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1. Introduction 
1.1. This Hearing Statement has been produced by Pegasus Group on behalf of our client, 

Persimmon South Yorkshire. It focuses upon the Inspectors Matters, Issues and Questions 
which relate to our previous representations. 

1.2. Our client wishes to ensure that the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (CLLP) is prepared in a 
robust manner that passes the tests of soundness contained in paragraph 35 of the 2021 
NPPF, namely that the plan is: 

• Positively Prepared; 

• Justified; 

• Effective; and 

• Consistent with national policy. 

1.3. The CLLP also needs to be legally compliant and adhere to the Duty to Cooperate. 

1.4. Our client submitted representations to previous stages of the Local Plan Review 
production including the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan Consultation (June 2021) and 
Regulation 19 Proposed Submission Local Plan Consultation (March 2022). Despite the 
issues our client has identified with the CLLP, the amendments made to the plan do not 
reflect the comments which we have made. Accordingly, the Joint Strategic Planning 
Committee (hereafter referred to as JSPC) have not overcome the issues identified and we 
therefore believe the CLLP is unsound.  

1.5. Persimmon are one of the largest home builders in the country with an excellent track 
record of delivery. Our client has a direct interest in respect of their site at Land to the East 
of Station Road, North Hykeham (ref: NK/NHYK/009). Our previous representations identify 
why this site should have been selected for allocation. 
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2. Response to the Inspector's Matter 4 Issues and 
Questions 

2.1. We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions 
(MIQs) and provide the following responses to selected questions.  Our client reserves the 
right to respond to specific issues raised by the JSPC and other parties within the hearing 
session in so far as they relate to our previous representations.  

Issue 1 – Site Allocation Methodology 

Q1. The Central Lincolnshire Policies S76-S82: Sustainable Urban Extensions and 
Housing Allocations Evidence Report includes a summary of the site allocation process. 
As part of the initial sift, how were sites discounted by location? If a site was beyond 
the edge of a built-up area, was it discounted without further assessment? 

2.2. This remains unclear. Our clients’ interests at Land to the East of Station Road, North 
Hykeham (ref: NK/NHYK/009) was rejected as a potential allocation. The reasoning provided 
for this rejection suggests:  

“The site would result in the loss of open space and would be constrained by the green 
wedge, railway line, the previous use as landfill and proximity to industrial uses.” 
(Residential Allocations NKDC Part 2, HOU002d). 

2.3. Our client has sought to address these issues and has submitted several technical 
appraisals which clearly identify the deliverability of the site. These additional evidence 
base documents include: 

• Transport Note – produced by Bryan G Hall 

• Noise Impact Assessment – produced by SLR;  

• Flood Risk and Drainage Assessment – produced by RWO; 

• Preliminary Ecological Assessment – produced by SLR; and  

• Green Wedge – Landscape and Visual Review – produced by Pegasus Group. 

2.4. These documents are included as appendices and summarised in our representations to 
the Publication (and earlier versions) of the CLLP. In aid of brevity, they are not included 
with this hearing statement. Despite the inclusion of this additional evidence the JSPC 
assessment remains unaltered, and it is unclear if these assessments have been given due 
consideration. 

2.5. Furthermore, the ‘Appendix 5.2: Housing Site Allocations SA North Kesteven’ (ref: 
STA004.hii) identifies our client’s site as a ‘reasonable alternative’. Whilst the site scores 
well against the majority of the identified Sustainability Appraisal (SA) criteria it remains 
unclear why the site is not identified as an allocation. This is unjustified and therefore 
unsound. 

Q2. What was the justification for not considering sites in Hamlets? 
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2.6. No comment. 

Q3. How was the settlement hierarchy and distribution of development used to inform 
decisions on which sites to allocate? For example, how did the Committee ensure that, 
when taking into account commitments, the levels of growth in each location would 
reflect the overall strategy? 

2.7. This is considered an issue for the JSPC to address. The distribution within Policy S2 
retained from the extant local Plan Policy LP3: Level and Distribution of Growth. However, 
because the housing requirement is proposed to be reduced this reduces the amount of 
development allocated to each area (23,654 dwellings extant plan compared to 18,656 
dwellings proposed submission plan). Clearly this issue in combination with extant 
permissions has tempered the quantum of housing allocations provided. 

2.8. The figures within Policy S2 should be approximate rather than finite requirements. It is 
considered appropriate that the Lincoln Urban Area should accommodate more growth 
than the 64% identified in Policy S2. This is inevitably an arbitrary figure and allocations 
should be opportunity led rather than fixation upon a specific target. 

Q4. Where allocations from the current Central Lincolnshire Local Plan had not been 
completed, what process did the Committee take? Were they automatically carried 
forward into the Local Plan Review, or, were they subject to the same analysis as 
proposed new sites? In answering this question it would be useful for the Committee to 
provide a list of the existing Local Plan allocations carried forward and include an 
update on their delivery. 

2.9. Paragraph 2.3 of the Residential Allocations Introduction (HOU002a) identifies that existing 
undeveloped allocations are being carried forward. It is unclear from the assessment pro-
formas whether these existing allocations were provided the same assessment rigour as 
other proposals.  

2.10. The fact a site is already allocated should not be a ‘fiat-accompli’ to its reallocation. This is 
particularly relevant where the site has failed to progress since the adoption of the previous 
local plan. The lack of progress may be indicative of delivery issues on a site. 

Q5. Where concerns were raised regarding a technical aspect of a site, such as 
drainage or visibility splays and access, how were these issues resolved as part of the 
site allocation process? Was further information requested and if so from whom and 
when? 

2.11. As discussed within our response to Q1 our client has provided numerous technical studies, 
included as appendices, to our comments upon the Publication version of the CLLP. These 
studies were undertaken by our client without direction from the JSPC. However, despite 
this pro-active approach providing certainty that the site could be developed and 
delivered in a timely and sustainable manner these technical studies do not appear to have 
been duly considered by the JSPC. 

Q6. How did the Committee consider minerals safeguarding areas as part of the site 
allocation process? Where sites are allocated for development within mineral 
safeguarding areas, what implications, if any, does this have for the deliverability of 
housing? 
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2.12. No comment. 

Q7. Was the site selection process robust? Was an appropriate selection of potential 
sites assessed, and were appropriate criteria taken into account? 

2.13. No, I refer the Inspectors to our response to other questions. 
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