
Leasingham and Roxholm Neighbourhood Plan  

North Kesteven District Council – Regulation 16 Comments 
 

Introduction 
This document has been produced in response to the submission version of the Leasingham and 

Roxholm Neighbourhood Plan (LRNP) which is being consulted upon between 30 May and 18 July 

2022. 

North Kesteven District Council (NKDC) has provided comments on a number of previous versions 

of the LRNP in an aim to help the Neighbourhood Planning Steering Group improve the plan 

before it was submitted to the Council.   

The aim of this document is to provide a view as to whether the plan, and the policies within it, 

meet the basic conditions as required by legislation. It also provides a view as to whether any of 

the policies cause concern for implementation, along with recommended improvements that would 

benefit the delivery of the plan and would assist in making the plan more aligned to national policy.  

The Basic Conditions are: 

a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State, it is appropriate to make the plan; 

b) the making of the plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development; 

c) the making of the plan is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the 

development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area); 

d) the making of the plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations; and 

e) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been 

complied with in connection with the proposal for the neighbourhood plan. 

This report is set out in the order of the content of the LRNP. 

Planning Context 
It is important to note the context within which this consultation has taken place from a local 

planning perspective.  At the time of this consultation commencing, the Local Plan was at an 

advanced stage of progress having completed the Regulation 19 Proposed Submission 

Consultation.  The plan will be submitted to the Secretary of State in July at which point it will be 

examined. 

Whilst the Local Plan is at an advanced stage of production, there are outstanding objections to a 

number of draft policies, site allocations and the plan as a whole.  It remains to be seen what the 

examination will result in and therefore this assessment has only been undertaken against the 

adopted 2017 Local Plan.  However, it should be noted that at the time this plan is being examined, 

so will the emerging local plan which proposes a significant number of changes to the policy 

context which may alter the effectiveness of the LRNP.  The submission local plan, and its 

evidence can be viewed at https://www.n-kesteven.gov.uk/central-lincolnshire/local-plan-review/.  

Conclusion 
Overall, it is considered that the LRNP contains a number of policies, or parts of policies, which 

meet the basic conditions but that some further amendments are required in order to ensure that 

the plan as a whole meets them.  It is considered that, subject to the proposed amendments in the 

below assessment, the plan meets the Basic Conditions as required by the regulations and 

therefore should proceed to referendum. With these changes the plan is in general conformity with 

both the adopted Central Lincolnshire Local Plan and it is consistent with national policy.     

https://www.n-kesteven.gov.uk/central-lincolnshire/local-plan-review/


Assessment of the LRNP 
This section provides comments on the submitted LRNP and its performance against the basic conditions, and is presented in plan order.   

Location Comments Changes recommended 

Section 5 There are some elements of this supporting text that cause concern: 
1. There is no explanation or justification for the inclusion of a 
threshold of 9 dwellings.  
2. It is important to note that the discussion about the adopted Local 
Plan and the percentages is proposed to be replaced and will soon 
not apply.  Whilst the new policy in the local plan would still allow for 
neighbourhood plans to reintroduce growth limits, site allocations 
and more, such a direct reference to an outgoing policy does raise 
questions about the longevity of this. 

 

Land Use 
Categories 
Plan 

It is unclear what this plan shows.  The areas identified as category 
2 and 3 do not have any reference to make it clear what they are 
showing.  From checking, it does not appear to be agricultural land 
grades. It is assumed that this might be a policies map from a 
historic plan but there is no context to it and as such it performs no 
real purpose. 

It is recommended that this plan be deleted or clarified what it 
shows and why it is relevant. 

Policy 1  The policy title does not fit with much of the contents of the policy.  Amend policy title to “New development in the parish” or 
something similar to more accurately cover the extent of the 
policy.  This will not necessarily apply if parts 3 and 4 of the 
policy are not retained (see below). 

In part 1 where it says “developed footprint”, this should be defined, 
much as it does in Policy LP2 of the Local Plan. 
 
 

Add an asterisk after the term “developed footprint” and at the 
bottom of the policy (but still within the policy) state  
 
“*The term ‘developed footprint’ is defined as the continuous 
built form of the settlement and excludes: 

a. individual buildings or groups of dispersed buildings 
which are clearly detached from the continuous built up 
area of the settlement; 

b. gardens, paddocks and other undeveloped land within 
the curtilage of buildings on the edge of the settlement 
where land relates more to the surrounding countryside 
than to the built up area of the settlement; 



c. agricultural buildings and associated land on the edge 
of the settlement; and 

d. outdoor sports and recreation facilities and other formal 
open spaces on the edge of the settlement.” 

In part 1.b) it should also include “significance” as a criteria for a 
heritage asset not to be harmed.  

Add “significance” to bullet point b) after “setting”. 

Part 2 of the policy provides support for development within the 
developed footprint or its immediate environs if it meets the 
conditions in the current Local Plan.  This is somewhat ambiguous 
as the Local Plan is being reviewed so it is questionable whether it 
would then refer to the amended Local Plan once adopted.  To 
provide clarity for applicants and decisions makers this should be 
amended to relate to the development plan as a whole at the time of 
making a decision. 
 
Furthermore, the terminology of “immediate environs” is ambiguous.  
It should be noted that Policy S4 of the emerging Local Plan 
provides a change of policy position for sites in and adjacent to 
villages in light of the percentages being removed. 

Amend the end of part 2 of the policy to “…will be supported 
provided they satisfy relevant policy requirements of the 
development plan.” 
 
Reconsider wording of “immediate environs”, potentially to 
align more closely to the draft emerging plan. 

It is unclear how part 3 of the policy will be delivered in practice in a 
number of ways. Firstly, what type of mix is it referring to – style, 
size, etc. Secondly, how will an applicant be expected to 
demonstrate this and using what baseline information?   
 
There is no objection to the second sentence in part 3 although the 
use of the word “discouraged” should be reconsidered to make it 
clearer for decision makers how it should be applied. 

It is recommended that the first sentence in part 3 of the policy 
is deleted or clarified. 
 
Amend the second sentence to read “given the existing form of 
the parish, buildings of more than two storeys will not normally 
be permitted, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that the 
design is wholly appropriate taking into account the site 
context.” 

In part 4 of the policy, it is not always possible, particularly in small 
developments to secure all of the infrastructure required. Whilst 
there is no objection to the principle of such a policy it will be 
challenging, particularly for developers of small sites to demonstrate 
such infrastructure capacity.   

It is recommended that part 4 of the policy is either deleted or 
is reworded so that it only applies to major development and 
then provided that it also clarifies how this can be 
demonstrated by an applicant. 

Policy 2 The map on page 27 was added to this policy following comments 
made at the regulation 14 consultation and this addition is 
welcomed.  However, the map does not provide clarity and has no 

Provide replacement map, clearly annotated to show the area 
that this policy will apply to, being limited to the neighbourhood 
area. 



legend to identify where this policy would apply to, and it is 
suggestive that it would apply to land outside of the neighbourhood 
area.  In order for this policy to be effective it is considered 
necessary to provide a clear map showing where the policy would 
apply and for this area to be wholly within the neighbourhood area.   
 
If this is provided the policy would also benefit from rewording to 
better incorporate the reference to the plan and for the map to be 
provided with a clear reference.  
 
Additionally it would be beneficial to clarify how an applicant should 
demonstrate adherence to this policy and the use of the term 
“discouraged” should be amended as it does not provide clarity for 
applicants or decisions makers. It is important to give applicants the 
opportunity to demonstrate that their proposal will not reduce the 
gap.  

 
Amend policy wording to “Development proposals located in 
areas between Leasingham and Holdingham as shown on map 
X, will only be supported where they are supported by 
evidence of the visual impact demonstrating that it would not 
either visually or physically reduce the separation, or sense of 
separation.” 

Policy 3 The bulleted list of criteria in part 1 of the policy is a reasonable list 
of requirements to be considered. 

 

In part 2, the wording “will not be considered” would benefit from 
rewording as a scheme cannot be refused from being considered on 
design grounds, but potentially can be refused following 
consideration of an application. 

Amend the end of part 2 to “will be refused” or “will not be 
supported”. 

Policy 4 This policy does not offer anything above the local plan policy and 
as such there is little value to it.  However, by including it, it arguably 
could undermine local plan policy LP25, therefore making it in 
conflict with that policy. More importantly it is not consistent with 
national policy and legislation. 

It is recommended that this policy is deleted. 

Policy 5 There are a number of issues with this policy. In part 1 the 
numbered list does not flow – are items b-d meant to follow on as 
children to a) as sub bullets? 
 
Also as worded the opening paragraph of the policy provides no 
flexibility for development to demonstrate the suitability of 
alternatives.   
 

Given the issues with this policy and the wider context of 
strong existing policy protection it is recommended that this 
policy be deleted to avoid conflict with Local Plan policies and 
conflict with the Environment Act. 



In part 2, it offers no clarity over the amount, quality or basis for 
replacement provision of natural features which could significantly 
reduce the biodiversity on the site.  It is not expected that this was 
the intention of the policy. 
 
There are no concerns about part 3 of the policy in principle.  
 
It is also unclear how this policy will sit with biodiversity net gain that 
is being introduced through the Environment Act. 
 
This policy adds nothing to the protection offered in Policies LP20 
and LP21. These policies are also proposed to be replaced in the 
draft Local Plan with more stringent policies which align to 
biodiversity net gain.   

Policy 6 There are no concerns about this policy in principle.   

In part 2, it would be useful to understand what “unacceptable 
adverse impact” means in this context. 

 

In part 3 it is unclear why Roxholm being in the countryside means 
that easy/pedestrian/cycle access will particularly be encouraged. 

 

Policy 7 It is pleasing to see that this policy has been amended from the 
Regulation 14 version.  The map showing the Local Green Spaces 
should be numbered and the reference to the map amended to be 
more precise.  

It is recommended that the the map on page 37 be given a title 
and map number and the reference in the policy be amended 
to reference this map number. 

Policy 8 It is unclear why this policy is separate from policy 6.  However, 
there are no objections to the principle of this policy. 

 

In part 2 “where necessary” should be added at the end of the 
paragraph as it may not always be necessary to include soft 
landscaping. 

Add “where necessary” to the end of part 2. 

In part 4 it is likely that the intention was to enhance connectivity 
between multiple routes, but as worded it would just support 
development between such routes without the need to connect 
them. 

Part 4 of the policy should be amended to “Development 
proposals that enhance connectivity through the village will be 
considered favourably.  Where a development site is located 
with an opportunity to join up two or more rights of way, the 
proposal should deliver such a connection and clearly 
demonstrate this on site plans.” 



In part 5, this should presumably only apply to schemes within the 
developed footprint or immediately adjacent to it.  It would not be 
reasonable to require this of a rural business that is isolated from the 
footpath network.  This should be clarified. 

Amend part 5 of the policy to make it clear that it only applies 
to development within the developed footprint or immediately 
adjacent to it. 

Page 40 The title for the next section is lost at the bottom of page 40. Make it so “Community Assets” appears on the following page. 

Policy 9 Part 1 of this policy is considered to meet the basic conditions.   

Part 2 is unclear as to what it means.  Is it intended to relate solely 
to retail use or the loss of retail uses?  As worded, it is quite unclear 
and therefore fails to meet the basic conditions. This could likely be 
overcome through rewording of the policy, but it is difficult to provide 
a suggestion for such wording without clarity of the intention.   

It is recommended that part 2 of the policy be deleted. 

In part 3 of the policy there is some repetition which needs to be 
deleted to ensure it is clear. 

Delete “the use of will only be permitted where at least one of 
the following conditions is met:”  

 


