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Issue 1 - Settlement Hierarchy – Policy S1 
 

Q1 – The Settlement Hierarchy Methodology Report states that the categorisation of 

settlements is a continuation of the hierarchy in the existing Central Lincolnshire Local Plan 

(2017). Is this appropriate and justified? If not, what changes are necessary to rectify any 

issues of soundness? 

Yes.  The approach to the settlement hierarchy was found sound in the 2017 Local Plan and the 

approach and resultant situation is not materially different now.  The justification for the approach is 

set out in the Policy S1 Evidence Report (EVR001), with detail about how the policy has been 

successfully performing provided in section 3.   

The approach taken, namely to not include consideration of any facilities present in the villages in 

the hierarchy, means that the provision of new services or facilities or by any facility closures does 

not undermine the application of the hierarchy.  But it is important to note that the presence of 

facilities has been taken into account when assigning housing site allocations to settlements.  

Section 6 of the Evidence Report goes onto clarify the relationship of the settlement hierarchy with 

other policies relating to growth and justifying their collective approach in the plan.  

The approach taken will continue to allow sustainable patterns of growth, aligned to the strategy of 

the plan and also paragraph 105 of the NPPF.  It will allow for sustainable development to occur in 

smaller settlements, aligned to paragraphs 78-80 of the NPPF.  It also allows sufficient flexibility for 

neighbourhood plans to consider the detailed context of individual settlements and apply 

settlement-specific policies and allocations. This is wholly appropriate for the Central Lincolnshire 

context. 

 

Q2 – Is the continued use of settlement size (by dwelling numbers) a reasonable and 

appropriate way of categorising settlements? How were other factors such as services, 

facilities and public transport provision considered? 

Yes.  The approach to the settlement hierarchy has proven to be successful since its introduction 

in the 2017 Local Plan, with development occurring at a sustainable rate but also seeing 

development occur where it is supported by facilities.  It ensures that the settlements higher up in 

the hierarchy, which typically have a greater ability to accommodate larger sites from a landscape 

and townscape character point of view, will be able to accommodate sites that are larger than 

those lower in the hierarchy, as is allowed for in Policy S4.  

Whilst the presence of services and facilities have not been factored into the settlement hierarchy 

(to avoid changes in the availability of such facilities impacting the sustainability of a settlement), 

the Site Allocation Settlement Analysis (STA008) reviewed the presence of facilities in each of the 

villages in Central Lincolnshire, and created a profile for each village.  These profiles were checked 

for accuracy with parish councils in November and December 2019.  This was then used to inform 

decisions on where housing sites should be allocated – settlements with good levels of services, 

facilities and public transport were viewed more favourably for locating allocations than in 

settlements with a poor provision.   

The relationship between this analysis document and a range of related documents are provided in 

paragraph 1.9 of the Settlement Analysis.  This provides a good overview of the information 

collated and how it has been used. 
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Q3 – For smaller settlements, and those with dispersed properties, is the methodology 

described in Core Document ST006 appropriate? Are there any settlements which could (or 

should) be in a different category depending on how properties are counted? 

Yes, this methodology is appropriate.  It allows adequate protection to ensure that development at 

a strategic level is focused on sustainable locations, whilst also allowing some sustainable 

development to occur in villages, appropriate to each village’s size and role. The methodology in 

the Settlement Hierarchy Methodology Report (STA006) was carefully considered and set out to 

ensure that all settlements would be treated consistently and to avoid ambiguity.  The approach 

was tested and tailored at an early stage to ensure it did not result in isolated development in the 

countryside or other unsustainable development.  

There are no settlements that should be in different categories.  It is also important to note that this 

policy, and other policies in the plan (most notably Policy S4), allows substantial opportunities for 

local communities to identify alternative approaches to development within their area through a 

neighbourhood plan.  This will allow for the specific, detailed context of an area to be considered at 

a finer grain, should a local community want to do so, than can realistically be achieved at the 

strategic Central Lincolnshire level. 

 

 

Issue 2 - Levels of Growth – Policy S2 
 

Q1 – What is the Lincoln ‘Strategy Area’ based on and does it remain an appropriate 

geographical area for future growth? 

The Lincoln Strategy Area is defined by travel to work patterns identified in the 2011 Census.  

Given the continued strong links between the settlements within the Lincoln Strategy Area and 

Lincoln itself, it is still an appropriate geographical area to inform the location of future growth. 

 

Q2 – What are the reasons for identifying a Lincoln Strategy Area, but then referring to the 

towns of Sleaford and Gainsborough? 

Policy S2 identifies Gainsborough and Sleaford as important locations where growth will be 

focused because there is a sustainable provision of services, facilities and public transport.  Whilst 

these main towns have some influence over their rural hinterland, they do not have anything like as 

clear travel to work patterns as in the Lincoln Strategy Area and these areas have not been 

specifically mapped. Therefore the policy only refers to the towns and not any wider geography in 

the policy sub-headings.   

The policy does clarify that nearby villages were considered as somewhat of an extension to the 

towns, as they have clear links by virtue of their proximity and connectivity to them.  This has been 

used to inform decisions on housing site allocations in these villages in the plan, as is highlighted 

in the policy. The consideration of villages near to the main towns is set out under Option 3: 

Transport / infrastructure corridor focus, in Chapter 4 of the Growth Options Paper (STA0011.1).  

 

Q3 – Has there been any material change in circumstances since the adoption of the current 

Local Plan relevant to the Lincoln Strategy Area? 

No.  There have been no material changes to circumstances, and it remains an appropriate area to 

inform the strategic distribution of growth.   
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Q4 – If the Lincoln Strategy Area is not an appropriate or justified area to direct the majority 

of new growth towards, what alternative(s) should be used instead? 

The Committee considers the Lincoln Strategy Area to be both appropriate and justified, for 

reasons set out in the response to questions 1 and 3 above, and therefore offers no alternative.  

 

Q5 – How was the split in Policy S2 considered as part of the Local Plan Review? What 

alternatives were tested and why were they discounted? 

The splits in the 2017 Local Plan were based on population within each of the areas with a boost 

given to Sleaford and Gainsborough to promote regeneration and to reflect the opportunities for 

Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs).   

Given that the strategic situation in Central Lincolnshire has not materially changed since the 2017 

Local Plan was adopted, including the majority of employment and services and facilities being 

located within the Lincoln Strategy Area and in the Main Towns, the starting point for this plan 

update was to retain the splits in the adopted plan.  

However, it was also important to reflect on the effects and the deliverability of sites in the 

distribution of growth.  This review is set out in paragraphs 1.34-1.42 of the Growth Options Paper 

(STA011.1).  In Table 1 of the Growth Options Paper it sets out the number of homes built in each 

of the years since the Local Plan was adopted in 2017, sites with outstanding permission, and 

outstanding sites both with and without planning permission (i.e. including allocations in the 

adopted Local Plan which had yet to gain permission at 1 April 2021.  This table is replicated below 

for ease of reference. 

 

Whilst this is just a snapshot, it does show that the distribution is broadly being delivered.  It should 

also be noted that the timings of permissions being granted on SUEs greatly alters the 

percentages. For example, the outstanding with planning permission for Gainsborough includes 

the two SUEs, not all of which is anticipated to be delivered in the plan period, and in the same 

category for the Lincoln Strategy Area the Western Growth Corridor is not included, but has now 

received a grant of permission for up to 3,200 dwellings.  

In the part two assessment of Policy S2 on pages 34-52 in the Sustainability Appraisal 

(STA004.1g), four options were tested for distributing growth. These were: 

1. A policy which continues the approach to distribution in the adopted local plan – based on 
existing population levels, with a focus on the Lincoln Strategy Area (prioritising urban 
regeneration, sustainable urban extensions to Lincoln and settlements which serve, and are 
serviced by Lincoln), and a slight boost to levels for the main towns of Gainsborough and 
Sleaford and nearby villages; 
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2. A policy which delivers more growth to ‘Elsewhere’, i.e., not the Lincoln Strategy Area and 
not the main towns; 

3. A policy which does not actively distribute growth to locations and lets the market decide; 
and 

4. Creation of one or more new settlements. 
 

The reason for selecting the preferred option of maintaining the current approach to distribution is 

set out on pages 51 and 52 of the SA. To summarise the reasons for dismissing alternative 

options: Option 2 was discounted as it would have more negative effects, primarily relating to 

development taking place in more rural areas where there is lesser access to the range and 

services when compared to the preferred option and where there could be a greater impact on 

landscape and the natural environment; Option 3 was discounted as it would create significant 

uncertainty and would impact on investment in services where it could have the greatest impacts; 

and Option 4 was dismissed as, whilst it would have a number of positive effects, it would require 

substantially more investment to deliver than the preferred option and potentially with a greater 

carbon footprint. 

Given the progress made on sites in the adopted 2017 Local Plan which make up the vast majority 

of the planned growth, and as this approach appears to be delivering successfully at this time, and 

as the situation has not materially changed since 2017 with the majority of services and facilities 

located at the main urban areas, the preferred option was to maintain the split. 

 

 

Issue 3 - Distribution of Development – Policies S2 and S28 
 

Q1 – Does the distribution of development from allocations, commitments and completions 

since the start of the plan period reflect the strategy in Policy S2? 

Yes. The Table below sets out details from the latest housing land supply monitoring.  The 

completions in each of the distribution areas in the past 4 years of the plan period.  It then provides 

the sites with permission and sites that are either allocated in the 2017 Local Plan or are newly 

proposed site allocations in the submitted Local Plan. 

Area 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 Commitments* Allocations* Total %age 

LSA 1,050 1,029 770 842 5,971 10,891 20,553 63.2% 

Gainsboro 80 106 36 118 2,600 162 3,102 9.5% 

Sleaford 149 127 54 59 2,284 757 3,430 10.5% 

Elsewhere 172 276 261 276 2,883 1,564 5,432 16.7% 

Total 1,451 1,538 1,121 1,295 13,738 13,374 32,517 100% 

* Note: the figures in the commitments and allocations columns only include the dwellings expected to be 

delivered within the remaining plan period to 2039/40. 

This shows that the provision from all of these sources are broadly aligned to the overall growth 

delivered, permitted or planned during the plan period. It does show a slight undersupply in 

Gainsborough and Sleaford against the 12% distribution figures, but in each of these locations, 

SUEs are expected to deliver beyond the plan period and may well end up delivering more within it 

when they are fully underway.   

Furthermore, development in villages near to each of these towns which were viewed positively 

because of the proximity and connectivity to the towns are classified as within the elsewhere 

category, whereas these can arguably be considered to contribute to the growth in these towns 

and would therefore make delivery even more closely aligned to the strategic distribution. 
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Q2 – What is the justification for the proportion of new housing directed to smaller, rural 

settlements? Is this sufficient to ensure the long-term sustainability of rural villages beyond 

the Lincoln Strategy Area, Sleaford and Gainsborough? 

Whilst it is right, and consistent with the strategic objectives of this plan, to focus a substantial 

amount of development within and adjacent to the main urban areas, an approach which solely 

seeks to focus development in these locations would not be sustainable or deliverable.  

Firstly, it is highly unlikely that the market would deliver the amount of housing needed if the plan 

focussed growth solely in the urban areas as it would result in a very limited range of housing 

products coming to market in a very limited geography which would not satisfy requirements.  This 

would also make housing in rural areas less affordable as its supply would be reduced.  

Secondly, there would not be enough land available (through the sites that have been submitted to 

the HELAA) to meet the entire needs of Central Lincolnshire in these locations.   

Thirdly, and most importantly, failing to distribute growth around Central Lincolnshire would result 

in a lack of investment in services and infrastructure and would see communities become stagnant 

and lacking diversity, and likely resulting in a worsening ageing population in rural areas without 

younger support networks.  This could also lead to school closures and closures of other facilities if 

their use reduced as a result.  These issues are referenced in paragraphs 4.6-4.7 of the Growth 

Options Paper (STA011.1). 

The NPPF makes it clear in paragraph 79 that housing should be located where it will enhance or 

maintain the vitality of rural communities and identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, 

especially where this will support local services, and the approach taken in this plan is consistent 

with this requirement. It should be noted that spreading too much development in rural areas can 

also be unsustainable as it would result in less-efficient use being made of existing infrastructure 

and would result in less sustainable travel patterns with more carbon being emitted.  These issues 

are picked up in paragraphs 4.12-4.14 of the Growth Options Paper with more detail in relation to 

carbon implications of such an approach being set out in the Climate Change Evidence, Task B: 

Carbon Emissions from Spatial Growth Options report (CLC003).  

It is therefore essential that a balance is struck between ensuring an adequate amount of 

development is located elsewhere, but in the right locations, whilst the focus remains in urban 

areas.  

The approach to policy in this plan, including Policies S1, S3 and S4, and in the site allocations, is 

to actively promote development in urban areas and, to a lesser degree, appropriate development 

in rural communities.  Sites have been allocated to ensure that strategic needs are being met on 

sustainable sites in well-connected and serviced villages, and to ensure there is adequate 

development being distributed across the rural areas.  Beyond this, policies will ensure that smaller 

settlements are not left behind with a criteria-based policy (S4) and by allowing neighbourhood 

plans to review local needs and allocate sites to take account of these localised needs.  

This combined approach strikes the right balance and ensures that there will be adequate 

opportunities for development to occur in rural villages during the plan period.  

 

Q3 – How did the split in Policy S2 determine the scale of new development in each 

settlement? How was it taken into account in allocating new sites? 

The split in Policy S2 did not significantly inform the scale of new development in most locations, 

but for the Lincoln Urban Area, Gainsborough and Sleaford the split did identify that a substantial 

amount of development would be needed in these main urban areas.  Most of the sites in these 

urban areas are already allocated or have permission.  Whilst a positive approach was taken to 
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considering additional allocations on sites that had been promoted, this approach did result in 

relatively few new sites being proposed as allocations in the plan as a result of constraints present 

at the submitted sites. 

Beyond these main urban areas, as is set out in the Growth Options Paper (STA011.1), an 

approach which looked at the services and facilities present in a settlement, and general capacity 

for growth, alongside the specific constraints and opportunities on sites informed the decisions 

about taking these allocations forward.  

This was periodically checked against the overall growth distribution figures to ensure that it would 

broadly correlate, although it should be stressed, that no unsuitable sites were included in the 

allocations in an effort to try and meet these strategic figures.   

 

Q4 – How was the amount of growth determined between settlements in the same tier, for 

example between Large Villages? 

All of the villages in the settlement hierarchy were assessed for their context in the Site Allocations 

Settlement Analysis (STA008). As is set out in section 2 of the document, this included: developing 

an understanding of the number of homes in the village and those recently built; the presence of a 

range of facilities, services and public transport; the relationship with other nearby villages; and 

also some key constraints at the villages.  

The output of this was a profile for each village.  These profiles were sent out to all parish councils 

to review and identify if the information was correct or whether anything required updating.    

This work then produced a summary position for each settlement to inform decisions on whether or 

not to allocate sites in them.  

This information was then overlaid with the work on the specific sites that had been put forward 

from land owners, developers and agents, which included feedback with a number of statutory 

bodies including Environment Agency, Natural England, Historic England, the Highways Authority, 

and more.  The full details of these consultations are contained in the Residential Allocations 

Report (HOU002a).   

All of this information fed into consideration of the sites, worked through on a settlement-by-

settlement basis to consider not only the merits and issues with individual sites, but also of the 

wider settlement.  Once this was completed, the overall provision against the proposed housing 

requirement was considered to ensure that the proposed allocations would deliver the overall 

housing requirement, broadly aligned to the distribution proposed in Policy S2. 

No direct comparison was made between settlements of the same tier.  However, the relationship 

of growth in nearby villages was considered to ensure that there would be no significant cumulative 

impacts as a result of allocations.  Whilst it is recognised that some settlements at the same level 

of the hierarchy have more development proposed through allocations than others, this was often 

as a result, for the latter, of there being no or limited suitable sites put forward.   

 

Q5 – Is the distribution of growth consistent with paragraph 105 of the Framework, which 

states that significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be 

made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of 

transport modes? 

Yes. Development has been focused on the main urban areas and then in villages with good 

access to facilities or that are well connected to the wider area via public transport.  
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To provide a very brief overview of the distribution by the settlement hierarchy, the table below sets 

out the amount of development proposed from 2022-2040 in each level of the settlement hierarchy. 

Hierarchy level With permission Allocated only Total Percentage 

Lincoln Urban Area and SEQ 1,857 8,884 10,741 39.6% 

Main Towns 4,816 919 5,735 21.2% 

Market Towns 731 398 1,129 4.2% 

Large Villages 4,496 2,366 6,862 25.3% 

Medium Villages 1,034 713 1,747 6.4% 

Small Villages 691 94 785 2.9% 

Hamlets 25 0 25 0.1% 

Countryside 88 0 88 0.3% 

Total 13,738 13,374 27,112 100.0% 

 

This shows that a total of 65% of development is located in Lincoln and the four towns (and 

including the South East Quadrant SUE) where the majority of services, facilities and public 

transport is located. When looking at those sites just allocated in the third column of the table (i.e. 

without planning permission), more than 75% of the dwellings proposed on sites are located in the 

main urban areas. 

As is detailed in the response to other questions, settlements that are either well connected by 

public transport or that have a good range of services and facilities received a greater focus of 

development to ensure best us of these facilities was made.  

 

Q6 – Are there are instances where the distribution of growth is significantly out of 

proportion with the size of a settlement or its role and function in the hierarchy? 

By looking at the latest monitoring and projections for proposed housing allocations in the latest 

trajectory for between 2022 and 2040 (provided as Appendix 1 to the Committee’s Matter 9 

Hearing Statement) and comparing these with the baseline dwelling numbers as at 2018 provided 

in the Settlement Hierarchy Methodology Report (STA006) we can see the percentage increase 

and the dwelling number increase in the settlements.  

This highlights that 105 of the 147 settlements in the hierarchy are projected to increase in dwelling 

numbers by up to 10% based on known sites either with permission or proposed to be allocated in 

the submitted local plan during the remaining plan period  of 2022 and 2040.  

A further 20 settlements are projected to increase in dwellings by between 10% and 20% from 

2022 to 2040, 14 more between 20% and 30%, and 4 settlements projected to grow by 30% to 

40% in this period 19 year period.    

There are then 4 settlements which are projected to increase by a greater percentage between 

2022 and 2040 and these are listed below: 

• Billinghay – 57% increase – this is almost entirely made up of sites allocated in the adopted 
Local Plan with more than half benefiting from some form of planning permission.  

• Hemswell Cliff – 138% increase – this is primarily on two sites, one allocated in the adopted 
Local Plan (which also has outline permission) and one that is also being pursued in the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  This growth is aligned to the Enterprise Zone at Hemswell Cliff. 

• Swinderby – 59% increase – this is almost entirely from a brownfield site that was 
progressed through a community engagement exercise in accordance with Policies LP2 
and LP4 of the adopted Local Plan and has outline permission. 

• Witham St Hughs – 93% increase – this is made up of a major site with permission for more 
than 1,200 dwellings and is a strategic allocation in the adopted Local Plan and is under 
construction. 
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The proportionately higher levels of development at these locations are all justified and have been 

tested through various mechanisms to ensure their suitability. The list of settlements, their baseline 

dwelling number, dwellings projected between 2022 and 2040 and the percentage increase is 

provided at Appendix 1 of this response.  

As such, it is concluded that the distribution of growth is proportionate across Central Lincolnshire, 

but where there is a higher proportion of growth it is fully justified.    

 

Q7 – How does the Plan seek to maximise the use of previously developed, brownfield land 

as required by paragraph 119 of the Framework? 

Where sites have been promoted for allocation in the local plan on brownfield land and these have 

been found suitable when considering wider implications and constraints, they have been viewed 

positively and have been allocated wherever possible. 

Beyond this, the existing policy framework in the adopted Local Plan is supportive of development 

on brownfield land in appropriate locations and so these sites typically come forward and are 

developed without being promoted for allocation in the plan.   

The new Local Plan is equally supportive of development on previously developed land.  Policy S3 

is supportive of proposals within the developed footprint in the Lincoln Urban Area, Main Towns 

and Market Towns, in principle, where such sites would be appropriate subject to taking into 

account the constraints and specific site context. 

Policy S4 is also supportive of development within the developed footprint of the villages further 

down the hierarchy.  Provided such a proposal is of a scale and is otherwise appropriate for the 

settlement this would result in the plan being applied positively to decision making on previously 

developed sites.  

As such the plan is wholly consistent with paragraph 119 of the NPPF.   

  

 

Issue 4 - Housing in the Lincoln Urban Area, Main and Market Towns – Policy S3 
 

Q1 – For development within the Lincoln Urban Area, Main Towns and Market Towns, how 

does Policy S3 differ from the adopted Central Lincolnshire Local Plan? Are the definitions 

of ‘appropriate locations’ and ‘developed footprint’ the same or different? 

The definitions of ‘appropriate locations’ and ‘developed footprint’ are not materially different to 

those in the adopted 2017 Local Plan.  These definitions have been working well since the Local 

Plan was adopted. 

In the adopted Local Plan, the primary policy that guided whether a development would be 

supported within the Lincoln Urban Area, the Main Towns and the Market Towns was Policy LP2. 

In Policy LP2, as well as allocated sites, it clarified that “additional growth on non-allocated sites in 

appropriate locations within the developed footprint of the Lincoln urban area will also be 

considered favourably”.  This approach also applied to the Main Towns.   

For the Market Towns, Policy LP2 clarified that “Most of this growth will be via sites allocated in this 

plan, or appropriate infill, intensification or renewal within the existing developed footprint of Caistor 

and Market Rasen. However, additional growth on non-allocated sites in appropriate locations 
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outside of, but immediately adjacent to, the developed footprint of these market towns may also be 

considered favourably, though these are unlikely to be supported if over 50 dwellings / 2 ha per site 

(whichever is the smaller).” 

Policy S3 now provides greater recognition of the potential for windfall development and 

regeneration opportunities which may arise in all of these locations, as the most sustainable 

locations in Central Lincolnshire. It now offers in-principle support for development at appropriate 

locations within the developed footprint of these urban areas, without any limit to the scale of a 

proposal.  However, clearly the scale of a scheme will be factored in through other policies in the 

plan, such as Policy S53: Design and Amenity and more. 

Policy S3 also offers potential for development proposals on the edge of the urban areas. 

This approach is more positive than in the adopted Local Plan, primarily to recognise the 

sustainability of these settlements and the preference for delivering growth where the need to 

travel will be minimised and where infrastructure and services are more widely available than in 

rural areas.  However, please also see the Committee’s response to Q2 below. 

 

Q2 – Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities how development 

proposals will be considered on sites outside, but immediately adjacent to the developed 

footprint of the Lincoln Urban Area, Main Towns and Market Towns? Is the policy effective? 

On reflection, whilst the principle of this part (i.e. para 2) of Policy S3 is considered appropriate for 

reasons set out under Q1 above, it is accepted that the policy lacks the clarity and certainty as to 

how a decision maker should act, when confronted with a proposal coming forward via this part of 

the Policy. 

As such, the Committee is suggesting that a modification be included, set out below, which would 

have the effect of being clearer to decision makers how they should react to such a proposal, and 

provide clarity for local communities as to what is likely to be approved. The modification does not 

alter the principle, but does narrow the scope as to what might be considered acceptable. 

The suggested modification is as follows: 

“To further bolster supply at the top three tiers of the settlement hierarchy, proposals 

Proposals on sites outside of but immediately adjacent to the developed footprint will be 

considered on their individual merits, but will likely only be approved if it is clearly 

demonstrated that the proposal:  

• Is fully policy compliant, including meeting in full the affordable housing 

provisions set out in Policy S22;  

• Results in no significant harm (such as to landscape, townscape, heritage assets 

and other protected characteristics of the area);  

• Can be suitably serviced with infrastructure;  

• Is closely aligned to and embeds well with an existing well served local 

community;  

• Is of a modest scale and will not result in a significant intrusion into the 

countryside. 

Any such proposal must demonstrate that it will not compromise the delivery of any 

other site allocation set out in either this Plan or any other document comprising the 

Development Plan. against the policies in this Local Plan and any applicable policies in a made 
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neighbourhood plan, and will also take into account the likely impacts of the development 

proposal on the delivery of any site allocations in the development plan.” 

 

Q3 – What is the justification for grouping the Lincoln Urban Area, Main Towns and Market 

Towns together for the purposes of Policy S3? 

Whilst the Lincoln Urban Area is substantially larger than the Main Towns and Market Towns they 

all have similarities.  There is a different character to these locations as a result of their urban 

heritage and the presence of services and facilities around a central location, when compared to 

other, more rural settlements.  

It is considered that the approach in Policy S3 can be applied to all of these locations whilst taking 

account of their different scales and characteristics to ensure that opportunities for sustainable 

development are not unduly hindered by policy restrictions.  It will also ensure that the policy 

framework in the Local Plan will be applied to ensure that unsuitable sites, or sites that risk the 

delivery of the allocations will not be approved.  

 

Q4 – What is the justification for paragraph 2.3.2 which states that “…large sites that are not 

allocated in the plan will typically be limited to those which do not demonstrably delay or 

impact upon the delivery of sites allocated in this plan”. Is this intended as a policy 

requirement, and if so, is it clear what sites it would relate to and it would be considered at 

the planning application stage? 

The Committee accepts (see Q2 above) the lack of clarity in Policy S3, and, if the Inspectors agree 

with the thrust of the Committee’s suggestion under Q2, then paragraph 2.3.2 equally needs a 

modification.  

The Committee suggests the following modification: 

“2.3.2 Beyond these allocations the principle of development of new homes in the Lincoln Urban 

Area, the Main Towns and Market Towns is supported and is also fully aligned to the overall 

strategy of this local plan. Additional development can come forward through allocations in 

neighbourhood plans or through the additional provisions set out in Policy S3 below, which 

supports, in principle, further development coming forward away from specific site 

allocations. For such proposals outside the developed footprint, the Policy makes it clear 

under what circumstances such proposals will likely be considered favourably. applications 

being submitted. However, in order to ensure certainty and avoid market saturation for developers 

of allocated sites, large sites that are not allocated in the plan will typically be limited to those which 

do not demonstrably delay or impact upon the delivery of sites allocated in this plan.  

 

 

Issue 5 - Housing Development in or Adjacent to Villages – Policy S4 
 

Q1 – What is the justification for the size limits in Policy S4 for schemes within the 

developed footprint of Villages? 

Opportunities for large scale development in villages are generally fairly limited (with ‘large’ in the 

context of the rural settlements that this applies to being larger than 10 dwellings, or 5 dwellings in 

Small Villages).  Through the Local Plan process, sites of 10 or more dwellings were considered 
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for allocation in all villages and where they were found to be suitable for development, they have 

been progressed as allocations in the submitted Plan.  

A lower threshold was selected for Small Villages in Policy S3 as the lower boundary for this tier of 

the settlement hierarchy is 50 dwellings and so the 5 dwelling threshold represents 10% of the total 

dwellings in these villages to ensure that any sites allowed through this would not harm the 

character or function of a village.  This is also closely aligned to the threshold in Policy LP2 of the 

adopted Local Plan. 

As such, it is reasonable to place a threshold in these settlements to ensure that any further ‘large’ 

developments will be properly planned for, either in a neighbourhood plan or in a future review of 

the Local Plan. Such an approach is also necessary to provide certainty for communities and 

applicants over what will be acceptable in policy terms and what level of growth is likely to occur in 

these villages.  

Of course there may be exceptional occasions where a ‘large’ site is wholly suitable given the 

specific context.  This is allowed for where the policy states “Proposals on unallocated sites not 

meeting these criteria will not generally be supported unless there are clear material planning 

considerations that indicate otherwise.” 

This approach seeks to find a balance between allowing suitable development to occur in these 

rural locations to help sustain them, whilst allowing adequate protection for the communities and 

not promoting an unsustainable pattern of development. This balance is considered in the 

Sustainability Appraisal (STA004.1g) for Policy S4, on pages 61-69. 

 

Q2 – Is the restriction of residential development to schemes of no more than 10 dwellings 

justified and appropriate in Medium and Large Villages? 

Yes. See the response to question 1 above. 

 

Q3 – What is the justification for allowing some residential development adjacent to the 

Lincoln Urban Area, Main Towns and Market Towns, but not villages, especially Large 

Villages which benefit from a good range of services? 

See the response to issue 4, question 3 which justifies the reason for grouping the towns with the 

Lincoln Urban Area. Villages have developed very differently over time than the towns in Central 

Lincolnshire.  They do not have the same central core and the character is also different in most (if 

not all) cases.  

This policy seeks to treat the villages consistently and fairly and the context and sustainability 

credentials of the villages varies to a far greater degree than in the towns.  Full consideration has 

been given to sites through the allocations process, taking into account the services and facilities 

present and more. Allowing unplanned edge of village sites to come forward would cause great 

concern for these communities and could result in harm to them through overwhelming services, or 

resulting in an unsustainable pattern of growth with greater travel distances.   

The Committee considers that this policy, and the approach taken to allocations, provides the most 

appropriate approach to delivering some housing growth in these rural areas, focused in the 

locations where services and facilities and public transport are available, whilst also protecting the 

rural nature of these locations.  

Future reviews of the Local Plan or neighbourhood plans may also seek to allocate such sites. This 

balanced approach is considered in the Sustainability Appraisal (STA004.1g) for Policy S4, on 

pages 61-69. 
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Q4 – What is the justification for the additional requirements for exception sites under 

Policy S4? 

The additional wording in the policy for exceptions sites is provided to ensure that there is clarity in 

policy for how such sites will be treated, whilst recognising that they are, by their very nature, an 

exception to policy. This is consistent with the PPG which says, “For plan making, local authorities 

and neighbourhood planning qualifying bodies are encouraged to set policies which specify their 

approach to determining the proportionality of First Homes exception site proposals, and the sorts 

of evidence that they might need in order to properly assess this.”1 

 

 

Issue 6 - Development in the Countryside – Policy S5 
 

Q1 – Are the requirements in Policy S5 justified, effective and consistent with national 

planning policy, having particular regard to the requirement to market vacant buildings, 

restrictions on the size of replacement dwellings and the circumstances under which new 

dwellings are permitted? 

Yes, Policy S5 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy.  

Policy S5 is largely brought forward from adopted Local Plan Policy LP55 but with some changes 

to align to the new climate change policies and to provide some additional policy support for 

modernisation of farming practices – a topic which is being championed by the GLLEP through 

promoting and seeking to strengthen the agri-food sector in the Local Industrial Strategy (LIS) 

(ECO009) and through its work on the UK Food Valley Programme.2    

In Part A a) there is a reasonable requirement to ensure that any non-residential use is 

demonstrated to no longer be required for such purpose, before it can be redeveloped for housing 

through a marketing exercise.  This is not considered to be overly onerous but will help ensure that 

any building which has ongoing importance to the local economy or community is not lost.  This is 

carried forward from the adopted Local Plan and is an important element to ensure the ongoing 

sustainability of rural communities. 

Part B d) seeks to ensure that any replacement dwelling is of a “similar size and scale to the 

original dwelling”.  This does allow for some expansion and for reconfiguration, but will help to 

ensure that there are no significant landscape impacts arising from the replacement of a dwelling 

and that the countryside doesn’t end up losing smaller homes which contribute to a varied housing 

stock in the rural area. This is also carried forward from the adopted Local Plan and it is considered 

to allow adequate flexibility for the replacement of dwellings whilst providing adequate protection 

from potential impacts from development. 

Part D relates to new dwellings in the countryside and provides a set of conditions that must be 

satisfied in order to satisfy this policy requirement.  The strategy of this plan is one of sustainable 

development focused in urban areas, with managed growth taking place in rural areas – primarily 

in villages, but also allowing some infill in hamlets.  This provides ample opportunity to deliver 

housing in rural areas to meet needs.  The Committee does not wish to promote unsustainable 

patterns of growth with isolated dwellings being built in the countryside and this is consistent with 

paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  

 
1 PPG Reference ID: 70-026-20210524 
2 https://www.greaterlincolnshirelep.co.uk/priorities-and-plans/game-changers/uk-food-valley  

https://www.greaterlincolnshirelep.co.uk/priorities-and-plans/game-changers/uk-food-valley
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Policy S5 is, both when taken as a whole and its individual parts, justified and consistent with 

national policy and will be effective in providing clarity over what development will be acceptable 

and in ensuring that only appropriate and sustainable development takes place in the open 

countryside and has been working well since the 2017 Local Plan was adopted.  

 

Conclusion 
Q1 – Are the Plan’s policies relating to spatial strategy and distribution of development 

justified, effective, positively prepared and consistent with national planning policy? If not, 

what changes would be necessary in order to make the submitted Plan sound? 

Yes. As is set out in the responses to the questions above, Policies S1-S5 are justified, effective, 

positively prepared and consistent with national planning policy. 
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Appendix 1 – Settlements and their projected growth 2022-2040 
Settlement Tier Baseline dwellings Dwellings 2022-2040 Percentage 

Lincoln Urban Area LUA 65,137 7,749 12% 

Gainsborough Main 10,111 2,694 27% 

Sleaford Main 8,618 3,040 35% 

Caistor Mark 1,356 324 24% 

Market Rasen Mark 2,612 804 31% 

Bardney LV 920 258 28% 

Billinghay LV 977 556 57% 

Bracebridge Heath LV 2,623 455 17% 

Branston LV 2,091 145 7% 

Cherry Willingham LV 1,628 487 30% 

Dunholme LV 882 269 30% 

Heckington LV 1,723 98 6% 

Heighington LV 1,324 5 0% 

Keelby LV 1,013 192 19% 

Metheringham LV 1,599 361 23% 

Navenby LV 1,105 45 4% 

Nettleham LV 1,717 377 22% 

Ruskington LV 2,646 432 16% 

Saxilby LV 2,095 267 13% 

Scotter LV 1,341 116 9% 

Skellingthorpe LV 1,582 494 31% 

Waddington LV 932 200 21% 

Washingborough LV 1,742 254 15% 

Welton LV 1,935 575 30% 

Witham St Hughs LV 1,354 1,265 93% 

Bassingham MV 686 43 6% 

Blyton MV 507 88 17% 

Brant Broughton MV 289 2 1% 

Brookenby MV 325 13 4% 

Burton Waters MV 451 126 28% 

Cranwell RAF MV 254 9 4% 

Cranwell village MV 604 3 0% 

Digby MV 252 33 13% 

Dunston MV 294 35 12% 

Eagle MV 282 17 6% 

Fiskerton MV 456 132 29% 

Great Hale MV 341 20 6% 

Greylees MV 721 41 6% 

Harmston MV 268 0 0% 

Hawthorn Avenue ('Little 
Cherry') 

MV 367 0 0% 

Helpringham MV 387 30 8% 

Hemswell Cliff MV 288 396 138% 

Ingham MV 459 37 8% 

Lea MV 469 63 13% 

Leasingham MV 728 114 16% 

Marton MV 280 53 19% 

Middle Rasen MV 453 21 5% 

Morton MV 623 4 1% 

Nettleton MV 268 24 9% 

Nocton MV 330 3 1% 

North Kelsey MV 344 13 4% 
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Settlement Tier Baseline dwellings Dwellings 2022-2040 Percentage 

Potterhanworth MV 321 14 4% 

Reepham MV 374 8 2% 

Scampton RAF MV 449 0 0% 

Scothern MV 369 97 26% 

Sturton By Stow MV 635 115 18% 

Sudbrooke MV 705 123 17% 

Tealby MV 250 14 6% 

Waddingham MV 252 58 23% 

Welbourn MV 289 14 5% 

Wellingore MV 386 32 8% 

Anwick SV 182 12 7% 

Ashby de la Launde SV 63 2 3% 

Aubourn SV 87 0 0% 

Aunsby SV 53 0 0% 

Beckingham SV 117 0 0% 

Bigby SV 82 3 4% 

Bishop Norton SV 105 4 4% 

Boothby Graffoe SV 93 2 2% 

Branston Booths SV 54 5 9% 

Burton SV 79 4 5% 

Canwick SV 167 2 1% 

Carlton Le Moorland SV 245 2 1% 

Chapel Hill SV 80 0 0% 

Claxby SV 70 3 4% 

Coleby SV 143 3 2% 

Corringham SV 163 38 23% 

Doddington SV 50 0 0% 

Dorrington SV 153 14 9% 

East Ferry SV 50 0 0% 

East Stockwith SV 98 0 0% 

Ewerby SV 126 3 2% 

Faldingworth SV 201 1 0% 

Fenton SV 138 3 2% 

Fillingham SV 80 3 4% 

Glentham SV 208 33 16% 

Glentworth SV 104 8 8% 

Grasby SV 183 7 4% 

Great Limber SV 104 0 0% 

Hackthorn SV 67 0 0% 

Hemswell SV 131 1 1% 

Holton le Moor SV 58 0 0% 

Kexby SV 108 2 2% 

Kirkby Green SV 60 1 2% 

Kirkby La Thorpe SV 127 5 4% 

Knaith Park SV 108 2 2% 

Langworth SV 244 21 9% 

Laughterton SV 137 0 0% 

Laughton SV 144 4 3% 

Leadenham SV 181 54 30% 

Lissington SV 55 3 5% 

Little Hale SV 78 3 4% 

Martin SV 249 18 7% 

New Toft SV 128 0 0% 

Newton On Trent SV 165 8 5% 
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Settlement Tier Baseline dwellings Dwellings 2022-2040 Percentage 

Normanby By Spital SV 204 1 0% 

North Carlton SV 60 0 0% 

North Greetwell SV 212 17 8% 

North Kyme SV 146 1 1% 

North Owersby SV 64 12 19% 

North Scarle SV 185 12 6% 

Norton Disney SV 79 5 6% 

Osbournby SV 197 18 9% 

Osgodby SV 119 13 11% 

Owmby By Spital SV 123 7 6% 

Rothwell SV 76 4 5% 

Rowston SV 50 0 0% 

Scampton village SV 89 12 13% 

Scopwick SV 208 7 3% 

Scotton SV 223 11 5% 

Scredington SV 82 0 0% 

Searby SV 59 1 2% 

Silk Willoughby SV 134 9 7% 

Snitterby SV 92 7 8% 

South Kelsey SV 233 17 7% 

South Kyme SV 157 18 11% 

South Rauceby SV 167 1 1% 

Southrey SV 107 1 1% 

Spridlington SV 92 1 1% 

Springthorpe SV 50 7 14% 

Stow SV 131 7 5% 

Swallow SV 62 0 0% 

Swarby SV 54 0 0% 

Swaton SV 104 2 2% 

Swinderby SV 239 140 59% 

Tattershall Bridge SV 78 2 3% 

Thorpe On The Hill SV 181 0 0% 

Threekingham SV 83 2 2% 

Timberland SV 215 13 6% 

Torksey SV 75 1 1% 

Upton SV 215 19 9% 

Walcott SV 248 3 1% 

Walesby SV 81 4 5% 

Wickenby SV 62 3 5% 

Willingham By Stow SV 198 9 5% 

Willoughton SV 138 13 9% 

Wilsford SV 199 0 0% 

 


