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Issue 1 - Sustainable Urban Extensions – Policies S68 and S76 
 

Q1 – The strategy for the Local Plan Review carries forward the SUEs at Lincoln, 

Gainsborough and Sleaford. Did the Committee consider alternative strategies at any stage 

as part of the Plan’s preparation? 

Yes, as is presented in the Growth Options Paper (STA011.1) a number of different options were 

considered for the overall approach to growth.  These options were also tested in the Part Two 

assessment of Policy S1 in the Sustainability Appraisal (STA004.1g).  These assessments show 

that the principle of inclusion of SUEs is still a sustainable approach for Central Lincolnshire and 

will bring numerous benefits. 

In early stages of the review, consideration was had as to the progress that had been made, and 

discussions with planning officers at the Central Lincolnshire Districts were held to understand if 

there were any deliverability issues that had arisen.  In short, no deliverability issues were 

reported, and, given the amount of time, progress and resource that had been put into the SUEs, it 

was considered appropriate to retain all of the SUEs as an important part of the strategy. 

Through the housing monitoring work for five year land supply an updated position on anticipated 

delivery was obtained to identify what contribution they were likely to make within the plan period 

and this has been built into the trajectory for the plan.  The SUEs are making good progress and 

will continue to make up a significant (and growing) amount of supply in the plan period.  

 

Q2 – Have the SUEs progressed as expected following adoption of the existing Local Plan? 

If not, what are the reasons for their delay? 

It has always been expected that SUEs would take some time to get to the point of delivery, but 

that once permission had been secured, they would start to deliver a good of supply of homes 

annually.  

The experience on most SUEs has been that achieving an outline permission and land assembly 

are some of the biggest challenges, but when these are achieved, progress then accelerates. 

Looking back at the expectations in 2017 at the point of the Local Plan being adopted, it is fair to 

say that a number of the SUEs have taken longer than hoped to get off the ground, a brief 

summary of the reasons for any delays is provided below: 

• Western Growth Corridor – This was always a complex site with transport and flood risk 
particular issues to deal with.  There was also a change of promoter with the City of Lincoln 
Council (acting in its landowning capacity) taking a joint lead on the site with Lindum 
Homes.  Significant work was needed to resolve the issues but the outline permission was 
granted in January 2022.  

• Lincoln North East Quadrant – This has largely delivered as expected with the first phase 
in West Lindsey being linked to the Lincoln Eastern bypass which is now being built.  

• South East Quadrant – There were some challenges with equalisation relating to the 
delivery of a school, which have since been resolved and with separate land owners 
progressing separate early phases, with a resolution to grant permission on these subject 
to s106.  Whilst these issues were being addressed, North Kesteven District progressed 
the Broad Concept Plan and Design Codes in December 2020 to ensure that developers 
and applications would have certainty over delivery.  This has helped promote progress on 
the site.    

• South West Quadrant – An early phase of this site is under construction. It was always 
envisaged that this SUE would follow later and much of the site is linked to the North 
Hykeham Relief Road (NHRR). Progress is now being made on the NHRR and so it is 
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expected that progress will start to be made on the details of the site.  This has largely 
been as expected on this site. 

• Gainsborough Northern SUE – The outline application for this site was received in October 
2017 and was approved in September 2020.  Getting the application and supporting 
evidence prepared and then working through the application once it had been submitted 
took more time than had been anticipated.  But since the outline permission was granted 
developers are now on board for the early phases with a reserved matters application for 
phase one currently live. 

• Gainsborough Southern SUE – This site originally received an outline permission in 2011, 
but then little progress seemed to be made on the site, primarily as a result of the global 
downturn.  West Lindsey District Council were very active in progressing this site, working 
closely with the land owner, helping to attract funding, and essentially unlocking the site.  
The first phase has now commenced and more phases are now coming forward. 

• Sleaford South (‘Handley Chase’) – this SUE achieved an outline planning permission in 
July 2015.  Through close working engagement between the promoter, the district and the 
county, the implementation of the permission has been facilitated in terms of a means of 
resolving technical s38/s278 highway act matters, as well as strategic drainage.  The 
working arrangements have also acted as a vehicle for effective pre-application 
discussions serving to embed the principles of the masterplan and the design codes.  The 
outcome has been to see housing development commence and permissions progressed 
such that at the time of writing this paper there are several active developments underway 
and on-going discussions with additional developers on a substantial further land release. 

• Sleaford West Quadrant – There have been challenges relating to equalisation and land 
assembly on this site, but final heads of terms are being worked up and are expected to be 
signed soon. 

 

To summarise, SUEs are complex sites and issues such as unexpected constraints and land 

ownership challenges can make them slower to bring forward than other sites – this is no surprise.  

Some of the SUEs have delivered to a timeframe broadly as expected, some have been somewhat 

delayed, but progress has been made on all sites. 

Despite these delays, it is noteworthy that the overall supply of homes delivered in Central 

Lincolnshire has remained robust, which is of credit to the approach set out in the adopted Plan (an 

approach which is broadly reflected in the submitted Plan). 

 

Q3 – Have there been any material changes in circumstances since the adoption of the 

existing Local Plan which has (or will) affect the deliverability of the SUEs? 

No. Some of the SUEs are no longer expected to deliver as much housing within the plan period, 

but they are all progressing and are still a sustainable approach to delivering housing, employment 

and supporting services and infrastructure in Central Lincolnshire. 

District Councils will continue to work closely with the promoters and developers on SUEs to 

ensure they come forward and deliver successful communities. 

 

Q4 – What are the projected delivery rates for the SUEs during the course of the plan 

period? What are they based on and are they realistic? 

The projected delivery rates for each SUE are set out in the Sustainable Urban Extensions Topic 

Paper (HOU011).  These are based on a detailed understanding of each site and discussions with 

the developers and promoters, and officers working on the applications and pre-application advice.  

Trajectories provided were sense-checked using the  Housing Land Supply Assumptions 

document (HOU010a).  They are evidence based and realistic. 
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Q5 – In Sleaford and Gainsborough in particular, how has the Committee taken into account 

the risk of potential market saturation? Will there be sufficient capacity to bring forward 

large SUEs concurrently? 

In Sleaford, Handley Chase has demonstrated that there is confidence in the housing market, with 

significant demand from a number of regional and national home builders. This has been at the 

same time as a large site being delivered by a national housebuilder in Sleaford and other sites 

also being progressed.  

In Gainsborough, the housing market is substantially improved with renewed confidence as can be 

seen in the amount of interest in the two SUEs and in other sites, particularly from regional and 

national builders.  

If we look at recent delivery in the two towns over the past 5 years (based on data in the past 5 

Five Year Land Supply Reports) it is visible how Gainsborough in particular has increased in its 

delivery.  Both towns experienced a downturn in 2020/21 with the covid pandemic and whilst 

Sleaford’s delivery in 2021/22 did not pick up, this is largely down to a number of planning 

applications going through the system and have now been issued.  

Town 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

Gainsborough 36 79 106 36 117 

Sleaford 117 149 127 64 59 

 

Turning to projections in these towns in the latest Five Year Land Supply monitoring data, the 

annual average delivery expected from all sites in these towns (i.e. not just the SUEs) is 150 

dwellings in Gainsborough and 169 dwellings in Sleaford.  Given the growing interest and 

investment in these SUEs it is clear that there is market capacity for two SUEs concurrently in 

these locations.  

 

Q6 – What contingency arrangements are in place in the event that the SUEs do not come 

forward as expected? 

The Central Lincolnshire Districts will continue to work closely with the developers and promoters 

of the SUEs and will report back as part of the annual Five Year Housing Land Supply work on 

progress.  As part of the partnership, SUEs are discussed regularly and any issues will be raised.  

If in future years the situation changes substantially and a SUE appears to have deliverability 

issues, the issue will be reviewed and depending on the issue and the impacts, the Committee will 

determine the appropriate course of action, which may include a review of the Local Plan. 

The healthy supply of homes across the Plan area, considerably in excess of the housing 

requirement, should also compensate for any shortfall in delivery at the SUEs, meaning meeting 

the housing requirement should not be a significant risk even if delays occur at the SUEs. 

 

Q7 – In the current Local Plan, Policy LP54 identified broad locations for future growth 

which could come forward under certain circumstances. Does the Local Plan Review take a 

different approach, and if so, why? 

This plan identifies sites to deliver substantially more homes than the housing requirement. This 

delivers sufficient flexibility without the need to provide further sites or land (and potentially 

complexity and uncertainty) through the provision of any broad locations.  
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Q8 – Is it necessary, in the interests of soundness, to list the requirement for development 

proposals to consider their impacts on existing infrastructure, such as electricity, rail and 

drainage infrastructure? 

No.  The presence of existing infrastructure on these large sites is not uncommon.  As part of the 

broad concept plans required on SUEs (and as part of planning applications), constraints such as 

infrastructure are identified and built into the site specific requirements and layout.   

 

Q9 – What is the justification for suggested modification MMSC13? Is it necessary for 

soundness? 

Yes.  The South East Quadrant SUE has always used the Lincoln Eastern Bypass as the eastern 

boundary of the site. The Broad Concept Plan and Design Codes (HOU012) show this on the 

maps.  The boundaries in the Local Plan used GIS information provided by the highways authority 

and this included an area of land that was used during the construction of the bypass.  Now that 

the bypass is complete, it is necessary to amend this boundary to align to the plan in the Broad 

Concept Plan to ensure it is clear for decision makers. 
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Issue 2 - Lincoln Sustainable Urban Extensions – Policy S69 
 

Lincoln Western Growth Corridor – Land at Swanpool, Fen Farm and Decoy Farm 

Q1 – What is the latest position regarding planning applications on the site? Do they cover 

the entire allocation? 

Planning permission was granted on 20 January 2022 for a hybrid application (reference 

2019/0294/RG3) consisting of full permission for means of access to the site from Skellingthorpe 

Road and Tritton Road with all other details being considered in outline.  A reserved matters 

application for the first phases of housing is expected to be submitted in May 2023.   

The application covers an area of 238.5 hectares which is a smaller area than the allocation in the 

local plan (390 hectares) but it is worth noting that the scheme with permission delivers the full 

entirety of Western Growth Corridor requirements as set out in draft Policy S69 for this SUE. 

 

Q2 – What is the justification for the amount of employment land proposed, having 

particular regard to the projected supply from committed schemes? Has this been reviewed 

as part of the preparation of this Plan? 

As a Sustainable Urban Extension, creating opportunities for employment through the supply of 

suitable employment land as part of the site is crucial in ensuring the Western Growth Corridor is 

developed as a sustainable place for people to live and work in.  The site will support a wide range 

of employment including at both a local level and on a larger scale taking advantage of the site’s 

proximity to existing employment such as that on the nearby Lincoln Science and Innovation Park. 

This level of employment is secured as part of the masterplan which now benefits from permission.  

 

Q3 – Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what is meant by a 

‘regional’ leisure centre? 

Up to 12ha of land within the north-eastern part of the Western Growth Corridor site is identified for 

a range of uses as part of large commercial area and leisure village including uses for sport, 

recreation, hotel, retail, leisure, park and ride site and potential for a new community stadium for 

Lincoln City Football club.  Given the scale of the Western Growth Corridor development there is 

an opportunity to create a leisure facility which will be of sufficient scale to serve both the City and 

wider area that will attract users from across the East Midlands area. This forms part of the 

permission that has been issued and is clear. 

 

Q4 – Is it sufficiently clear to users of the Plan where key infrastructure will be provided, 

such as any necessary links over the railway line or possible future connections with the 

A46? 

Policy S69 and the preceding supporting text in the Plan provides clarity over of the key features 

and requirements of each of the SUE’s including the Western Growth Corridor.  By their very 

nature, Sustainable Urban Extensions are large complex sites that are progressed and delivered 

over a long period of time with detailed work being carried out through continued refinement and 

progression through discussion with the developer and Local Planning Authority via further 

planning application stages. Policy S69 therefore provides the appropriate balance between 

establishing the key deliverables for the SUE, whilst at the same time providing flexibility for the 

exact details of the site to be developed as the scheme progresses.  
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In respect of the key infrastructure needed to enable delivery of the site, the developer recently 

provided an update on progress with the next stages of the delivery of the first phase of the site, 

including updates on the Tritton Road bridges and spine road that will make up key pieces of 

transport infrastructure for the site.  In respect of the reference in the Plan to the A46 link, the 

transport assessment and related work which accompanied the planning application demonstrated 

that a direct link onto the A46 is not required. 

 

South East Quadrant – Land at Canwick Heath 

Q5 – What is the latest position regarding the approved planning application for 450 

dwellings on land north of Canwick Avenue? 

Application 16/1564/OUT has a resolution to grant planning permission subject to the completion of 

a S106 Planning Obligation.  The S106 is at an advanced stage of preparation and issue of the 

permission is anticipated during November-December 2022. 

 

Q6 – What is the latest position regarding planning application Ref 20/0057/OUT? 

Application 20/0057/OUT has a resolution to grant planning permission subject to the completion of 

a S106 Planning Obligation.  The S106 is at an advanced stage of preparation and issue of the 

permission is anticipated during November-December 2022. 

 

Q7 – How will the site be developed, by whom and when? Do the approved schemes cover 

the entire allocation? 

By way of context the 3500 dwellings proposed during the plan period are to be delivered by way 

of three phases (phase 1 = 1400 dwellings, phase 2 = 1200 dwellings, phase 3= 1000 dwellings 

and the district centre) as set out in the relevant Lincoln South East Quadrant Broad Concept Plan 

and Design Codes Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (HOU012).   

Two major landowners, the Church Commissioners for England and Jesus College Oxford, control 

both Phase 1 and 2 and the District Centre portion of the site.   Jesus College is the applicant in 

terms of 16/1564/OUT (land north of Canwick Avenue) and the Church Commissioners for England 

in terms of 20/0057/OUT (land east of Sleaford Road).  Together these two applications cover the 

majority of Phase 1 as identified in the SPD.   

The land subject to application 16/1564/OUT is believed to be close to a deal for purchase by a 

national housebuilder and the applicant on 20/0057/OUT has stated a desire to conclude the 

outstanding S106 agreement so that the site can be marketed.  The outstanding portion of Phase 3 

not controlled by Jesus College Oxford is understood to be partially optioned to a housebuilder, 

who has made initial enquiries regarding early delivery, which underlines the market interest in the 

site. 

 

Q8 – What is the status of the Lincoln South East Quadrant Broad Concept Plan and Design 

Code? Are plans for the SUE coming forward in accordance with the concept plan? 

The Lincoln South East Quadrant Broad Concept Plan and Design Codes (HOU012) has the 

status of an adopted SPD.  The SPD was developed in consultation with both current applicants 

who have produced indicative layout plans to support their outline applications in line with the SPD, 
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and which are fully in accordance with the Local Plan.  The planning permissions will be 

conditioned against delivery of the indicative layouts and future reserved matters applications will 

also be assessed in line with the SPD. 

 

North East Quadrant – Land at the Greetwell Area 

Q9 – What is the latest position regarding planning approvals and construction timeframes 

for the site? 

The latest monitoring data in the Five Year Land Supply Report confirms that the first phase is still 

under construction for 150 dwellings that will complete in 2023/24.  A reserved matters application 

for phase 2 for 340 dwellings was received in January 2022 and was approved in August 2022.  

The pre-commencement conditions associated with the reserved matters application have now 

been discharged and phase 2 was started in September of this year. 

It is anticipated that delivery rates will be approximately 75 dwellings per year with the site being 

completed around 2040-2041. 

 

Q10 – How will the different components of the site come forward and how will the 

Committee ensure that they integrate successfully? 

The North East Quadrant site is allocated as a Sustainable Urban Extension and an overall 

Masterplan for the site has been prepared which illustrates how the site is proposed to be 

developed in its entirety as is shown in the plan under paragraph 3.30 of the Sustainable Urban 

Extensions Topic Paper (HOU0011).  

Phase 1 of the site is currently being developed and as the site progresses further through the 

planning process, joint discussions between the developer and planning teams from both West 

Lindsey and the City of Lincoln will help to ensure the different components of the scheme will be 

considered and planned accordingly to ensure the key requirements of the site as set out in Policy 

S69 are met in full. 

 

South West Quadrant – Land at Grange Farm, Hykeham 

Q11 – Is it sufficiently clear how and when the development will come forward and how it 

will be linked to delivery of the North Hykeham Relief Road? Is the policy effective in this 

regard? 

The current policy for the delivery of the Lincoln South West Quadrant (LSWQ) in the adopted plan 

makes provision for the development of the SUE to be linked to the delivery of the first phase of the 

Lincoln Southern bypass (now known as the North Hykeham Relief Road or NHRR).  The policy 

reflects the possibility of a phased delivery of the relief road. 

The opportunity has been taken to update the planning policy for LSWQ to reflect the proposals for 

the NHRR.  In securing Department for Transport funding for the NHRR, the submission by 

Lincolnshire County Council has presented a business case that delivers the whole route as a 

single phase.  The technical reasons for pursuing a single phase for the entire route stems from 

the ability for excavated material as the route climbs the Lincoln Cliff being used to build the 

embankments for that part of the route which traverses the flood plain of the River Witham. 

This being the case, the reference to a ‘first phase’ is no longer relevant: that part of the NHRR 

from Pennells Roundabout (A46) to Boundary Lane will not be constructed independently.   
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The policy identifies that access to the LSWQ will be formed with the NHRR at Boundary Lane and 

that progression of development will be informed by relevant transport assessment, modelling and 

mitigation in line with the anticipated Broad Concept Plan (as required under policy S68).  This 

then provides for development on the LSWQ to come forward ahead of the construction of the 

NHRR where it can be shown to be acceptable based on evidence of assessment, modelling and 

agreed mitigations.  

This provides a flexible position to take account of the latest evidence as the NHRR and the site 

progresses, but it is clear to applicants and decision makers and is effective. 

 

Q12 – Are the proposed access arrangements sufficiently clear and achievable? 

Yes.  As highlighted in response to Q11 above, the policy is clear in terms of how the site should 

be linked to new road infrastructure.  Further, the policy sets out realistic aims for sustainable and 

active travel modes of transport, including wider connectivity to the existing network. 

The allocation provides an opportunity for the development of a Mobility Hub, a concept supported 

by the Lincoln Transport Strategy.  These access arrangements are sufficiently clear and 

achievable on the SUE. 

 

Q13 – What is the boundary of the allocation based on and will the Plan be effective in 

maintaining adequate separation from South Hykeham? 

The boundary of the SUE remains unchanged from that in the adopted Local Plan.     

The southern boundary of the allocation broadly corresponds with the alignment of the NHRR 

safeguarded route as a defining future landmark and defensible boundary for the countryside to the 

south.  Ultimately the alignment may flex as the detailed design of the NHRR is confirmed and 

constructed. 

Further, the boundary is informed by the edge of the existing settlement to the north and west, and 

a waterway/drain and the flood plain of the River Witham to the east.   

The Green Wedge represents a key element of the separation of the LSWQ with South Hykeham, 

which will be strengthened as per part c) of the Policy S69.  More generally part c) of the policy 

clearly states that the setting and identity of South Hykeham Village will be protected. This will be 

agreed through a Broad Concept Plan and by also via planning applications for the SUE.  
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Issue 3 - Gainsborough Sustainable Urban Extensions – Policy S70 
 

Gainsborough Southern Neighbourhood 

Q1 – What is the latest position regarding planning approvals and construction timeframes 

for the site? 

The first phase for 454 dwellings has permission (West Lindsey application reference 140081) is 

under construction and making good progress with the first 42 homes being built in 2021/22 and an 

expected delivery rate of 35-40 dwellings per year.  

The second phase of 528 units has recently been marketed by the landowner and a developer has 

been selected.  Heads of Terms for sale are currently being agreed with the landowner.  A 

reserved matters application is expected for phase 2 early in 2023. 

A revised outline application for the remainder of the SUE was submitted in July 2022 (West 

Lindsey application reference 145239) for the erection of 2,046 and associated infrastructure and 

details of access to be considered. This will bring the 2011 permission up to date and will ensure it 

remains extant.   

It is expected that there will two developers building concurrently on the site when the reserved 

matters for phase 2 is secured later in 2023. This will see approximately 70-80 dwellings delivered 

per year on the site. 

 

Q2 – How will the remainder of the allocation come forward and how will the Committee 

ensure that the different component parts integrate successfully? 

Policy S70 (WL/GAIN/015) provides detail of requirements for future planning applications, 

including listing uses other than residential that will be delivered on the site and key considerations 

for bring the site forward. This includes employment, reference to open spaces and green corridors 

and other existing natural features on site.  Compliance with those principles listed and other 

relevant policies within the Local Plan will ensure that future development will integrate effectively 

across the site. 

Equally, the new outline application includes a masterplan which details the deliverables on the site 

including within each phase.  Once approved, this will provide a sustainable blueprint for the future 

phases.   

West Lindsey District Council has a proven track record of pro-active working with the land owners 

and developers on this site.  Through the application and this ongoing partnership work, all parts of 

the SUE will integrate successfully into a new community.  

 

Q3 – In the event that new outline planning application is required, is it sufficiently clear 

what that scheme will be required to include? 

Yes. Policy S70 (and the general SUE Policy S68) provides suitable clarity over what will be 

needed to ensure the scheme is successful whist providing adequate flexibility to allow developers 

of the site to devise deliverable schemes for each phase.  The new submitted outline application 

incorporates the various requirements set out in Policy S70. 

 

 

Gainsborough Northern Neighbourhood 
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Q4 – What is the latest position regarding the outline planning permission approved in 2020 

and any reserved matters applications made pursuant to it? 

A reserved matters application was submitted by a national house builder in June 2022 for Phase 

1A to deliver 130 dwellings.  This application is live and, once approved, it is expected that it will be 

progressed quickly, given the track record of the developer. As part of the Five Year Land Supply 

Monitoring, the developer confirmed that they expect to be on site in the next year with the first 

dwellings being delivered in 2023/24. 

 

Q5 – As with the Southern Neighbourhood, in the event that new outline or full planning 

applications are required, is it sufficiently clear what would be required? 

Yes. Policy S70 (and the general SUE Policy S68) provides suitable clarity over what will be 

needed to ensure the scheme is successful whist providing adequate flexibility to allow developers 

of the site to devise deliverable schemes for each phase.   

 

Q6 – How will the remainder of the allocation come forward and how will the Committee 

ensure that the different component parts integrate successfully? 

The remainder of the site will come forward in accordance with the approved outline permission 

and the approved phasing plan.  

Whilst policy S68 provides generic principles for all SUEs across Central Lincolnshire, Policy S70 

(WL/GAIN/001) provides detail of requirements for that future planning applications, including 

listing uses other than residential that will be delivered on the site and key considerations for bring 

the site forward.  This includes employment, reference to open spaces and green corridors and 

other existing natural features on site. Compliance with those principles listed and other relevant 

policies within the Local Plan will ensure that future development will integrate effectively across 

the site. 

West Lindsey District Council has a proven track record of pro-active working with the land owners 

on this site and the Gainsborough Southern Neighbourhood SUE.  Through this ongoing 

partnership work and through the application and pre-application process on subsequent phases, 

all parts of the SUE will integrate successfully into a new community. 
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Issue 4 - Sleaford Sustainable Urban Extensions – Policy S71 
 

Sleaford South Quadrant – Handley Chase 

Q1 – What is the latest position regarding planning approvals and construction timeframes 

for the site? 

There are detailed planning permissions in place for 659 dwellings on site, all of which are under 

construction. These are 21/0669/RESM for 270 dwellings, 21/1068/RESM for 235 dwellings,  

20/1196/FUL for 64 dwellings, 21/0767/RESM for 47, 20/0363/RESM  for 25 dwellings and 

22/0188/RESM for 18 dwellings. The Council is also considering a live planning application 

(22/0856/RESM) for 410 dwellings. These are from a number of different regional and national 

housebuilders. 

Detailed planning permission is also secured for the two main accesses to the site from London 

Road and all required technical approvals have been granted by the Highway Authority. 

Permission is also in place for the formation of strategic surface water drainage infrastructure.  

Data submitted to the North Kesteven District Council has informed the expected delivery rates 

and commencement and completion dates of the numerous phases on the site.  

There is also a 64-bed care home approved through 21/0386/RESM as part of the Local Centre 

which is currently under construction. A convenience retail store has been completed on the site 

and permissions make provision for further retail units and a community centre (which is to be 

completed by the 450th dwelling occupation on site. 

 

Q2 – How have proposals for the site (either through the approval of planning permission or 

allocation in the Local Plan) considered impacts on the level crossing in the centre of 

Sleaford? 

The outline planning application 13/0498/OUT was accompanied by an Environmental Statement, 

Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan.  The scope of these was agreed with the Highways 

Authority through pre-application discussions. The proposals were also inputted through the 

Sleaford Traffic Model, which was developed to assess the impacts of proposed town-wide growth 

identified within the Sleaford Masterplan, and committed developments.  

However, the TA considered the impact of development on the level crossing and it highlighted that 

the vast majority of existing and proposed junctions within the town remained within design 

capacity at full development of the application site, although with reduced spare capacity, 

increases in journey times and a likely spreading of peak hour traffic movements. 

The TA concluded that there was a need to upgrade the existing London Road/Grantham Road 

junction upon occupation of the 437th dwelling through the introduction of dedicated turn lanes, 

markings and bus priority traffic signals. A condition was imposed on the outline planning 

permission to require submission of a detailed scheme for the improvement of the London 

Road/Grantham Road junction, incorporating bus priority traffic signals and pedestrian crossing 

points. The landowner’s highway consultant is in the process of reviewing the junction design 

details to assess whether the previous scheme comprising bus priority traffic signals and 

pedestrian crossing points remains the most appropriate design solution. 

 

Sleaford West Quadrant – Land West of Drove Lane and East of the A15 
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Q3 – The Central Lincolnshire Sustainable Urban Extensions Topic Paper states that whilst 

a resolution to grant planning permission was issued in 2017, the Section 106 legal 

agreement has been outstanding. What is the latest position regarding completion of the 

legal agreement? What were the reasons for its delay and how will that affect delivery going 

forward? 

The s106 is at an advanced stage having been subject to a number of versions and amendments 

since the initial planning committee resolution to grant planning permission. The reason for the 

delay in the completion of the Agreement is in large part down to the number of landowners (5) 

across the SUE, most of whom (with one exception) needed to jointly instruct legal representation 

to assist in the drafting and subsequent review of the Agreement. This resulted in some initial delay 

whilst the 4 represented landowners undertook tendering and subsequent appointment processes, 

followed by a number of initial meetings with the LPA to bring those legal representatives up to 

date on the background to the application and s106 heads of terms. The fifth landowner, elected to 

appoint their own legal representation outside of the consortium, which added to the initial delays.  

Whilst the first draft of the Agreement was prepared, subsequent amendments needed to be 

circulated to and agreed with/modified by prior to exchange with the Local Planning Authority, and 

this has introduced some initial complexity into the overall review process which was not foreseen 

at the point of the initial legal instruction.  

In parallel with the drafting of the s106 Agreement, the landowners have also been working 

collectively to try and conclude a landowner Collaboration Agreement (CA) with the general aim of 

ensuring equalisation, cost sharing and the mechanism for infrastructure delivery and payment of 

commuted sums between the respective landowners.  

As a result, the LPA and all five landowners’ legal representatives are working to agree an 

additional clause in the s106 Agreement relating to the submission of a certified copy of the CA to 

the LPA, and the associated triggers for such to be concluded. This approach has also introduced 

some additional delay.  

Once the s106 Agreement is signed and planning permission is formally issued, the LPA will look 

to introduce a series of scheduled SUE delivery meetings (which have proved a very effective 

mechanism at the Sleaford South SUE) and bring together LPA Officers, the Highway Authority, 

landowner/s and other consultees as required to identify and prioritise specific actions for the 

discharge of planning conditions, Design Code preparation, technical submissions to statutory 

bodies and any other measures and responsibilities to facilitate infrastructure delivery. The 

proposed delivery meetings will serve to accelerate progress through the relevant technical 

approvals processes leading to house building on site as soon as is practicable. They will also 

provide a vehicle for effective pre-application discussions with prospective housebuilders. 

These delays have resulted in the expected start date on the site being pushed back and so fewer 

dwellings are now expected to be built within the plan period. 

 

Q4 – In the event that alternative proposals need to come forward, is Policy S71 sufficiently 

detailed enough to be effective? For example, is it clear how many dwellings can be served 

from The Drove? 

Yes. Draft planning condition 16 of 16/0498/OUT allows up to 50 dwellings to be delivered with 

access from The Drove and a maximum of 211 dwellings to be accessed from a combination of 

Stokes Drive and St Denys Avenue prior to the completion of the A15 roundabout access. This 

figure was derived by traffic modelling forming part of the Transport Assessment in support of the 

planning application and collectively accounts for around 19% of the SUE in dwelling numbers. As 

such there is scope for the residential elements of Phase 1 to be delivered without the new A15 
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access and therefore without unacceptable impact on the safety or capacity of the surrounding 

road network.  Policy S71 is sufficiently clear on the expectations of the SUE without specifying the 

number of dwellings that can be served, for example, from The Drove.  

 

 

Issue 5 - Regeneration and Opportunity Areas – Policies NS72, NS73 and NS74 
 

Q1 – What are Regeneration and Opportunity Areas and what is their justification for 

inclusion in the Plan? 

The adopted Local Plan included Regeneration and Opportunity Areas in Lincoln, in Policy LP35.  

These were identified in an effort to act as a catalyst for regeneration where opportunities were 

identified. They are not allocations such as in the employment or housing allocations chapters of 

the plan, and there is less-certainty that they will be developed within the plan period – and as such 

no reliance is placed on any delivery.  

The approach to identifying these areas allows a positive framework to be in place for applications 

that come forward and to ensure that the best outcomes for the site, and the wider area, will be 

realised.  They can also be used to secure funding to help enable the regeneration of the sites.  

This policy will mean that there are no unnecessary barriers to the regeneration of the sites. 

These policies also provide a ‘policy-hook’ for districts to progress design codes or other 

masterplan or guidance on the sites.  

 

Q2 – How do they differ from site allocations and what were the reasons for not allocating 

land in the same way as other sites in the Plan? 

These locations have less-certainty for their deliverability within the plan period.  There is also 

greater flexibility for the way in which they may be developed because of their specific context than 

the sites which are allocated in the plan.  They were not included as formal allocations to 

differentiate them from the other sites, because of the lesser-certainty relating to their deliverability 

and to demonstrate that no reliance was placed on their delivery to meet the strategic requirements 

of the plan. The role of these designations and the reason for not allocating them is set out in 

supporting paragraphs 12.4.1 to 12.4.2 of the plan. 

 

Q3 – How were the sites identified? Were alternatives considered and/or discounted? 

Most of the sites in Lincoln were carried forward from the existing Local Plan with the boundaries 

and proposed approach being checked for ongoing relevance and amended where necessary. 

This was progressed through detailed discussions with officers at City of Lincoln Council. 

In Gainsborough discussions were also held with officers from West Lindsey District Council in the 

early stages of reviewing the plan to understand whether the requirements in the Gainsborough-

specific Chapter of the adopted Local Plan needed to be brought into the new plan and, if so, how. 

In the adopted Local Plan, Policy LP40 related to Gainsborough Riverside seeking to ensure that 

all relevant schemes enhanced access to and enjoyment of the riverside area.  This is a key 

ambition for the Council to achieve in Gainsborough and significant improvements have been 

achieved in recent years. Policy LP41 of the adopted Local Plan also sought the mixed use 

regeneration of the riverside area. 
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Furthermore, when reviewing the site allocations in the adopted Local Plan, it was identified that a 

number of sites within Gainsborough were not clear about their deliverability in the plan period, but 

they were based on work on identifying housing zones to help regenerate the town. A number of 

these were close to the riverside and so were closely linked to Policies LP40 and LP41.  Given the 

less-than-certain deliverability status of these sites, they were not proposed to carry forward into 

the new Local Plan. 

These discussions concluded that a positive policy framework would assist with this ongoing 

ambition for the regeneration of the town and therefore it was proposed to include a single 

regeneration area with a boundary shown on the map to be clear where it would apply. The policy 

does not specify uses (nor does it preclude specific uses from coming forward), but identifies some 

of the key opportunities that should be realised in relevant development schemes which come 

forward. The boundary was selected through discussions with officers at West Lindsey, based on 

knowledge of the town centre, to reflect the areas where the benefits of the policy would be 

effective in delivering the ambition.   

In Sleaford, discussions were also held with officers from North Kesteven about what opportunities 

existed.  These discussions identified two which were within, or near to, the town centre area. The 

first of these is the Advanta Seeds Site.  Previously this was identified as one of the regeneration 

and opportunity areas in Policy LP45 of the adopted plan and also being where part of the route of 

the Sleaford Link Road – a route safeguarded in Policy LP47 of the adopted Local Plan but which 

is no longer being progressed.  This site has access constraints, but is located in highly 

sustainable location which offers a significant opportunity for the town.  Given the uncertainty about 

delivery in the plan period but equally the opportunity it provides, it was decided that continued 

identification of this site as a regeneration area, providing a positive framework for its sustainable 

development would help to provide clarity over how it can be developed. 

The second area in Sleaford is one of the most recognisable landmarks in the town, and in wider 

Central Lincolnshire.  The Former Bass Maltings was included as a site allocation in the adopted 

Local Plan and also had planning permission which lapsed in recent years.  This site has stood 

vacant and in a poor state of repair for decades and, as both a landmark and a nationally protected 

heritage asset, the repurposing of the buildings remains a key ambition of both the district council 

and the Committee. Given this importance, but also the challenges on the site meaning that no 

certainty of its deliverability can be had at this time, it was fit for a designation as a regeneration 

area.  

The final area in Policy NS74 is the former hospital buildings in nearby Greylees.  This area is part 

of a larger new community that has been built in recent decades around the former Rauceby 

Hospital Site.  This is one of the last remaining parts of the site to be developed and whilst it is 

expected to be delivered within the plan period, there is no certainty of this at the current time. 

Furthermore, the buildings are within a conservation area and registered park and garden and so 

this designation was considered important to ensure that a heritage-led approach was taken on the 

site. 

As is set out in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (STA004.1g), the alternative options considered 

for each of these policies were to have a generic policy which promoted regeneration in general 

terms, or to have no policy and allow development proposals in these locations to be considered 

against the wider policy framework in the Local Plan.  Whilst the lack of certainty meant that 

allocations of these areas was not possible, it was clear that the value of these sites warranted 

specific policy frameworks as is presented in these policies. 

 

Q4 – How are the sites expected to come forward? How would a decision-maker be 

expected to react to a proposal for a smaller form of development, on individual sites 

withing larger regeneration areas? 
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These sites vary in their nature and size and in the land ownership within them. The nature of them 

is such that there is no single way in which they are anticipated to come forward, unless it is 

specified in the policy.   

Should a small part of an area come forward it would be expected to consider the requirements of 

the policy and investigate the opportunities being presented. In some areas (for example in 

Gainsborough Riverside given its extent) it would be entirely likely that some small sites may come 

forward where the opportunities to deliver the objectives of the policy are of little or even no 

relevance.  But it would be expected that due consideration is given to whether any of the 

objectives can be delivered in the scheme.  This is the same for any policy where applicants will 

need to consider which policies are relevant when designing a scheme and demonstrate 

compliance or justify any departure within evidence supporting the proposal – this is then weighed 

up in the planning judgement.  

 

Q5 – Are Policies NS72-NS74 intended to set out development requirements in the same 

way as site allocation policies? For example, the wording of the policies refers to 

development being ‘preferably’ progressed with masterplans. Are the policies effective? 

Given the uncertainty about deliverability and the way in which these areas may come forward, in 

many cases it would not be reasonable to impose a requirement as with an allocation.  This is 

where wording such as the preference for masterplans to be progressed is used.  It is not the 

desire of such policy wording to unduly restrict the redevelopment of small parts of these sites 

which will add benefit to the area, and care has been taken with the wording of these policies to 

ensure that they will deliver the ambitions for each area wherever possible.  The policies provide 

clarity over how they should be implemented and are effective. 

 

Q6 – Are the requirements sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local 

communities? For example, what is expected of development proposals at site ROA1? 

Yes. The requirements for each Regeneration/Opportunity Area provide a clear framework about 

what will be expected for relevant applications in each of the locations. In most cases it is about 

ensuring that there is a masterplanned approach to ensure that development supports the role of 

the City and makes the best use of the brownfield land with uses which complement one another.  

Where there are specific requirements or opportunities relating to the location, they are included to 

ensure that opportunities to enhance the area are taken. 

Referring specifically to ROA1, the site is close to the City centre and adjacent to wide range of 

different types of city centre uses including retail, employment and the City’s transport hub.  The 

site is therefore complex and a preference for development proposals to be taken forward through 

a masterplanned approach as outlined in Policy NS72 will help to ensure schemes which may be 

brought forward, complement existing uses and the Policy makes it clear that development 

proposals should help to regenerate and strengthen the City centre. Such an approach will ensure 

that the best use is achieved in the location. 

 

Q7 – How has the Committee considered the ongoing operation of existing businesses 

within Regeneration and Opportunity Areas, such as The Maltings at Gainsborough? 

The wording of the policies are such that they will not restrict ongoing business concerns, nor will 

they necessarily restrict any desires to expand or redevelop such sites.  

Looking at the example of the Maltings in Gainsborough, the policy supports the principle of 

development proposals in this town centre location, and will particularly favour sites which protect 
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the character of the area, improve linkages to the riverside and other beneficial goals primarily 

relating to design and the provision of green infrastructure.  This approach was taken given that the 

regeneration area spans a fairly large area with a variety of uses. 

 

Q8 – How does the approach to the regeneration of the Gainsborough Riverside area differ 

from the existing Local Plan? What are the reasons for taking an alternative approach (if 

materially different)? 

Policy NS73 extends farther from the riverside than was stipulated in Policy LP40 (the 

Gainsborough Riverside policy in the adopted Local Plan) and in this way it is materially different 

from the adopted Local Plan. The Trent Riverside is an asset for Gainsborough and successful 

efforts have been made to improve access to the riverside in the town and to enhance linkages for 

the wider town. By providing a specific boundary that stretches wider than the wording in Policy 

LP40 of the adopted Local Plan, this will better enable the ambitions to be realised as and when 

opportunities arise.  

 

Q9 – Will the policies in the Plan be effective in securing the regeneration of areas identified 

under NS72-NS74, or are they intended to guide proposals for redevelopment as and when 

they come forward? 

As is set out in the responses above, there is limited or even no certainty that these sites will come 

forward within the plan. It is not the goal of these policies to secure these developments, but it may 

be an ambition of landowners, developers or the district councils to bring them forward for the 

benefits they offer. Should applications be forthcoming, they will guide the development to ensure 

that the best outcomes are achieved, but the policies also act as a policy hook for the districts to 

pro-actively pursue their regeneration should they wish to. 

 

 

Issue 8 - RAF Scampton – Policy S75 
 

Q1 – What does the Plan safeguard RAF Scampton for until the site is vacated? 

The Local Plan doesn’t seek to safeguard the site prior to the withdrawal of the Ministry of Defence 

(MOD) from RAF Scampton.  The Local Plan and specifically Policy S75 provides a framework to 

help ensure any redevelopment following the departure of the MoD and disposal of the site is 

sustainable, holistically planned, and ensure future proposals preserve and enhance the historic 

character of the site. 

 

Q2 – Once vacated, what mix of uses and scale of development does Policy S75 permit? Is 

it appropriate to defer decisions over the use and scale of future development to a 

masterplan, which would not be subject to examination in the same way as a development 

plan document? 

RAF Scampton is identified as an opportunity area.  This policy is clear that it is in place to 

safeguard RAF Scampton when the MOD withdraw from the site.  The policy provides a framework 

to help ensure any redevelopment is sustainable and holistically planned.  Criterion a) of the policy 

requires the master plan to set out the layout, mix and scale of uses, including the relationship with 

existing uses. 
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Following the announcement of the closure of the base, both the Committee and WLDC have 

worked very closely with the MOD and Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) on the future of 

the site.  It is acknowledged by all parties that evidence in relation to opportunities and constraints 

of the site is still being gathered and, as such, at this stage, it would be inappropriate for S75 to 

indicate a mix of use and scale of development.   

In relation to the status of the master plan it has been agreed through a Statement of Common 

Ground between the Committee and the DIO that the master plan will be a Supplementary 

Planning Document (SPD).  This will ensure that there is a specific and transparent process with a 

formal adoption of the master plan.   

The approach taken is sound and it is appropriate to allow the detail of how the site will be 

developed to be set out in detail through a SPD.  

 

Q3 – What is the justification for considering the ‘value’ of the airspace above RAF 

Scampton and within 5 nautical miles of its centre, including for any ongoing need for use 

by The Red Arrows? How would this be determined as part of a planning application 

process? 

The airspace (known as R313) above the site is of national importance as it provides the protection 

for the airspace used for practice by the Royal Air Force Aerobatics Team (RAFAT), essential to 

the existence of the team, and is protected by Statutory Instrument.  It is understood that no 

suitable alternative airspace has been identified for use by RAFAT. Until such alternative airspace 

is identified and secured, it is highly likely that the Red Arrows will continue to use this protected air 

space to train.  Whilst the site is expected to be sold without encumbrance, clearly the on-going 

use of this airspace will have safety and amenity implications for any development on the ground.   

Essentially it is considered to be important that the future of the airspace is understood in order to 

inform the master plan and help identify what development can occur on the site.  

Through the development of a SoCG with the DIO, it has been agreed that should the airspace 

continue to be used this may impact on the design, layout and uses on part of the site. It is also 

agreed that the airspace may give rise to opportunities on the site but that this need not limit or 

unduly delay the work on the master plan, but that a fuller understanding should be achieved to 

inform it.   

 

Q4 – What evidence has been prepared to support the allocation of the site and 

demonstrate the likelihood of an alternative scheme coming forward, having particular 

regard to impacts on heritage, highways and the provision of necessary infrastructure? 

Policy evidence report (EVR075) has been prepared to provide background information and 

justification for Policy S75 RAF Scampton, which identifies the site as an opportunity area and 

seeks to provide a framework for taking forward the future of RAF Scampton following the planned 

departure of the MoD in December 2022.  

Policy S75 responds to the emerging situation on the site and the evidence and conclusions 

detailed within the policy evidence report, highlighting key aspects that a future master plan must 

address, which includes heritage, highways and infrastructure, as well as other aspects such as 

integration with the community and demonstrating that any proposed scheme is deliverable and 

viable. 

As is set out in the Sustainability Appraisal (STA004.1g) the reasonable alternative options of 

formally allocating the site with a strict list of policy requirements or having no policy and allowing 

the site to be redeveloped using the general policies of the plan were considered.  Paragraphs 7.2 
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and 7.3 of the policy evidence report also sets out the wider issues of following either of these 

alternative approaches and why they were rejected. The preferred approach for Policy S75 will 

deliver positive impacts against the objectives of the plan. 

 

Q5 – In the event that the RAF leave the site, what is the justification for criterion k)? 

As detailed in the response to Q1 of Matter 6, the airspace known as R313 above the site is of 

national importance as it provides the protection for the airspace used for RAFAT practice, 

essential to the existence of the team, and is protected by Statutory Instrument.   

It is understood that no suitable alternative airspace has been identified for use by RAFAT. Until 

such alternative airspace is identified and secured, it is highly likely that the Red Arrows will 

continue to use this protected air space to train.  Whilst the site is expected to be sold without 

encumbrance clearly the use of this airspace will have safety and amenity implications for any 

development on the ground.   

It has been agreed through the development of a SoCG with the DIO that should the airspace 

continue to be used this may impact on the design, layout and uses on part of the site.  

Furthermore, through the work on the SoCG, the DIO, the Committee and West Lindsey District 

agree that an amendment to the wording of criterion k would be beneficial to ensure this part of the 

policy is effective, as follows: 

“k) Demonstrate any ongoing Ministry of Defence use or operation at the site or in the airspace and 

provide a full assessment of how this use will be compatible with the proposals and will not hinder 

its deliverability or sustainability or result in any safety or amenity concerns.” 

This proposed modification will be suggested to the inspectors as part of the next update to the list 

of proposed modifications. 

 

Q6 – Policy S75(m) requires future development proposals to demonstrate that they are 

deliverable and viable. Is this not a requirement of the policy itself? 

Policy S75 provides a framework for development proposals to adhere to with a clear steer on the 

areas the master plan must cover. However, the policy does not include layout, mix and scale of 

uses, these will be considered in the master plan itself.  The policy does not make unreasonable 

requests of the development itself and the whole plan viability work underpins the plan as enabling 

viable development – this is the same in principle on this site.  Development at some other former 

MoD sites has resulted in poor quality development and legacy issues which all parties consider it 

is vital to avoid here, and conversely there is a desire to ensure a high quality and inclusive 

community is created at RAF Scampton.  As such it is considered important that the master plan 

itself provides a clear demonstration that the proposed scheme will be deliverable and viable.  

Therefore it is not considered that criterion m repeats the requirement of policy S75. 

 

Q7 – Is criterion (g) achievable and effective given the nature of the site and potential for 

reusing buildings? 

Given the evidence behind climate change and that it forms a central component of the plan 

strategy, it is important that all future development across Central Lincolnshire achieves net zero in 

line with the vision and objectives of the Local Plan wherever possible. 

Through the development of the SoCG with the DIO it has been agreed that there may be site-

specific challenges at this site and also, given the size and specific context on this site, potential for 
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opportunities that are unique in delivering net zero carbon development on this site in a different 

manner than proposed in policy.  It is agreed that the DIO, WLDC and CLJSPC will work together 

through the master planning process to produce an energy and embodied carbon strategy for the 

site to progress these opportunities with a shared goal of delivering net zero carbon development 

on the site including investigating the potential to offset the energy use of the existing properties on 

the site. As part of the work on the SoCG, all signatories feel that part g of Policy S75 should be 

amended to reflect this situation and ensure that the policy is effective. 

Criterion g is proposed to be amended to read as follows: 

g) Demonstrate how the scheme will deliver a net zero carbon development including the offsetting 

of existing homes on the site; Be supported by a site-specific energy and embodied carbon 

strategy for the site which investigates the opportunities on the site to deliver net zero 

carbon development including the potential to offset the energy use of existing homes on 

the site; 

This proposed modification will be suggested to the inspectors as part of the next update to the list 

of proposed modifications. 


