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1.

Introduction

1.1.

This Hearing Statement has been submitted on behalf of Thonock and Somerby Estate (TSE) as part of
the Examination in Public on the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (CLLP) Submission Draft Document.
The Statement highlights and where necessary expands upon representations submitted by TSE at the
Draft and Submission stages of the CLLP.

1.2.

As the most significant landowner in and around Gainsborough, Thonock and Somerby Estates (TSE)
wish to be a pro-active participant in the Local Plan process and building on their established
relationships with the Lincolnshire Planning Authorities intend to play a full and active role in ensuring the
wider planning strategy and framework for Gainsborough is deliverable in the timescales envisaged by
the planning process.

1.3.

The statement relates to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions, providing further detail on Matter
15 – Green Wedges, Open Space and Green Infrastructure.

1.4.

This response is focussed on the designation of land at Horsley Road (see Appendix 1 – Site Plan) as
‘Important Open Space’ under Policy LP23, which is considered to be unsound as it stands.
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2.

Inspectors’ Questions
Issue 15b – Local Green Space and Other Important Open Space – Policy LP23

2.1.

(Q11) What criteria have been used to inform the designation of land as ‘Important Open Space’?
Are they justified?

2.1.1.

The criteria for designating land as ‘Important Open Space’ (IOS) is not considered to be justified.

2.1.2.

In plan making, the NPPF requires plans to be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence
1
about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area . It is not
considered that the emerging plan demonstrates up-to-date or robust evidence to support the reallocation
of land at Horsley Road as IOS.

2.1.3.

We understand the current evidence base to support the proposed IOS allocations within the Central
Lincolnshire Submission Draft Plan to be:




Policy LP23 Local Green Spaces and other Important Open Space Evidence Report (2016)
West Lindsey Local Plan (2006)
West Lindsey Local Plan Public Inquiry Topic Paper – Policy CORE 9 – Retention of Important
th
Open Spaces and Frontages (15 November 2004)

2.1.4.

Relating to Open Space, there is also the Central Lincolnshire Open Space Audit and Provision
Assessment (April 2016). This does not relate or refer to the IOS designations, but provides details of the
open space hierarchy and current provision within Lincolnshire.

2.1.5.

The LP23 Evidence Report outlines the rationale for the reallocation of existing IOS as follows:
“The proposed approach to existing open spaces at the Further Draft Stage was to assess these sites
against the LGS criteria contained within the NPPF. This approach has been dismissed due to the
considerable resources that would be needed to undertake a thorough assessment, and due to the
requirement in the NPPF for local communities, rather than local authorities, to identify sites for LGS
designation. The approach for the Proposed Submission stage has therefore been to undertake a desk
based review of existing open space designations in the adopted Local Plans (Visual Amenity Areas in
North Kesteven, Important Open Spaces in West Lindsey and, Critical Natural Assets, Basic Natural
Stock and Functional Open Spaces in Lincoln) to check whether their status has changed since they were
first designated (for example, whether the site has been developed for another use, such as housing) or
whether the site is proposed for an alternative use in the Proposed Submission Local Plan.”

1

Paragraph 158, National Planning Policy Framework
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2.1.6.

In short, following a desk based review, if a site was neither developed or proposed for allocation, original
IOS designations have been reallocated within the emerging plan with no further criteria based
assessment to demonstrate their suitability for allocation.

2.1.7.

The evidence base for the allocation of IOS must therefore stem from existing Policy CORE 9 contained
within the West Lindsey Local Plan (2006). The justification for this Policy is to protect the most
important open spaces from infill housing and development pressure.

2.1.8.

While the CORE 9 Topic Paper (2004) (See Appendix 2) provides some further information on the
justification for the allocation, no substantive information is given, or assessment undertaken that
demonstrates the rationale for allocating individual sites, such as Horsley Road. This indicates that the
selection process has been a relatively subjective exercise.

2.1.9.

The Topic Paper further states that many of the IOS designations were carried through from the 1998
2
Local Plan meaning a considerable time period has lapsed without a robust assessment undertaken to
demonstrate whether individual sites still fulfil an important open space function.

2.1.10.

This is not considered to be a robust approach or one that is consistent with National Policy that requires
plans to be based on up to date and relevant evidence. It is considered, therefore, to ensure the plan is
sound, a comprehensive criteria-based assessment and methodology for the designation of land as IOS
should be undertaken.

2.2.

(Q12) Is the designation of land as ‘Important Open Space’ consistent with the Framework, which
seeks to rule out new development on Local Green Space where the bullet-point list at Paragraph
77 is satisfied?

2.2.1.

The IOS allocation is a stand alone designation to that of Local Green Space with no comprehensive
criteria based evidence base to support the allocation.

2.2.2.

As stated within 2.1.2 the NPPF requires plans to be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant
3
evidence and it not considered that the IOS designation demonstrates up-to-date or robust evidence to
support the allocation of land.

2.2.3.

The Framework clearly states that the designation of land as Local Green Space should be consistent
with the local planning of sustainable development and only be designated when a Local Plan is prepared
or reviewed and be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. The designation should meet the
following tests outlined in Paragraph 77:





2
3

Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;
Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including
as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of wildlife; and
Where the green area concerned is local in character and not an extensive tract of land.

CORE 9 Topic Paper, paragraphs 4.1 - 4.3
Paragraph 158, National Planning Policy Framework
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2.2.4.

The Paragraph 77 tests provide a broad ranging set of criteria for which land can be protected as open
space. It is not clear how the areas designated as IOS differ from those allocated as Local Green Space.
It is also unclear what the specific rationale behind the allocation of each individual area of IOS is and
what attributes they possess to warrant the control of development.

2.2.5.

Furthermore, it is not considered that the criteria based element relating to IOS within LP23 is consistent
with the Framework. In paragraph 154 of the NPPF, Local Plans are required to set out opportunities for
development and clear policies on what will or will not be permitted and where. Only policies that provide
a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in
the plan.

2.2.6.

Policy LP23 outlines that IOS is safeguarded from development unless the following tests are met:
a.
b.
c.

There is an identified over provision of that particular type of open space in the community
area and the site is not required for alternative recreational uses;
Suitable alternative open space can be provided on a replacement site or by enhancing
existing open space serving the community area; and
There are no significant detrimental impacts on amenity, the character of the surrounding
area, ecology and any heritage assets.

2.2.7.

This correlates with paragraphs 73 and 74 of the NPPF which relates to existing open space, sports and
recreation and the need to provide robust and up to date assessments of the needs for open space,
sports and recreation facilities and opportunities for new provision.

2.2.8.

It should that land at Horsley Road is not identified within The Central Lincolnshire Open Space Audit
and Provision Assessment (April 2016) which seeks qualifies all open space types within the area from
public parks and gardens to natural and semi-natural green space (see Appendix 3). The open space
types can be viewed in more detail within the ‘Open Space Provision’ contained Online Mapping that
Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (see Appendix 4)

2.2.9.

If areas of IOS are not deemed to fall within any of the categories of open space identified within the
Open Space Audit, it raises the question whether it should be allocated as IOS at all and in the absence
of any sort of assessment as to the ‘particular type of open space’ that the IOS is deemed to be, it makes
it extremely difficult to apply the tests of Policy LP23, in particular parts a) and b) of the Policy.

2.3.

Justification for including Land at Horsley Road, Gainsborough as Important Open Space

2.3.1.

Horsley Road is currently allocated as IOS under CORE 9 of the West Lindsey Local Plan (2006). TSE
objects to this designation being carried forward in the CLLP.

2.3.2.

There is no clear assessment of the Horsley Road site and the attributes of the land that warrant its
protection. The Inspector’s Report to the 2006 Local Plan (see Appendix 5) provides the most succinct
summary of the aims and functions of a CORE 9 designation:
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“The function of a CORE 09 designation is identify areas or frontages which are structurally important,
in their open state, for the character and appearance of the settlement where they are located. In other
words, they form an integral part of the pattern of development and related spaces which
determines the fundamental attributes of the whole built form.
Measured against this test, excluded are the categories of land which have recreational value without
making the contribution detailed above, large areas of open land which whilst having amenity value in
themselves are not part of the whole pattern referred to, and small pieces of land insufficient in size or in
the wrong position to make an impact on the broader scene.”
2.3.3.

In his assessment, the Inspector requested several modifications to the 2006 plan, with the CORE 9
designation removed from land in instances where there was no real open space function; where
development faced away from open space and there were high curtilage boundaries fronting the space;
where there was considered to be limited visual amenity; where there was limited views from the
settlement; where it was not integral to the layout of surrounding development and where the open land
was not functionally associated with adjoining uses.

2.4.

TSE has submitted a planning application for residential development at Horsley Road which is being
progressed at present.

2.4.1.

In applying the above to the Horsley Road site, it is clear that the site is not structurally important to the
surrounding area. The land in question is private and overgrown grassland located on the edge of an
existing housing estate. The properties that surround the land have no clear relationship with the space,
with the majority of properties orientated away from the land. The sports pitches to the south are clearly
divided from the site through a dense and mature tree buffer which clearly distinguishes the two areas.

2.4.2.

Whilst the site is visible from the River Trent footpath, there is no real visual amenity that can be afforded
to the site, it is not integral to the wider green infrastructure network and does little to enhance the setting
of the riverfront and surrounding buildings to warrant this protection.

2.4.3.

In addition, the site does not fulfil the qualities associated with such a designation as per the criteria listed
within Policy LP23. The site is not locally significant or of special character. The northern part of the site is
overgrown in parts and is currently only used for grazing horses. The site is not accessible to the public
for recreational use.

2.5.

The Estate considers there is adequate open space of this nature within Gainsborough and the
immediate area and indeed surplus sites of higher quality open space available elsewhere.

2.5.1.

Measured against the aims of CORE 9, it is considered that the designation should be removed from the
land at Horsley Road.
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3.

Conclusions

3.1.1.

The designation of Horsley Road as IOS within the CLLP is unsound for the following reasons:





Positively prepared and Consistent with National Policy: The designation of Horsley Road as
IOS is not based on up-to-date evidence and it has not been robustly assessed for its value or
contribution to the wider area. Without this, the plan is hindering sustainable sites from coming
forward for housing development and is therefore inconsistent with the aims of the Framework and
the aims of achieving sustainable development.
Justified: There is insufficient, proportionate and robust evidence to support the proposed
designation of IOS at Horsley Road in the plan.
Effective: It is unlikely that the IOS designation at Horsley Road can be robustly defended against
the criteria based policy, so we would question whether the allocation is effective.

How can the CLLP Allocations document be amended to ensure soundness?
3.2.1.

In order for the CLLP Allocations Document to be found sound, the following amendments are necessary:


Ensure that the Plan has sufficient flexibility to adapt to change (NPPF, paragraph 14) by removing
the IOS designation from those parcels of land, such as Horsley Road, where the designation no
longer applies, which as clearly outlined in this representation, does not perform an important open
space function.
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Appendix 1 – Site Plan Horsley Road
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Appendix 2 – Core 9 Topic Paper
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WEST LINDSEY LOCAL PLAN FIRST REVIEW (2001-2016)

LOCAL PLAN PUBLIC INQUIRY

TOPIC PAPER
POLICY CORE 9 – RETENTION OF
IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES AND
FRONTAGES

Anthony B Northcote Dip.TP Dip.URP MA IPSM ACMI MRTPI
Development Policy Manager
West Lindsey District Council
15th November 2004

TOPIC PAPER
POLICY CORE 9 – RETENTION OF IMPORTANT OPEN
SPACES/FRONTAGES

POLICY CORE 9 – RETENTION OF IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES/FRONTAGES

Within settlements development will not be permitted:

i.

On the areas of open character to remain undeveloped as shown
on the proposals map;

ii.

Where it will adversely affect the open character or important
feature of a protected frontage as shown on the proposals map;

iii.

On other areas of open space/character within settlements not
identified on the proposals map, where this would adversely
affect the character of the street-scene or settlement or lead to a
cramming effect within a settlement.

1.0

Introduction

1.1

The purpose of this Topic Paper is to provide background information
concerning Policy CORE 9 in the West Lindsey Local Plan First
Review. As such it will inform debate at the Local Plan Inquiry on this
issue.

1.2

Firstly the context within which the policy was formed will be explained
in terms of the National, Regional and Strategic planning guidance
relevant to the policy area.

1.3

It is then intended to examine the reasoning behind Policy CORE 9 and
why the Local Authority considers this policy to be an important
element of the overall Local Plan strategic framework for West Lindsey.

2.0

Key Policy Objectives

2.1

Policy CORE 9 of the West Lindsey Local Plan Review seeks to ensure
that important open spaces and frontages within the settlements of the
district will be protected from development and retained in order to

protect and enhance the character and appearance of the settlements
within the district.

3.0

The Wider Policy Context
Government Planning Policy

3.1

Paragraph 49 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 (Housing) comments
on sustainable residential environments and notes that Local
Authorities should promote a greener residential environment.

3.2

One of the key principles of Planning Policy Statement 7 (Sustainable
Development in Rural Areas) is the effective protection and
enhancement of the environment. This policy statement also notes
that one of the Governments objectives is set out as being the
promotion of sustainable development that enhances local
distinctiveness and the intrinsic qualities of the countryside.

3.3

Paragraph 3.2 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 12 (Development
Plans) states that development plans should contain policies in respect
of the conservation of the natural beauty and amenity of land.
Paragraph 4.4 of this guidance comments on the environmental
considerations that Local Authorities should take account of, these
include; the need to sustain the character and diversity of the
countryside, the impact of development on landscape quality and
policies designed to secure the conservation and enhancement of the
natural beauty and amenity of land.

3.4

The Annex to Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 (Planning for Open
Space, Sport and Recreation) notes that Local Authorities should
recognise that areas of open space, even if not accessible by the
public, can be important as a visual amenity or as a positive element in
the landscape.
Regional Planning Policy

3.5

Regional Planning Guidance for the East Midlands (RPG8) was
adopted in January 2002. One of the aims of RPG8 is to actively
conserve and creatively manage the natural resources and cultural
assets of the East Midlands, of which West Lindsey is a part.

3.6

Chapter 5 is concerned the Natural and Cultural Resources and Policy
29 of this guidance relates to the protection and enhancement of
natural and cultural assets, including individual features, special sites
and landscapes.

Lincolnshire Structure Plan
3.7

The Lincolnshire Structure Plan Deposit Draft was published in April
2004. Paragraph 9.2 of the Structure Plan comments that a significant
component of any built environment is the open spaces within it.

3.8

The Structure Plan goes on to note in paragraph 9.7 that Local Plans
can identify sites on road frontages that are to be protected from
development because of the contribution they make to the character
and quality of the local environment. It comments that in this way the
objective of avoiding new development on open space within
settlements at the expense of the environment can be avoided.

4.0

The Local Plan Process
West Lindsey Adopted Local Plan

4.1

The West Lindsey Local Plan was Adopted in April 1998, it had a plan
period of 1993 – 2001. Within the Adopted Local Plan, Policy ENV 13
covers the designation of important open features within the district.
The policy notes that: ‘Planning permission will not normally be granted
for development; on important open spaces or where it will adversely
affect the open character or important feature of a protected frontage.

4.2

These designated areas were located within settlements throughout
the district and are annotated on the proposals maps by either; a thick
orange line for a ‘protected frontage’ or orange hatched areas for ‘open
character to be retained’.

4.3

Areas of the district are still considered to be under great pressure from
development proposals and without some form of protection this
piecemeal erosion will have a substantive detrimental impact on the
character of the areas concerned. It was therefore decided to carry
many of the protected areas designations forward into the Local Plan
First Review – First Deposit Draft, as well as adding additional ones, in
order to ensure that settlement character is retained.
West Lindsey Local Plan First Review

4.4

The First Deposit Draft was published for public consultation in
September 2003. Policy CORE 9 is very similar to the Adopted Plan
policy for protected open spaces/frontages. However, criterion (iii) of
CORE 9 notes that not all areas worthy of protection of identified on the
proposals maps and this policy will therefore be a potential
consideration on any windfall or infill application submitted.

4.5

A total of 78 representations were received in respect of Policy CORE
9 when the First Deposit was consulted upon, of these a total of 6

representations received were in support of the policy. Details of the
representations are included at Appendix 1.
4.6

The Revised Deposit Draft was published for public consultation in
September 2004. Policy CORE 9 remained the same as in the first
plan, however some of the supporting text was added to in order to
ensure clarity and a total 5 revisions were made to settlement inset
maps in respect of open spaces/frontages. No additional
representations were received to Policy CORE 9 at the Revised
Deposit Draft stage.
A total of 15 representations have been
unconditionally withdrawn from the Public Inquiry process by
representees, who submitted them at the First Deposit stage.

5.0

Policy Justification

5.1

The District of West Lindsey is rural in nature and has a relatively
dispersed settlement pattern, it has three towns and numerous villages
and small hamlets contributing to its built form. The current strategy of
the Local Plan Review is the regeneration of the three market towns
and these are therefore the focus of development. The larger
settlements are also the location of some development as they have
services and facilities to sustain a reasonable level of new residents. A
total of nearly 70 greenfield sites were de-allocated as part of the Local
Plan Review process. Yet there is still an oversupply of housing land
when measured against Regional and County level housing figures for
the district. Due to this lack of housing land requirement, development
in the rest of the district particularly windfall and infill proposals will be
tightly restricted and proposals which do come forward will be fully
considered against the criterion based policies within the plan.

5.2

This restriction on the amount of allocated housing land in the district
means that increased pressure is likely to be placed on the small
spaces and gaps within the settlements. There has been a substantial
increase in the level of windfall and infill housing proposals coming
forward as a result of policy and economic changes. In many cases
this has had a detrimental effect on the character and appearance of
some of the settlements within the district. The Local Authority
considers it crucial that change to the environment is managed
responsibly in order to ensure the retention or enhancement of the
environmental qualities which make the landscape of West Lindsey so
special.

5.3

The Local Authority considers the open spaces within a settlement to
be just as important as the buildings which surround them. Often it is
the gaps and open aspects within a settlement which give it a unique
character and attractive spatial form. Spaces between buildings
provide welcome breaks in the street scene and in some instances
allow views of the surrounding open countryside to be enjoyed from the
main built up core of the settlement. This provides an aesthetically

pleasing environment not only for those living within the settlement but
also for visitors to the district, or even those just passing through.
5.4

These small spaces and gaps in settlements are being constantly
eroded by development which ultimately changes the character of the
streetscene and the wider area. In order to ensure the retention of the
distinct character of the district and to prevent development cramming
within the settlements of West Lindsey it was decided to carry forward
policy ENV 13 from the Adopted Plan, and this resulted in Local Plan
Policy CORE 9.

5.5

Policy CORE 9 is not just a stand alone policy but plays an important
role in supporting the strategic framework of the Local Plan Review.
Policy CORE 9 links through to the housing windfall and infill policies,
namely STRAT 4, STRAT 5, STRAT 6, STRAT 7 and STRAT 8. A
common criterion which runs through all of these policies states that:
Proposals permitted will be subject to the following criteria: c. The site
doesn’t represent a significant open space or gap important to the form
of the settlement or to the street scene.
This criterion supports the view reiterated in CORE 9, which notes that
not every area of important open space or frontage within the district
has been designated on the proposals maps. Those that are
designated on the inset maps are considered to be those sites within
the district most at risk of development pressure or are those whose
contribution to the streetscene and/or village character is the greatest.
However, there will be other areas of open space/frontage within
settlements which add to or enhance the character of the area where
development may be considered to have a detrimental impact if
allowed. In cases of this type, where there is no specific designation
on an area which comes forward for development, the importance of
the windfall/infill plot as an important open space or frontage within the
settlement will be a consideration of the planning decision making
process.

5.6

Policy CORE 9 states that:
Within settlements development will not be permitted:
(i)
On the areas of open character to remain undeveloped as
shown on the proposals map;
(ii)
Where it will adversely affect the open character or important
feature of a protected frontage as shown on the proposals map;
(iii)
On the other areas of open space/character within settlements
not identified on the proposals map, where this would adversely
affect the character of the street-scene or settlement or lead to a
cramming effect within a settlement.

5.7

Areas of designated open space are annotated on the maps with a
solid orange colour.
The areas within settlements which are
designated under Policy CORE 9 vary from village to village depending
on the character of the settlement. The aim of the policy is to retain

these important areas as undeveloped open spaces regardless of their
location or current use.
5.8

The village of Fiskerton for example has five areas of protected open
space. All are different in terms of what and how they contribute to the
character to the settlement, but all are equally important and worthy of
retention. The village of Fiskerton has quite a densely built settlement
form and as a Primary Rural Settlement has open areas which are
perceived to be at risk from development pressure. The largest
designated area is on the south western side of the village and consists
of the playing field area between Chapel Road and High Street. This is
not only an important community facility but also gives a welcome
break to the built form on this side of Chapel Road. Another area of
designated open space is in front of The Crescent, this acts as a green
space in the centre of the village and breaks up the built footprint in this
location. Other areas have also been identified for protection within the
settlement boundary of the village giving a clear indication to anyone
viewing the inset map that development is not permitted in these
locations.

5.9

The other designation within this policy is the protected open frontage;
this is annotated on the maps as a thick dark orange line. The
settlement of Saxilby as an example is a large village with a built up
settlement form and limited areas of open space. A protected frontage
has been designated at the northern end of the village at the corner of
Church Road and Mill Lane. This designation covers a very open
corner aspect in what is otherwise a well built up development form, as
one of the only remaining open frontages in this part of the settlement it
is considered to be important to facilitate its retention.

5.10

The character of settlements is strongly influenced by what can be
seen from the surrounding roads and footpaths. It is often an open
frontage or a feature, such as a brick wall or hedge, which contributes
to the pleasant visual impact of the street scene. Unlike the protected
open spaces designation the protected frontage designation does not
preclude any future development of the site. The aim of the protected
frontage is to ensure that should any development proposals come
forward for the site, account has to be taken of the important frontage
and its retention has to be incorporated into the layout of any scheme
proposed for the site.

6.0

Conclusion

6.1

The targets for housing development within the District from a Regional
and County perspective have resulted in a housing strategy in the
Local Plan Review which is restrictive in nature. This will exacerbate
the issues relating to development coming forward on infill and windfall
sites within settlements as prospective developers search for potential
housing land within the district. In order to ensure that the rural nature

and unique character of West Lindsey settlements is not compromised
by development proposals the Council considers it important to ensure
that not every piece of land or area of open character is seen as a
potential building plot. It is hoped that in this way when residential
proposals do come forward consideration will be given to the impact
that developing an open area or frontage within a settlement will have
on its overall character. The Council considers that the policy is
justified in order to protect the rural nature and character of settlements
within the district from future development pressures.

APPENDIX 1
Representation
Number
11881
12929
12947
12354
12391
11309
11285
12297
12836
11388
11833
11566
11857
12002
11706
11495
12294
12885
12295
12038
12021
12001
11821
11820
12299
11585
11145
11766
11392
11674
11682
11311
11804

Objector Name

Object/Support

Withdrawn

Mr & Mrs A Hall (0347)
Mrs S Turner (0634)
Property Services
(WLDC) (0674)
Sudbrooke Parish
Council (0471)
Dunholme Parish
Council (0237)
G Bardsley (0118)
J R Owens (0104)
Brocklesby Estate
(0369)
Allison Homes Eastern
Ltd (0391)
Church Commissioners
for England (0160)
Wymead Properties
Ltd (0327)
Thonock & Somerby
Estate (0210)
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Assessment
5.5.1
The supporting text to the Policy sets out its aim well, within a
context of relevant higher order policy guidance. It justifies a protective
approach to the retention of existing facilities, as a means of helping to
secure the economic viability of the District’s towns and villages.
5.5.2
At the same time, redevelopment possibilities are acknowledged, to
meet the concerns as to over-supply and sterilisation of land better put to
other use. The measure’s negative form is clear and appropriate to its
function.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.6

CORE 06 – ROADSIDE SIGNAGE
Objection
0461/12210

Mrs F Forgham GOEM

Objection issue:
•

Policy reference to other control regime inappropriate.

Assessment
5.6.1
The wording does indeed fall foul of the principle that a Policy should
articulate a self contained system of control, not manifestly incorporating or
dependent on assessment by reference to any other scrutiny or control
system. The difficulty could easily be resolved, and should be, by removal
of the offending Policy text.
5.6.2
I leave it for the Council’s consideration whether an informative
reference should instead be added to the supporting text. I do not see that
as in any way critical to the operation of the Policy.
Recommendation - I recommend that Policy CORE 06 of the Plan be
modified by deleting “in accordance with relevant considerations in
Appendix B to Circular 5/92”.
5.7

CORE 09 – IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE AND FRONTAGES
Objections
0160/11392
0208/11495
0210/11566
0235/11631
0346/11857
0391/12836
0399/11977
0461/12211

Church Commrs
English Nature
Thonock & Somerby Est
Lincolnshire CC
Land and Devt Cons
Allison Homes
Mr R W Belton
Mrs F Forgham GOEM

Objection issues:
•

Policy inflexible. Provide for limited development where overall
public gain ensuing. Qualify Policy with “normally”.
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•

Acknowledge value of all green spaces, not just those which “make
an important contribution to the character and appearance of a
settlement.”

•

Clarify that school playing fields are not public open space, since no
unrestricted right of access.

•

Sub-para (iii) inappropriate addition. Policy should relate only to
Plan designated areas, to accord with PPG 12, Annex A.

•

Plan should indicate commitment to carry out comprehensive
assessment of open space provision needs, as PPG 17.

•

Negative Policy.

Assessment
5.7.1
The Policy reflects a creditable aim of the Council to ensure that
restricting development outside settlements is not, as a corollary, taken to
sanction the acceptability of locating new buildings anywhere within the
body of a developed area. Retaining those elements of open frontage and
spaces which are so located, and which complement the prevailing building
pattern and enhance its character, is to be secured.
5.7.2
In this light, site specific considerations will often be of real
relevance. The Plan helpfully designates many of these open elements seen
as making a key contribution to the Policy aim, in different localities.
However, that does not, in my judgement, obviate the need for the criteria
based control also envisaged in the Policy, to be applied to development
proposals where no areas have been highlighted for specific protection.
5.7.3
The areas to be taken into account when assessing a proposal will
vary greatly in size, and their potential importance may not be
ascertainable until asesssed in the context of a particular development
scheme. That is not to say that the Policy might function arbitrarily. Its
aim and parameters are clearly set out, and can be applied in a measured
and consistent fashion.
5.7.4
It follows from this analysis that the Policy is not concerned, and
should not be, to provide general protection for all green spaces. This is a
more basic principle to which other parts of the Plan show an adequate
commitment. Similarly, issues of accessibility to school playing fields do not
arise.
5.7.5
Nor do I regard the Policy as unduly inflexible. It has a firm and
positive aim, as I have indicated, but its application will necessarily entail
assessing the degree of harm, if any, to landscape and settlement character
which might arise from proposed development. No further qualifications,
savings or exemptions are necessary. To introduce any would weaken too
much the force of the measure.
5.7.6
CORE 09 does have some overlap with the advice in PPG 17. I do
not agree with the Council that the PPG guidance is concerned only with the
provision of recreation facilities. The amenity value of open space in itself is
also addressed.
5.7.7
However, the Plan Policy does have a rather different focus which I
consider warrants separate treatment. It should not substitute for the need
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to assess comprehensively the open space needs of a village community,
but that is not the same as identifying which open land materially
contributes to a settlement’s character and structure.
5.7.8
In summary, I find the Policy wholly justified in its aim and
proposed form. I consider below, in relation to specific sites the subject of
objection, how the Plan proposes to apply the measure.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.8

CORE 09 – IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, BARDNEY
Objection
0448/12038

British Sugar

Objection issue:
•

Designation of former Factory Sports Club not justified by role of
site.

Assessment
5.8.1
I found this site not of significance as an open space. Views of it are
very limited from within the settlement, and it is not integral to the layout
of surrounding development, which is generally oriented away from the
area. And the clubhouse across the front of the land, excluded from the
designation, tends to dominate the whole site, diminishing any value which
might otherwise attach to the land at the rear of it.
5.8.2

The proposed designation is unjustified.

Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land at the former
British Sugar Factory Sports Club, Bardney.
5.9

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, BISHOP NORTON
Objections
0324/11799
0324/11801

M Ardron
M Ardron

Objection issue:
•

Areas incorrectly drawn.

Assessment
5.9.1
In default of any explanation by the objector of what are the
suggested inaccuracies, I have no reason not to support the Plan
designations.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
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5.10

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, BLYTON
Objection
0206/11450

Mr M Granger

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land between Kirton Road and Rustic Lane.

Assessment
5.10.1 This is a flat rectangular grassed area of land of some 0.37 ha,
wholly surrounded by residential curtilages. It has not been provided as
amenity land in connection with the adjoining development, almost all of
which faces outwards, away from it, nor does it serve to offer any real
visual amenity from the rear faces of the dwellings in question.
5.10.2 Most have solid, high rear curtilage boundaries, often with
substantial tree cover, indicating generally the lack of any desire to take
advantage of the possibility of outlook over the land. This might well accord
with the perception that the area is one of overall dense building cover,
where the presence of the open objection site is almost accidental. Nor is
the land open to any view from beyond these enclosing dwellings.
5.10.3 In the circumstances, my judgement is that the designation is
unmerited, since the land serves no significant open space function, and is
not to be supported.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land between
Kirton Road and Rustic Lane, Blyton.
5.11

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, BROOKENBY
Objection
0286/11706

Sun (Binbrook) Ltd

Objection issue:
•

Designation wrongly applied to sites at southern end of York Road,
and generally in Brookenby.

Assessment
5.11.1 The objector’s general criticisms of CORE 09 raise issues in the
nature of those I have already considered in my Policy assessment, above.
I add only, for further emphasis, that the Policy need not presuppose
adoption of the areas it designates. Maintenance and use of the identified
sites, including the degree of their accessibility to the public, will not usually
be relevant to their role, provided they remain undeveloped.
5.11.2 On the site specific aspect, it does indeed appear that the
development of the two sites in question, though relatively recent, actually
precedes the Plan’s base date, and accordingly they should not have been
proposed for designation. I shall recommend accordingly. Beyond that, the
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designated areas and frontages are integral to the overall pattern of
development and spaces in Brookenby and are to be supported.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of the two most
southerly sites at York Road, Brookenby the subject of objection
0286/11706.
5.12

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, BURTON
Objection
0231/11604

Mr G Hickmore

Objection issue:
•

Designate Fen Lane frontages on approach to village.

Assessment
5.12.1

The RDD meets the FDD objection.

Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.13

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, CHERRY
WILLINGHAM
Objection
0020/12510

Lindsey Securities

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land at Rudgard Avenue not justified, and not in
accordance with Policy intention.

Assessment
5.13.1 I agree with the objector that, on the plain wording of the Policy,
where a settlement is given defined boundaries in the Plan, CORE 09 cannot
be applied outside those boundaries. Any other interpretation would be
quite illogical and open to challenge. However, since that is not the
substantive issue raised in this objection, I shall make no recommendation
here on the general point, which is for the Council’s further consideration.
5.13.2 The objection site is a wedge of open land fringed on two adjoining
sides by village development, leaving out of account the railway bounding
the more northerly of those two sides, and located generally very near the
village’s main shopping area. It is nonetheless plainly open land not
functionally associated with adjoining uses, and beyond its third side opens
out the broader rural setting of Cherry Willingham. On the approach
adopted by the Plan the land should thus, in my judgement, be excluded
from the settlement.
5.13.3 I find, however, that it serves no significant open space function.
The land is not open to significant public view, and is screened from
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adjoining dwellings by high hedge and tree lines. The layouts of those
neighbouring areas do not in any way presuppose the retention of the site
as open land. Rather the fact that it remains in that condition appears to be
quite accidental and without planning justification.
5.13.4 In all these circumstances, I would not support the proposed CORE
09 designation, even if I were of the view that the wording of the Policy
would sanction the possibility of such a designation.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land at Rudgard
Avenue, Cherry Willingham.
5.14

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, DUNHOLME
Objections
0237/12391
0237/12392
0419/12005

Clerk Dunholme PC
Clerk Dunholme PC
Dunholme RC

Objection issues:
•

Designate various sites, as specified.

•

Dunholme PC needs land to continue long term plans to provide
more leisure facilities.

Assessment
5.14.1 The function of a CORE 09 designation is to identify areas or
frontages which are structurally important, in their open state, for the
character and appearance of the settlement where they are located. In
other words, they form an integral part of the pattern of development and
related spaces which determines the fundamental atributes of the whole
built form.
5.14.2 Measured against this test, excluded are the categories of land
which has recreational value without making the contribution detailed
above, large areas of open land which whilst having amenity value in
themselves are not part of the whole pattern referred to, and small pieces
of land insufficent in size or in the wrong position to make an impact on the
broader scene.
5.14.3 These are generalities but they emphasise the need for selectivity in
proposing designations. Whilst the objectors have plainly been industrious
in seeking to identify all areas of open land in Dunholme, designation should
be on a much more sparing basis. I am satisfied of the soundness of the
Council’s approach, and no additions are justified.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.15

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, EAST FERRY
Objection
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0622/12689

Mrs A Pettitt

Objection issue:
•

Designate two sites south of East Ferry Sewer subject to charitable
trust.

Assessment
5.15.1 Although these sites may have a significant legal status, they do not
meet the key planning test, for CORE 09 protection, of having structural
importance, as open space, for a settlement of which they are part.
Together they constitute a large area of open field adjoining, but clearly
beyond, the linear built form of East Ferry. Designation would, therefore,
be misplaced.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.16

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, FILLINGHAM
Objection
0287/11710

W & A C Rose

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land south of the High Street inappropriate.

Assessment
5.16.1 In its present open condition, I found this land not to be a necessary
element in the prevailing local pattern of building and open spaces, so as to
warrant CORE 09 designation.
It is not particularly prominent, the
surrounding development is not intense, and in this small village, there is
nothing to destroy the sense of the imminence of the adjoining countryside.
5.16.2 The impression to be gained, I have to say, is rather of an area of
land unaccountably, to the uninformed observer, omitted from the estate
development to the rear which is accessed through it.
5.16.3 In this respect, I find it somewhat naïve of the Council to assert the
potential role of the land as a village green serving the adjoining houses.
This is somewhat inconsistent with their grant of planning permission, now
lapsed, for housing development on the site. I also found the orientation
and layout of the houses to the rear such that they derive little benefit from
the openness of the objection land.
5.16.4 I note, too, my colleague’s conclusion in the appeal decision drawn
to my attention, that further development need not harm the amenities of
neighbouring residents. The designation is unjustified.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land south of the
High Street, Fillingham.
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5.17

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, FISKERTON
Objection
0160/11388

Church Commrs

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land east of Manor Farm inappropriate.
space, built on partly.

Not open

Assessment
5.17.1 I am satisfied of the value to the village character and appearance
of the area the subject of the proposed designation. In its undeveloped
natural state it serves as a visual focal point in an otherwise quite densely
developed settlement. I found it has no buildings to interfere with the
sense of openness it creates, and designation is wholly justified.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.18

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, GAINSBOROUGH
Objections
0467/12310
0674/12944
0675/12952

Chestnut Homes
West Lindsey DC
Mr A W Jenkins

Objection issues:
•

Designations at Dunstall Walk and south of G10 not merited.

•

Designate woodland area of G8.

Assessment
5.18.1 The RDD seeks to meet the objection in respect of the G8 housing
allocation. PIC 003 would add a useful qualification, and I recommend in its
favour elsewhere.
5.18.2 As to the area between Dunstall Walk and Thorndike Way, this
represents a welcome green finger fringing the northerly side of the main
road and reaching towards the body of central development in the town. It
provides a setting and some relief for the housing area to the north.
5.18.3 This open land is a key structural element in the pattern of uses in
the vicinity, with an importance which will be emphasised as the nearby
commercial development of G(E)2 becomes a more dominant feature of the
landscape. Its integrity should not be breached.
5.18.4 The land south of G10 is beyond, but adjoining, the southern limit of
Gainsborough’s built form east of Lea Road which that implemented
allocation represents. The ground rises to the ridge boundary of the broad
open countryside to the east designated as AGLV.
5.18.5 The site is generally featureless, open only to limited public views,
and contributes little of amenity value to its surroundings. My judgement is
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that in its current undeveloped state, it makes no positive contribution to
the visual benefit or character of the pattern of open and built land in the
neighbourhood and the relationship between them. It has no relevance for
the integrity of the AGLV.
5.18.6 In this sense, its condition is, so to speak, accidental.
It is
testament only to the fact that in current circumstances Gainsborough’s
outward growth of development must be checked at the limit of G10 for
sound strategic reasons. I do not consider that the harm which CORE 09
seeks to avoid would occur were the policy circumstances different, and
were they to present no obstacle to releasing the site for development.
5.18.7

I shall recommend accordingly.

Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land south of
allocation G10, Gainsborough.
5.19

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, GLENTHAM
Objection
0014/11145

G A Coles

Objection issue:
•

Land east of Caenby Road not of significance to warrant designation.

Assessment
5.19.1 Development along Caenby Road is so limited, consisting only of a
small scattering of buildings or groups of buildings, that in effect the unbuilt
areas to be seen are either part of, or at least contiguous with, the wider
countryside. The concept of lengths of open frontage, specifically that the
subject of the objection, within the settlement and meriting protection, is
misplaced. Designation is unwarranted.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land east of
Caenby Road, Glentham.
5.20

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, GLENTWORTH
Objection
0674/12947

West Lindsey DC

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land at Elizabeth Close.

Assessment
5.20.1 This is an area of open land which is not a prominent feature of the
village, nor does it have amenity value for dwellings in proximity. It is not
an integral part of a housing layout, and overall simply gives the impression
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that its undeveloped state is accidental.
misplaced.

The proposed designation is

Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land at Elizabeth
Close, Glentworth.
5.21

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, GREAT LIMBER
Objections
0369/12297
0369/12299

Brocklesby Estate
Brocklesby Estate

Objection issue:
•

Protection for frontage land unnecessary.
protection sufficient.

Conservation Area

Assessment
5.21.1 The RDD reinstates the existing Plan’s GL3 allocation, the frontage
of which this CORE 09 designation would protect. This is a wooded site
which is a key feature of the village, and protection of the frontage of
mature trees seems to me desirable and properly within the scope of this
Policy. The housing allocation if anything strengthens the need.
5.21.2 There is an overlap with Conservation Area control, but an omission
to apply CORE 09 might be seen as detracting from the importance of
retaining the frontage in its undeveloped state. The designation is justified.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.22

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, HEMSWELL
Objection
0311/12295

Clerk Hemswell PC

Objection issue:
•

Meadow adjoining H5.

Assessment
5.22.1

The RDD meets this FDD objection.

Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.23

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, KEELBY
Objections
0098/11278
0508/12434

Mr J Hodson
Mr O Bierley
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Objection issue:
•

Land off Riby Road.

Assessment
5.23.1 This is open land without public access, which effectively brings the
rural setting to the east of Keelby into the built up area of the village. It
partly circumscribes the dense modern estate development to its south,
separating that area from much of the older, more traditional building to the
north.
5.23.2 It provides relief from the adjoining development, particularly to the
south, and contributes to the village character. That is not to say that the
whole of the open area could not accommodate some limited development.
Its frontage to Riby Road is not of visual significance, rather it is the wedge
effect of the rear part, linking to the countryside, which is key to its role.
5.23.3 However, that would be for consideration if a detailed application
were to be submitted, especially in circumstances where I have taken the
view that any Plan housing allocation would be misplaced. There is,
therefore, no overriding reason not to support the CORE 09 designation as
proposed.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.24

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, KETTLETHORPE
Objection
0325/11812

Clerk Kettlethorpe PC

Objection issue:
•

Designate land as important open feature on approach to village
which should be kept free of ribbon development.

Assessment
5.24.1 The objection site is open land of significant size to the north of the
settlement. It is simply part of the rural setting and has no more specific
relevance to the prevailing building pattern. CORE 09 would have no role to
play in keeping this land open, whether or not local plans to provide a
community centre at the Lincoln Lane junction can be progressed.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.25

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, LAUGHTERTON
Objection
0268/11686

Mr & Mrs Hill

Objection issue:
•

Designation of frontage of land off Kettlethorpe Road.
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Assessment
5.25.1 This undeveloped frontage has a key location at an entrance to the
village, helping to provide an attractive setting for its more concentrated
area of building. The designation is justified.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.26

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, LEA
Objections
0141/11367
0141/11658

Mr J L Iredale
Mr J L Iredale

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land at Willingham Road.

Assessment
5.26.1 This is a significant length of open frontage to the south of
Willingham Road visually linked to a wider expanse of attractive countryside
forming part of Lea Park. It provides a contrast with and relief from the
close knit development of the village mainly beyond the opposite road
frontage.
5.26.2 I do not agree that the land should be regarded as an infill plot.
Frontage development to this side of the road, where there is any, is in
looser form, and the objection site is itself part of a longer stretch which
cannot be described as continuously built up. The proposed designation is
justified.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.27

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, LISSINGTON
Objection
0269/11682

Mr M Fox

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land at Wickenby Road.

Assessment
5.27.1 I agree with the Council’s assessment that Lissington is
characterised by a pattern of loose frontage development interspersed by
open areas contiguous with the bounding countryside. The site makes a
material contribution to this structure, as a gap to be left between built up
frontage lengths, when allocation Li1 is implemented.
Its frontage
protection is merited.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
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5.28

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, MARKET RASEN
Objection
0119/11311

Mr C T Hall

Objection issue:
•

Designation of land at r/o Anglian Way.

Assessment
5.28.1 This site has been designated following its removal from the
adopted Plan’s MR3 allocation, for flooding risk. This tends to indicate that
it is land of no real intrinsic significance as open space, and that accords
with what I have observed.
5.28.2 There are very limited public vantage points of the site, and bearing
in mind the proximity of a broad tract of open countryside, it provides no
needed relief for nearby residents from any intensely developed
surroundings. The area does not presently have an exclusively urban
character, and the position would not be materially changed with the
development of MR3.
5.28.3 As its history demonstrates, the proposed designation of the site is
substantially due to the accident, in this context, that it may not be
developable. That gives no justification to apply CORE 09, and I shall
recommend accordingly.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land at the rear of
Anglian Way, Market Rasen.
5.29

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, MARTON
Objection
0261/11674

Lincoln Diocesan Trust

Objection issue:
•

Land adjoining 54 High Street.

Assessment
5.29.1 This is open land on the western frontage of the High Street, flanked
on both sides by dwellings. It is near the village church, but separated from
it by buildings and their curtilages.
5.29.2 My assessment is that it gives the appearance of just happening to
be undeveloped, and structurally it makes no contribution to the form of the
village, in that condition. It lends nothing to the setting of the church,
being visually divorced from it. The land is simply a gap in the built up
frontages on both sides of the High Street which achieve a clear termination
a little distance further southwards. So it serves no real function in terms
of preventing the consolidation or extension of ribbon development. The
Policy protection proposed is unmerited.
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Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land adjoining 54
High Street, Marton.
5.30

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, OWMBY BY SPITAL
Objections
0172/11409
0392/11969

Mrs K Rhodes
J H W Neave

Objection issues:
•

Designate whole roadside field at Dairy Farm.

•

Gateway access to field should preclude designation of frontage land
at Dairy Farm.

Assessment
5.30.1 This is simply an area of overgrown open land in a part of the village
where the development form is very loose.
Nowhere is it of such
concentrated depth as to destroy the impression that the countryside is all
around and is represented in a variety of spaces one of which includes the
proposed designation.
5.30.2 In those circumstances, I consider a CORE 09 designation would be
misplaced, either for the whole field in question, or for its road frontage, as
the Plan proposes.
It stretches language to describe it as within a
settlement.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land at Dairy
Farm, Owmby by Spital.
5.31

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, SUDBROOKE
Objections
0471/12354
0471/12355

Clerk Sudbrooke PC
Clerk Sudbrooke PC

Objection issues:
•

Road frontage on Scothern Lane from junction of A158 warrants
designation.

•

Land at junction of Church Lane/Scothern Lane better classified as
woodland under NBE 11.

Assessment
5.31.1 The Council’s opposition to designating the Scothern Lane frontage
is put on the definitive basis that to do so would undermine the Policy
designation which applies within settlements only. That is valid, and the
qualification should apply equally to the land at the junction of Church Lane
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and Scothern Lane, and indeed elsewhere, to land outside settlements. By
definition, the Policy protects open land in settlements.
5.31.2 So I agree with the Parish Council to the extent that the CORE 09
designation for the Church Lane land is unjustified. However, whilst the
land is woodland, NBE 12 is concerned with sites of proven special
importance, rather than with small areas of incidental nature conservation
value, as I would describe this site. So the alternative designation also
would not be justified. I recommend accordingly.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designation under Policy CORE 09 of land at the
junction of Church Lane and Scothern Lane, Sudbrooke.
5.32

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, UPTON
Objections
0109/11337
0170/11407
0251/11659
0509/12520
0526/12514

Upton & Kexby PC’s
Upton Estate
Mrs M Wright
Clerk Kexby PC
Mr G W Stephenson

Objection issues:
•

Insufficient local input.

•

Protection of Cade Lane frontage serves no function.

Assessment
5.32.1 My concern is with the outcome of the Council’s consultation
processes, if any, specifically in relation to the merits of designating a
length of the Cade Lane frontage. With its dense row of trees, I found this
forms an attractive green edge to the built mass of the settlement beyond
the opposite flank of the road. It graces the setting of the development and
is justifiably protected under CORE 09.
Recommendation - I recommend no modification to the Plan.
5.33

CORE 09 - IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE ETC, WADDINGHAM
Objections
0308/11766
0308/12002
0394/11971
0417/12001
0433/12021

L A Doughty
L A Doughty
M Parkin
Mr D Rylatt
Mr A Cavill

Objection issues:
•

Land at Stainton Avenue not of significance.
established residential property.

Simply part of
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•

Designation at Redbourne Road not of significance, no more so than
that attached to any house in settlement.

•

Alteration of status in land at Joshua Way from agricultural to
domestic invalidates designation.

Assessment
5.33.1 I found the designated frontage land at Stainton Avenue of no visual
significance. It is of course an unbuilt length of frontage, but development
generally in the vicinity, and particularly on the road’s northern frontage, is
not so dense as to presuppose any need for open visual relief. The
designation is not justified.
5.33.2 I distinguish the position for Redbourne Road. This designation
relates to a frontage stretch of continuous tree growth providing an
attractive visual setting at an edge of the continuous body of development
on and beyond the opposite road frontage. Its location as a village gateway
is indeed, as the Council suggest, of relevance to its role as an important
frontage. The designation is justified.
5.33.3 The objection site off Joshua Way should not be protected. I saw
that it is indeed part of a domestic curtilage physically separated from the
main open area of the designation south of a public footpath. The integrity
of this justified designation would not be affected by removing the triangle
of curtilage land.
5.33.4 Whilst land ownership is not in itself a vital consideration, I found
this domestic garden contributes no more to openness than might be the
case for any other garden in the district. Its inclusion in the designation
potentially detracts from the credibility of CORE 09.
Recommendation - I recommend that the Plan be modified by
deleting the designations under Policy CORE 09 of land at Stainton
Avenue, Waddingham the subject of objections 0308/11766 and
0308/12002, and land off Joshua Way, Waddingham the subject of
objection 0433/12021.
5.34

CORE 10 – DEVELOPMENT OPEN SPACE AND LANDSCAPING
Objections
0208/11494
0209/11545
0461/12212
0468/12338

English Nature
Rob Lucking RSPB
Mrs F Forgham GOEM
Network Rail

Objection issues:
•

Include specific standards for access to nature.

•

Indicate to what types of development Policy applies.

Assessment
5.34.1 The issue of a comprehensive code for accessibility to nature
facilities is beyond the remit of CORE 10.

