 05/10/2015, drawing number (08) 330  
 
and the following mitigation measures detailed within the approved drawings: 
 

 Finished floor levels within Block A shall be set in accordance with the levels 
shown in drawing number (08) 130, dated 01/10/2015. The finished floor level 
shall be set at 5.940m AOD throughout the whole of Block A, with the 
exception of the bin store area, which will have a finished floor level of 5.640m 
AOD. 
 

 Finished floor levels within Block B shall be set in accordance with the levels 
shown in drawing number (08)230, dated 02/10/2015. The finished floor level 
shall be set at 5.640m AOD throughout the whole of Block B, with the 
exception of the lobby, staircase and lift area which will have a finished floor 
level of 5.940m AOD. 
 

 Finished flood levels within Block C shall be set in accordance with the levels 
shown in drawing number (08) 330, dated 05/01/2015. The finished floor level 
shall be set at 5.940m AOD throughout the whole of Block C, with the 
exception of the Brayford Trust area. The drawing number (08) 330 shows the 
Brayford Trust area to be set 300mm below the 5.940m AOD level, giving a 
finished floor level of 5.640m AOD. 
 

Informative Advice 
Flood resilient and resistant construction techniques should be used for the 
proposed development. Please refer to the following document for information on 
flood resilience and resistance techniques to be included: ‘Improving Flood 
Performance of New Buildings - Flood Resilient Construction’ (DCLG 2007). This is 
available online at https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/flood-resilient-
construction-of-new-buildings 
  
We strongly advise that a Flood Warning and Evacuation Plan is provided for the 
proposed development, and recommend that site managers are required to 
subscribe to the Environment Agency’s Flood Warning Direct service. 
  
Please note that the Local Planning Authority must be satisfied with regard to the 
safety of people (including those with restricted mobility), the ability of such people to 
reach places of safety including safe refuges within buildings and the ability of the 
emergency services to access such buildings to rescue and evacuate those people. 
  
Flood Defence Consent 
Under the terms of the Water Resources Act 1991, and the Anglian Land Drainage 
Byelaws, the prior written consent of the Environment Agency( a Flood Defence 
Consent), is required for any proposed works or structures, in, under, over or within 9 
metres of a ‘main river’. Please contact our Partnership and Strategic Overview 
Team in Lincoln on 01522 785925 or email psolincs@environment-agency.gov.uk to 
discuss your proposals. The team will be able to advise if flood consent is likely to be 
granted and if an application fee is applicable. Please be aware that it can take up to 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/flood-resilient-construction-of-new-buildings
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/flood-resilient-construction-of-new-buildings
mailto:psolincs@environment-agency.gov.uk


two months to determine the application from receipt of payment, therefore prompt 
discussions are advised. 
 
Please note our advice has not considered the risk of flooding from groundwater, 
drainage systems, reservoirs canals or other watercourses. Your authority will 
therefore need to be satisfied that the proposed development is also in accordance 
with other flood risk requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 
 
Groundwater Protection 
We have reviewed the following reports with regard to the risk posed to controlled 
waters: 

 Phase I Environmental Assessment Report (ref: 11-0482.02) by Delta-
Simons, dated January 2012; 

 Factual Site Investigation Report (ref: S140912 Rev 1) by Solmek, dated 
January 2015; and 

 Desk Study and Site Investigation Review and Interpretation, Conceptual Site 
Model, Risk Assessment and Remediation Method Statement Report (ref: 
D/I/L/110154/01 by Fairhurst, dated October 2015. 

 
Condition 2 
Prior to each phase of development, no development shall take place until the 
following components of a scheme to deal with the risks associated with 
contamination of the site have each been submitted to and approved, in writing, by 
the local planning authority: 
 

1. A preliminary risk assessment which has identified: 

 all previous uses; 

 potential contaminants associated with those uses; 

 a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and 
receptors; 

 potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site. 
 

2. A site investigation scheme, based on (1), to provide information for a detailed 
assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those 
off site. 

 
3. The results of the site investigation and detailed risk assessment referred to in 

(2) and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving 
full details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be 
undertaken. 
  

4. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to 
demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (3) are 
complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of 
pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. 

 
Any changes to these components require the express written consent of the local 
planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved. 
 
Reason 



The site investigation at the site has identified elevated concentrations of 
hydrocarbons in groundwater at the site. The Brayford Pool and Fossdyke Canal 
adjacent to the north of the site are considered to be potentially sensitive receptors 
at risk from the groundwater contamination identified. 
 
Whilst we acknowledge that the construction of the Brayford Pool and canalisation of 
the Fossdyke to the north of the site may help to mitigate the risk, further evidence is 
required to demonstrate that there is no hydraulic continuity between groundwater at 
the site and the surface waters. A robust conceptual site model is required to provide 
confidence that the elevated concentrations of hydrocarbons in groundwater do not 
pose an unacceptable risk. 
 
In addition, we usually consider that controlled waters risk assessments are based 
on a minimum of two rounds of groundwater monitoring. Therefore, we request that a 
further round of groundwater samples is collected, with hydrocarbon testing fully 
speciated (TPHCWG). Based on the findings, further investigation and/or 
remediation may be required. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 109 states that the planning 
system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 
preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of water 
pollution. Government policy also states that planning policies and decisions should 
also ensure that adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent 
person, is presented (NPPF, paragraph 121). 
 
Condition 3 
No occupation of each phase of development shall take place until a verification 
report demonstrating completion of works set out in the approved remediation 
strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation has been submitted to and 
approved, in writing, by the local planning authority.  The report shall include results 
of sampling and monitoring carried out in accordance with the approved verification 
plan to demonstrate that the site remediation criteria have been met.  It shall also 
include any plan (a "long-term monitoring and maintenance plan") for longer-term 
monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency 
action, as identified in the verification plan. The long-term monitoring and 
maintenance plan shall be implemented as approved. 
 
Reasons 
To ensure that any remediation, if required, is verified as completed to the agreed 
standards for the protection of controlled waters. 
 
Condition 4 
If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present 
at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the 
local planning authority) shall be carried out until the developer has submitted a 
remediation strategy to the local planning authority detailing how this unsuspected 
contamination will be dealt with and obtained written approval from the local planning 
authority. The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved. 
 



Reasons 
To ensure that any unforeseen contamination encountered during development is 
dealt with in an appropriate manner for the protection of controlled waters. 
 
Condition 5 
No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground is permitted other than with 
the express written consent of the local planning authority, which may be given for 
those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant 
unacceptable risk to controlled waters. The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approval details. 
 
Reasons 
To ensure that infiltration systems such as soakaways do not increase the potential 
for contaminant migration.  Soakaways should not be constructed in potentially 
contaminated ground. 
 
The base of any infiltration system should be a minimum of 1 metre above the 
highest seasonal groundwater level. 
 
Informative Advice 
Approved Document Part H of the Building Regulations 2000 establishes a hierarchy 
for surface water disposal, which encourages a SUDS approach. Under Approved 
Document Part H the first option for surface water disposal should be the use of 
SUDS, which encourages infiltration such as soakaways or infiltration trenches. In all 
cases, it should be established that these options are feasible, can be adopted and 
properly maintained and would not lead to any other environmental problems.  For 
example, using soakaways or other infiltration methods on contaminated land carries 
groundwater pollution risks and may not work in areas with a high water table. 
Where the intention is to dispose to soakaway, these should be shown to work 
through an appropriate assessment carried out under Building Research 
Establishment (BRE) Digest 365. 
 
If you require any further information or wish to discuss these matters further please 
contact me on the number below. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Mr Richard Kisby 
Principal Planning Officer 
 

Internal Drainage Board 
 
In the absence of an acceptable Drainage Design Strategy and Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) the Board Objects to the application. The FRA included in this 
application is not the most up to date version for this location.  
 
The applicant states that the surface water run-off from this proposal is to discharge 
to the private surface water sewer system within the University site that discharges 
into the main attenuation pond, at times this system will not have a free outfall. The 
drainage calculations included in the application only considers the piped system to 



the limit of the site. Further calculations should be undertaken to determine if there is 
capacity in the existing system downstream of the site to take the additional discharge 
from the site. If it is necessary to modify the proposed drainage system Board 
would wish to be reconsulted. 
 
Reason: To provide an adequate method of surface water disposal. 
 
 
All drainage routes through the Site should be maintained both during the works on 
Site and after completion of the works. Provisions should be made to ensure that 
upstream and downstream riparian owners and those areas that are presently served 
by any drainage routes passing through or adjacent to the Site are not adversely 
affected by the development. 
 
Drainage routes shall include all methods by which water may be transferred through 
the Site and shall include such systems as “ridge and furrow” and “overland flows”. 
The affect of raising Site levels on adjacent property must be carefully considered and 
measures taken to negate influences must be approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 
Reason: To prevent an increase in the risk of flooding and/or waterlogging on adjacent 
property. 
 
Regards 
 
Guy Hird 
Engineering Services Officer 
Upper Witham, Witham First District & Witham Third District IDBs 
 
 
  



From Mr. N. Lance, the Occupant of No. 68 Mill Road, Lincoln 
 

 



 
 



 
  



Application Plans 
 
Site Location Plan 

 
 
Existing (Demolition Plan) 

 
 



Site Ground Floor Plan in Context 
 

 



Block A Floor Plans 
 
Ground Floor 

 
 
First Floor 
 

 
 
  



Second to Tenth Floors 
 

 
 
Roof Plan 
 

 
 



South West and North West Elevations 
 



 



Block B Plans - Ground Floor 

 
 
First to Third Floors 



Elevations 
 

 
 
 
  



Building in Context 
 

 
 
West Elevation 



 
 
North Elevation



Block C Plans – Ground Floor 

 
 
First Floor 
 

 
 
  



Second to Tenth Floors 
 

 
 
Roof Plan 
 

 
 



Elevations 
 



 

 
 
  



Site Photographs 
 

 
View Northeast along Brayford Way at Junction with Campus Way 
 
 

 
View South Across Brayford Way 
 



 
View Southwest toward the site of Block A 
 
 
 

 
View Northeast Across Site of Block A 
 
 



 
View West across site of Block A from Undercroft 
 

 
View Northeast over Site of Block B 
 



 
View Southeast Across the site of Blocks B and C 
 
 

 
View East across Frontage of site of Blocks B and C 
 
 



 
View West Across Frontage of Site of Block C 


