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Index of respondent’s hames and representation identification in number order

Representation

ID

Given Name

Surname

Company/Organisation

Representing on behalf of

SK.IA0.0001 John Davis Petersham Land Ltd
SK.IA0.0002 Caroline Harris
SK.IAO.0003 Phillip Gadd
SK.IAO.0004 Emily White
SK.IAO.0005 Cameron White
SK.IAO.0006 Alison Heine Heine Planning
SK.IAO.0007 Derek Pollard
Barkston and Syston Parish
SK.IAO.0008 Malcolm Hall Council
SK.IAO.0009 Courtney Finn Grantham Civic Society
SK.IAO.0010 Sandra Close Natural England
SK.IA0.0011 Jane Evans Long Bennington Parish Council
SK.IAO.0012 Beverly Mawson
SK.IAO.0013 Robert Love Bidwells The Rathbone Trust
SK.IA0.0014 John Dickie John Dickie Associates
SK.IAO.0015 A Kelly
SK.IAO.0016 Shaun Sinnott
SK.IA0.0017 Gaile McMillan
SK.IAO.0018 Stephen Short Escritt Barrell Golding Mr Robert Jenkinson
SK.IAO.0019 Tom Clarke MRTPI | Theatres Trust
Trustees of the Richard
SK.IA0.0020 Nigel Gough Nigel Gough Associates Ltd Bettingson Will Trust
SK.IA0.0021 Stewart Paitence Anglian Water Services Ltd
SK.IAO.0022 Adam Brookes
SK.IA0.0023 Steve Beard Sport England
SK.IA0.0024 Jacqui Bunce NHS Lincolnshire
SK.IA0.0025 Emilie Carr Historic England
SK.IAO.0026 Robert Batchelor
SK.IAO.0027 Keri Monger Environment Agency
SK.IA0.0028 Phil Hughes Lincolnshire County Council
SK.IAO.0029 John Pearce Harris Lamb Barberry Grantham Ltd.
Phase 2 Planning Development
SK.IAO.0030 Emma Walker Ltd The Roberts Family
Robert Doughty Consultancy
SK.IA0.0031 Michael Braithwaite Limited Mr MJ Dickinson
Robert Doughty Consultancy
SK.IAO.0032 Michael Braithwaite Limited Gibbons (Holdings) Limited
SK.IA0.0033 Matt Verlander Avison Young National Grid
SK.IAO.0034 Charlotte Bailey DLP Planning Ltd Mr Ivor Crowson
SK.IAO.0035 James Mason Stamford Civic Society
SK.IAO.0036 Patricia Stuart-Mogg | Stamford Town Council
SK.IAO.0037 Kim Miller National Trust
Defence Infrastructure
SK.IAO.0038 Richard Bailey Homes England Organisation (DIO)




Representation

ID Given Name Surname Company/Organisation Representing on behalf of
SK.IAO.0039 Anne Dicks East Northamptonshire Council

Stamford Property Company
SK.IAO.0040 Charlotte Bailey DLP Planning Ltd Ltd
SK.IA0.0041 Guy Hird Witham Drainage Board
SK.IAO.0042 Sarah Legge Melton Borough Council
SK.IAO.0043 Julia Miller
SK.IAO.0044 Sarah Roberts
SK.IA0.0045 David Grove
SK.IAO.0046 Ayla Smith
SK.IAO.0047 John Freeman Claypole Parish Council
SK.IAO.0048 Nigel Percy
SK.IAO.0049 David York
SK.IAO.0050 Anne Gayfer South Lincolnshire Green Party
SK.IA0.0051 Mark Bassett Freeths Padley
SK.IAO.0052 Chris Charlton Rippingale Parish Council
SK.IAO.0053 Angela Tarsey
SK.IAO.0054 Sue Green Home Builder Federation (HBF)
SK.IAO.0055 Roy Knighton
SK.IAO.0056 Peakirk Parish Council

Deepings Neighbourhood Plan

SK.IAO.0057 David Shelton Group

Landowners - Land at Grange
SK.IAO.0058 Lucy Stephenson Savills Farm

Landowners - Land at Old
SK.IAO.0059 Lucy Stephenson | Savills Post Lane

Landowners - Land West of
SK.IAO.0060 Lucy Stephenson | Savills Ropsley, Grantham

Landowners - Land at Heath

Farm (South of Harrowby
SK.IAO.0061 Lucy Stephenson | Savills Lane)

Landowners - Land at
SK.IAO.0062 Lucy Stephenson | Savills Tennyson Avenue
SK.IA0.0063 Paul Butler PB Planning Invicta Developments
SK.IAO.0064 A Brooks

Edward

SK.IAO.0065 Toyne Dring Retired
SK.IAO.0066 Jeremy Dawson Strutt & Parker Cecil Estate Family Trust
SK.IAO.0067 Louise Brown Deeping St James Parish Council

Landowners - Land North of
SK.IAO.0068 Maria Boyce Savills Harrowby Lane
SK.IA0.0069 Anne Dew Persimmon Homes East Midlands

Greater Lincolnshire Nature

SK.IAO.0070 Luke Bamforth Partnership

Mrs A Knight and Mrs V
SK.IA0.0071 India Chard Bidwells Sandall
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Representing on behalf of
Mr Douglas and Andrew

SK.IA0.0072 David Hutchinson Boyer Freeman
SK.IA0.0073 Laura McCombe Boyer Mr T Wade
SK.IAO.0074 Laura McCombe Boyer Mr Nick and Tim Wade
Milton (Peterborough)
SK.IA0.0075 Steve Harley Oxalis Planning Ltd Estates Company (‘Milton')
Brown & Co - Property and
SK.IAO.0076 Martin Herbert Business Consultants LLP [,P, D and P G Bailey
Ropsley and District Parish
SK.IAO.0077 Nikki Gascoigne Council
SK.IAO.0078 Bernard Champness Thurlby Parish Council
Brown & Co - Property and
SK.IAO.0079 Martin Herbert Business Consultants LLP
Planning and Design Group (UK)
SK.IAO.0080 Sarah Clark Limited G.E & B Fearn Farms Limited
SK.IAO.0081 Nick Sandford The Woodland Trust
SK.IAO.0082 Azar Wood Stamford Bypass Group
SK.IA0.0083 Michael Thompson
SK.IAO.0084 Adam Clink
SK.IAO.0085 Angela Smedley Fisher German LLP Oldrid. & Co. Ltd
SK.IAO.0086 David Holmes Old Somerby Parish Council
SK.IAO.0087 Jessica Graham Savills The Crown Estate
Absolute Property
SK.IAO.0088 Maria Boyce Savills Development
SK.IAO.0089 Richard Cleaver
Burghley House Preservation
SK.IAO.0090 David Henry Savills (UK) Ltd Trust
SK.IA0.0091 Steven Doel Nexus Planning CEG
SK.IAO.0092 Dale Wright
SK.IA0.0093 David Hutchinson Boyer JE Wade and Sons
Longhurtst Group Ltd &
Jabberwocky Investments
SK.IAO.0094 Gabrielle Rowan Pegasus Group Ltd
SK.IAO.0095 Lynette Swinburne Savills Grantham Estates
SK.IAO.0096 Michael Swann
SK.IAO.0097 Christine Swann
SK.IAO.0098 Philip Ashbourn
Londonthorpe & Harrowby
SK.IAO.0099 Peter Armstrong Without PC
Lincolnshire County Council
SK.IAO.0100 Lynette Swinburne Savill Corporate Property
SK.IAO.0101 lan Sismey Bourne Town Council
SK.IA0.0102 Jilliean Marshall
SK.IA0.0103 Philip Cupit Barrowby Parish Council
SK.IA0.0104 Nigel Harris Boyer Richborough Estates Ltd.




Representation

ID Given Name Surname Company/Organisation Representing on behalf of
Mr & Mrs Jeff & Judith
SK.IA0.0105 Tara Shippey Harcourt Land and Developments | Thompson & Burrows
Mr & Mrs Jeff & Judith
SK.IA0.0106 Tara Shippey Harcourt Land and Developments | Thompson & Burrows
Absolute Property
SK.IA0.0107 Maria Boyce Boyer Development
Barrowby Neighbourhood Plan
SK.IAO.0108 Nigel Jones Group
Mr PJSR Hill and Pikeace
SK.IA0.0109 Adam Murray Andrew Granger & Co. Ltd Limited
SK.IAO.0110 Mike Brooman Castle Bytham Parish Council
SK.IAO.0111 Joyce Stevenson
SK.IAO.0112 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co R. Peasgood
SK.IA0.0113 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co Tinsley
SK.IA0.0114 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co R. Adcock
SK.IA0.0115 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co Adock, Kilman and Wire
SK.IAO.0116 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co Kilman, Hill, Custons, Wire
SK.IA0.0117 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co Knight
SK.IAO.0118 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co Whitfield
SK.IA0.0119 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co A. Woolley
SK.IAO.0120 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co J. Day
SK.IAO.0121 William Lee Buckminster
SK.IAO.0122 Steve Frisby SKDC - Parks
SK.IAO.0123 Hilda Ann Johnson
SK.IAO.0124 Kit Longstaff R.Longstaff & Co W. Ash




SK.IA0.0001

Amy Bonfield

From: John Davis I

Sent: 13 October 2020 13:33

To: PLANNING POLICY

Subject: SKDC Local Plan Review. Public Consultation.
Categories: Yellow Category

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear Sirs,

| am responding to only limited elements of your South Kesteven Local Plan Review, as opposed to completing the
entire Issues and Options Response Form.

| am not a local resident. | do however have a commercial interest as the owner of Property in High Street and
Guildhall Street Grantham.

| believe | can speak with some authority about this area, but prefer not to comment on other issues affecting South
Kesteven, as | consider my opinions would be of limited value.

It is depressing to have to start by recording what is a very negative picture of retail within Grantham Town Centre,
but little will be gained by ignoring reality.

For a variety of reasons the High Street, indeed the entire core shopping area of Grantham needs emergency
support, so as to ensure it does not fall into terminal decline.

There is little merit in apportioning blame, simply the reasons for decline have to be acknowledged by those charged
with the towns recovery.

Without first of all understanding and recognising the mistakes of the past, a vision for the future seems unlikely to
succeed.

| would like to respond to PROPOSAL 1- 2036 Vision for South Kesteven.
Grantham

| agree Grantham’s role as the Sub-Regional Centre will be strengthened through significant housing and
employment growth.

With this in mind | have no doubt officers and members wish the Town Centre is to be considered a part of this
growth and have no desire to see it’s decline continue.

Sadly the numerous, out of town, and edge of town, retail developments that exist today, are simply not
complementary to a vibrant Town Centre. They are competition, and of course “ unfair “ competition, particularly
when every facility is offered to ensure these new developments are considerably more user friendly than the Town
Centre.

One obvious example of this is car parking.

Car parking for Out of Town retail schemes is convenient, free, and adequate, whilst to park near shops in the Town
Centre is difficult and you have to pay !!!

This has of course been a major cause to the Towns decline and several large space users are today looking to
relocate out of town.
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The enormous amount of vacant retail property in the Town Centre is not new. It’s slow decline has been evident for
well over a decade, and as well as the above, the situation has been exacerbated by online shopping, and of course
this year, Covid 19.

Whilst much of the damage has been done, all is not lost and there are actions that will help enormously to
encourage vibrancy in Grantham Town Centre.

Encouraging town centre residential schemes would help bring people back to the town, and have the added benefit
of providing customers to those retailers that remain in the Town Centre.
Step one in this process is acceptance that there is little or no demand for retail accommodation beyond the central

Even rental values in prime parts of High Street Grantham are now lower than industrial property on the edge of
town !!! This is a phenonium that is unheard of in the history of shopping in the UK.
If any reader struggles to understand the consequences of this, please contact me, and | will happily explain.

However, | passionately believe the Town Centre can survive, indeed it can thrive, but it must be supported by local
government, and NOW !!!! There is no time to lose.

The commercial world will not slow the process of change, so as to accommodate any of our desires to debate local
plans.

The Government’s recent edict that all vacant retail accommodation can be converted or developed for residential
use, should be seized upon and encouraged.

It will not work to hope that retail will recover, or quasi retail will take up the slack. They will not. The periphery
needs to developed as soon as is reasonably possible so the central retail core has a chance.

To all of you who are saying to themselves “ A developer wouldn’t say this wouldn’t they “. You need to know, this
won’t be easy, as the viability of residential development is very questionable.

Once again, the writer will happily explain, if that would be helpful.

Returning to the issue of cars. It has been the mantra for years both at Government and local level, to keep cars out
The concept that it was wise to keep homes and cars out of Town Centres, was always doubtful, but in these times
must be challenged. | suggest the opposite is what is required in Grantham.

The suggestion, that keeping cars out of town, it is environmentally friendly, may appear logical, but has proved too
often, not be the case.

| am asking that SKDC work with land owners to improve access for both cars and public transport. Encourage

residential and leisure development in the Town Centre. Help make both financially viable.

Objective 6 of your Vision and Objectives for South Kesteven is to facilitate and enhance the role of Grantham as an
important Sub - Regional centre.

If this Objective is serious | judge a vibrant Town Centre is an important element.

| do understand the emotional struggle when considering such dramatic changes to a town with such a rich history,
but | am reminded that progress waits for no man, and vacant property rots the very soul of a community.

| am quite willing to be part of a future conversation. | hope you will invite all stakeholders, including retailers and
property owners to brain storm about what is needed.

All our interests are in my opinion aligned.

Now is the time for some bold thinking, and action.

| look forward to hearing from you.

Your Sincerely.

John Davis

Petersham Land Ltd.






SK.IA0.0002

Amy Bonfield

From: I
Sent: 13 October 2020 16:51

To: PLANNING POLICY

Subject: PERMANENT RECYCLING CENTRE
Categories: Yellow Category

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear MR ROGER RANSON.

With reference to your e mail regarding the LOCAL PLAN REVIEW ISSUES AND OPTIONS REPORT MY
RECOMMENDATION AND SUGGESTION OF A PERMANENT RECYCLING CENTRE IN STAMFORD HAS NOT EVEN BEEN
MENTIONED.

DOES THIS NOW MEAN THAT THIS VERY IMPORTANT AND NECESSARY SERVICE IS NOT GOING TO BE INCLUDED IN
THE REVIEW?

I, and so many residents in the town really would like this to be built sooner for our rapidly expanding town.

With SO many new houses that will be built around Stamford, this is VITALLY IMPORTANT NOW THAT A CENTRE BE
INCLUDED.

PEOPLE AT THE PRESENT HAVE TO GO 25 mile round trip to the centre at BOURNE, and that's only the people
who've got transport.

In previous roadshows and consultations I've been very encouraged by several different developers who thought my
proposal was so important for our environment.

They even suggested giving money towards this facility.

Please acknowledge that a PERMANENT RECYCLING CENTRE WILL BE GIVEN MUCH MORE SUPPORT FOR STAMFORD
ALONG WITH ALL THE MAJOR HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS BEING PROPOSED.

YOURS SINCERELY

MRS CAROLINE HARRIS.
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SK.IAO.0003

For Official Use Only:

REF: 0003

CN:

SOUTH ADD:

KESTEVEN
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title MR
First Name PHILIP
Last Name GADD

Organisation

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email Address

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

ectronic response) | Date
14/10/2020

Signature (please type for an el




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [No _________nmo______ |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

Lack of infrastructure with the Grantham area will cause problems. The lack of hospital facilities
within the Grantham are should be a concern to developments. Lack of school places, doctors
availability. Inability of electrical, gas and water infrastructure to large scale development.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | _[No Jno  Unsure | |
If not please provide details.
Almost all of the large scale developments pay little respect to the sustainability, they are
usually a one line statement of intent. No provision for solar panels, no water harvesting, heat
pumps, thermal water heating. The reduction in affordable or no social housing on the large
estates proposed show that SKDC appear to want a divided community. All new developments
should have social housing which is successfully integrated into developments. SKDC still appear
to want to build boxes & put social housing residents on the edge of estates... hardly an
effective integration.
The economics of the district relies on local jobs, the local plan appears to fail in attracting large
industry. The new estate south of Grantham will become a commuter belt housing where
people will travel to jobs outside the local area.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | _ __ __No ______lno____ |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

The land grab carried out within the Grantham area in particular is of concern. Valuable open
spaces & green fields will be built on to the detriment of wildlife, people using them for health
issues. The area will have no playing fields or green spaces within the urban environment if they
are built on.




The local plan seems to care little for environmental protection and appears to be a ‘Right to
Build’ at whatever cost.

More concrete will increase the flood risk in lower areas of the Witham and other local flood
risk areas.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

SP3

0s1

These need to be revisited to ensure that MORE consideration is given to the local community
regarding infill and the provision or use of POS. SKDC have made many proposals to build on
exisiting POS against the local publics concerns & issues raised.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | ___ __No _____INO______ |Unsure |

If not please provide details

Government policy appears to change yearly the existing plan timetable should be retained. It is
of little use extending the Local Plan until enough is known about the current changes planned
by the Government.

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | INo______ | ______ |Unsure __lunsure

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology



Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | INo______ | _______ |Unsure ___lunsure

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo__ | |Unsure __lunsure

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No _____Jno_____ |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

The current area has massive pressure to maintain the existing community.

Improve the infrastructure and local community provisions then you may build something
worthwhile for the long term.

Build 754 houses per year and you will have health problems, no doctors, dentists, hospital
issues. Thought should be given how people live so more money from developers should be re-
invested in the community not trying to squeeze the life out existing people and services.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes No no Unsure




If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

The Growth area appear to be the South of the county. More provision should be made within
the Stamford area. Bourne already appears to have plenty of build land and provisions. Grantham
has plenty of building land in the Local Plan such as the Southern Quadrant and Barracks.

Stamford appears to be left alone and few provisions are made to build other than the existing
industrial site at Cummins which is already accepted as developed. No major green spaces or POS
will be used in Stamford unlike Grantham.

Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | No______INO_____ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure __lunsure

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes  _Jyes  _ _No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes yes No Unsure




Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | Yes _ _No | |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.
Yes two sites have recently been proposed in Belmont ward. One of the sites received planning.
Sites should be made available across the area not focussed on one area.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | No | |Unsure __lunsure

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | [No | Unsure ___lunsure |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies



Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo _____lno ____ |Unsure | ___

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

New build housing should incorporate more energy savings consistent with their design. Solar
Panels and thermal water heating. Increased insulation more accountability over the use of gas
boilers and current proposals.

Tree planting & offset planting schemes and wildlife corridors incorporated into the Barracks &
South Quadrant.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes  __Jves ___ INo | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes  _ |Ves _____No | |Unsure |

Please give details.

Incorporation of at least 1kw of solar anels per build. Discussions will need to take place with
DNOs regarding the issues but they will not be difficult to do.

Thermal heating, water harvesting and other renewables sources will need to be considered but
provision could be made to encourage their installation by discounts in othe areas or planning
requirements.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details




16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No_______lno______ |Unsure |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | |Unsure __lunsure

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

The existing Local Plan made mistakes about the allocation of the Blessed Hugh Moore site
under SKLP260 it was incorrectly allocated Planning Permission which allowed it to bypass other
scrutiny. This has now caused issues where SKDC have suddenly decided to develop the site
after it failed to appear in other consultation documents due to this MISTAKE. SKDC made other
mistakes where they transposed the St Wulframs (SKLP 152) site with Ancaster (SKLP315)

These mistakes have now lead to issues where the local community have questioned the
validity of the original allocations.

SKDC need to explain and restart the process on the BHM Site SKLP 260 where it appears the
allocation could have been challenged if the mistake had been noticed earlier.

The failures of SKDC led to other tiers of investigation being bypassed leading to an abandoned
consultation which had been carried out during lockdown, this also lead to dismay amongst the
community when discussions could not take place legally.




SKDC continue to ignore the errors they made regarding this site and had failed to discuss an
existing convenant on the land.

SKDC refused planning permission previously on the land when it ws proposed by Lincs County
Council,. Now it appears they want to bypass their original decision, mistakes in assessment and
a large local opposition to building on this open space.

If this is an example of consultation it appears badly managed.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
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Part A: Personal Details

Emily

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

19/10/2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [Nox | |Umsure |

If not please provide details.

| believe that the vision should be the same as before. | can only speak on behalf of Bourne, but
| am aware from the documentation that there is sufficient enough housing in Bourne for
several years so the huge increase in this recent documentation to see us through to 2041 is far
too great for the actual need. As the benchmark is continually changing through the many
updates/amendments to local plans, it can be very hard to keep up with. Bourne and this
specified housing growth does not reflect the growing population in this area. Can our views be
used on one questionnaire (the same format) that can be tweaked and edited as local plans
make amendments rather than to have repeated questionnaires and consultations?

Q1b - The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the

economic recovery of the District?

Yes x _____[No | lUnsure | |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | N | |Unsurex |

If not please provide details.

It should broadly remain the same, however any developments should work hand in hand with
neighbourhood plans at all times.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly




Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed
significantly?

Yes | N | |Unsurex |

If not please provide details.

This all depends on what the actual ‘not proposed to be changes significantly’ statement means.
It requires more clarity who and/or what deems significant or not.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | Nox | |Unsue |

If not please provide details

I do not agree as it seems that National Policy is to change National Policy, and therefore Local
Policy, about every 12 months. A plan either needs to be stuck to within the timeframe or to
stop changing the goalposts.

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a - Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | _INo______ | ______ |Unsue |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement



Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

No comment.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | Nox | |Unsue |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

This is not justified as mentioned above. Previous plans have already stated that we are already
above the required number for Bourne. These parameters/goalposts are continually being
changed. | have had four various questionnaires/letters, etc to complete within the last two
years.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | Nox | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




I can only speak on behalf of Bourne. As mentioned above, we are already above the housing
quota so this is not justified.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger

Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

No comment.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please provide details

No comment.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople

accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes No Unsure




If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

No comment.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo | |Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

No comment.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than

are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?



Yes No Unsure
Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details.

Q1l1c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Pleasegivedetails

No comment.

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | N | |Unsue |

Please give details

No comment.

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | |Unsurex |

Please give details

I am unsure of what these ‘minimum parking standards’ are to be able to comment.




18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

No

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

No comment.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part A: Personal Details

Mr

Cameron

White

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

19/10/2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [Nox . x_______ JUnsure |

The vision should remain the same as the previous plan and consultations in 2019. Regarding
the situation in Bourne, | am aware that we are already above the required quota of housing so
the increase outlined in the documentation is not necessary or required, and if any extra should
be the Elsea Park area, where the residents are already exposed and are more accepting to
further building, as they were well aware at the time of purchase that potential building would
be going on around that area. Whereas if the local planning placed building in areas where
previous residents invested and chose properties in an area more quiet and calm, less likely to
be built up around (such as North of Bourne, then that is unfair, and would make investing to
live in Bourne less attractive, as one would never know if your place of residence would
dramatically change, so why would you chose to buy in Bourne if the planning allowed
unwanted growth everywhere?).

It can be difficult and tiresome to keep track of the continual changes to the local plan. If an
entity wanted to browbeat the residents into acquiescing or complying to what it wanted them
to do, then the entity would under the guise of democratic care and concern of their needs,
keep requiring them to do endless long questionnaires (exam style) every 6 months, until
everyone holds their hands up in surrender, because the Local Plan they thought had been
agreed has now altered significantly, and no doubt will keep altering, so what is the point if it
keeps changing. That is a recipe for a disengaged and untrusting population, unless that is what
is the real desired outcome. Bourne and this outlined housing growth does not reflect the
growing population in this area.

So can our initial views be used on one questionnaire (the same format) that then can be
tweaked and edited as local plans make amendments rather than to have to do repeated
questionnaires and consultations? It feels as though it is devised in this way to wear down the
populations views either the existing residents wishes are being met otherwise it appears that
whatever the residents feel ultimately does not matter to the powers that be. That would be a
very sad state of affairs. | want to live in GB, not in the Soviet Union. Please ensure the
democratic of local residents are at the front of ALL decision making.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes x x ___[No | lUnsure | |

If not please provide details.




6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | No | |Unsurex _x

If not please provide details.

It should broadly remain the same, however any developments should work hand in hand with the
Bourne Parish Neighbourhood Plan at all times, and should be desired by the local residents, not against

the local community’s wishes.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | No | |Unsurex _x_______

If not please provide details.

This all depends on what the actual ‘not proposed to be changes significantly’ statement means.
It requires more clarity who and/or what deems significant or not.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | Nox ___Ix_______ |Unsure |

If not please provide details

I do not agree as it seems that National Policy is to change National Policy at a drop of a hat,
about every 12 months. A plan either needs to be stuck to within the timeframe and stop
changing the goalposts.

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a - Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | INo______ | ______ |Unsurex |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Sorry not sure | understand what this term really means. No comment




Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | _INo______ | ______ |Unsurex |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo__ | |Unsurex |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

No comment.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | Nox ___|x______ |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

This is not justified as mentioned above in my comments. Previous plans have already stated
that we are already above the required number for Bourne. These parameters/goalposts are
continually being changed that this is not treating the residents with respect.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes No Unsure




If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | Nox __ |x______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

I can only speak on behalf of Bourne. As mentioned above, we are already above the housing
quota so this is definitely not justified.

if any extra growth should be limited to the Elsea Park area, where the residents are already
exposed and are more accepting to further building, as they were well aware at the time of
purchase that potential building would be going on around that area. Whereas if the local
planning placed building in areas where previous residents invested and chose properties in an
area more quiet and calm, less likely to be built up around (such as North of Bourne, then that is
unfair, and would make investing to live in Bourne less attractive, as one would never know if
your place of residence would dramatically change, so why would you chose to buy and live in
Bourne if the planning allowed unwanted growth everywhere?).

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South

Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | N | |Unsue |

Please provide details




No comment.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No _____Ix______ |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details.

No comment.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo | |Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.



No comment.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No __ | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

No comment.

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details

No comment.

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards




Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | |Unsurex _x_

Please give details

I am unsure of what these ‘minimum parking standards’ are to be able to comment.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Please be very careful in allowing growth in areas where residents are really unhappy to
receive, such as Beaufort Drive in Bourne. It is not fair creating a climate of constant
uncertainty, why would you invest your life savings and choose to live in a place where all those
attributes that made you choose in the first place would be dramatically changed. That is why
any growth should be limited to areas of existing growth, where one expects such growth.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

No comment.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title MRS
ALISON
Last Name HEINE
Organisation HEINE PLANNING

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email Address

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date

29.10.20




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la —The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | INo | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | [No | lUnsue | |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | [No | |Unsure I

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | |No | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | |No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | [No | |Unsure I

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | [No_ | _Unsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes Ve [No_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | |No______INO_____|Unsure I

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
MOST SMALL VILLAGES NEED MORE DEVELOPMENT TO SUPPORT EXISTING SERVICES

COVID19 HAS SHOWN THAT PEOPLE CAN LIVE AND WORK REMOTELY WITHOUT THE NEED TO
TRAVEL, AND THERE SHOULD BE LESS EMPHASIS ON THE NEED TO CONCENTRATE/CRAM ALL
NEW DEVELOPMENT IN TOWNS.

THE COUNTRYSIDE PROVIDES AN ATTRACTIVE ENVIRONMENT FOR MOST PEOPLE TO LIVE AND
SMALL VILLAGES WOULD BENEFIT FROM AN INJECTION OF LIFE FROM NEW YOUNGER
FAMILIES. IT IS IMPORTANT TO STOP RURAL SETTLEMENTS FROM TURNING INTO GODS
WAITING ROOM OR AFFLUENT WORK FROM HOME/COMMUTER VILLAGES.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining

what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes _ YEs _____[No | Unsure | |

Please provide details

PLANNING IS ALMOST TOTALLY RELIANT ON PRIVATE DEVELOPERS TO MEET EXISTING NEEDS.
THE PLANNING SYSTEM THWARTS AND DISTORTS THIS PROCESS, NOT ALWAYS MAKING
HOUSES AVAILABLE WHERE PEOPLE WANT THEM WHICH IN TURN MAKES HOUSES MORE
EXPENSIVE IN AREAS WHERE NEW DEVELOPMENT IS RESTRICTED IE THE SMALL VILLAGES. THE
ONLY PEOPLE TO BENEFIT ARE THOSE WHO LIVE WHERE DEVELOPMENT IS RESTRICTED.

PLANNING IS EXERTING TOO MUCH OF A CONTROL ON THE ABILITY OF PEOPLE TO LIVE WHERE
THEY WANT AND FAILING TO DELIVER WHAT IS NEEDED OR IS SUITABLE.

THERE NEEDS TO BE A GREATER SHARING OF DEVELOPMENT AND GREATER ACCEPTANCE OF
THE NEED FOR MORE DEVELOPMENT ACROSS THE DISTRICT IN RECOGNITION OF THE FACT
SOUTH KESTEVEN SERVES/ INTERACTS WITH A LARGE HINTERLAND THAT IS MUCH LARGER
THAN THE DISTRICT ITSELF.

NEED TO VIEW SOUTH KESTEVEN IN THE REGIONAL CONTEXT AND NOT AS AN ADMIN DISTRICT
WHICH HAS LITTLE CONTEXT OR RELEVANCE TO MODERN LIVING PATTERNS.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation




Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate

to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes  ___JVes___ __[No | |Unsue | |

If yes, please provide details.

-OVERCROWDED CONDITIONS ON COUNCIL SITE IN GRANTHAM WHICH IS SUBSTANDARD WITH
INADEQUATE SMALL/ CRAMPED PITCHES FOR FAMILIES.

-NEED FOR MORE PRIVATE SITES AS WITNESSED BY CURRENT APPEALS

-LATENT NEED FROM THOSE DENIED RIGHT TO LIVE IN THE DISTRICT DUE TO CHRONIC POLICY
FAILURE AND SHORTAGE OF SITES

URGENT NEED TO UPDATE THE 2016 GTAA (WHICH IS BASED ON 2015 DATA)
URGENT NEED TO ALLOCATE LAND TO MEET NEED IDENTIFIED IN 2016 AND FUTURE NEED

URGENT NEED TO PROVIDE CHOICE OF SITES BY LOCATION, SIZE, TENURE, TYPE FOR DIFFERENT
HOUSEHOLDS IN ATTRACTIVE, APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS.

URGENT NEED TO RECOGNISE THIS IS A LAND USE THAT IS HARD TO LOCATE IN URBAN
SETTLEMENTS WHERE LAND VALUES ARE TOO HIGH AND A USE OF LAND MORE APPROPRIATE
IN RURAL LOCATIONS WHERE LAND IS AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE.

IT IS VERY UNLIKELY DEVELOPERS WILL AGREE TO MEET NEED ON HOUSING ALLOCATIONS DUE
TO DIFFICULTIES SECURING FUNDING/ FINANCE FOR SCHEMES WITH TRAVELLER SITES. LOOK
AT THE EXPERIENCE OF OTHER AUTHORITIES-YOU WILL FIND V FEW HAVE SUCCEEDED DOING
THIS AND MOST DEVELOPERS LOOK FOR EXCUSES NOT TO DELIVER AND AS WITH AFFORDABLE
HOUSING PREFER TO MAKE PAYMENTS FOR SITES TO BE DELIVERED ELSEWHERE.

FAILURE TO APPRECIATE HOW HARD IT IS FOR TRAVELLERS TO SELF PROVIDE WHEN COUNCILS
WITH ALL THE RESOURCES, CONTACTS AND EXPERTISE AT THEIR DISPOSAL FAIL TO ADDRESS
THIS ISSUE. COUNCILS SHOULD BE LESS CRITICAL OF THE CHOICES OF TRAVELLERS WHEN THEY
HAVE DONE NOTHING TO SECURE SITES

VERY DISAPPOINTING TO NOTE THAT THE GTAA HAS NOT BEEN UPDATED AND YOU ARE ONLY
NOW REALISING YOU NEED TO UPDATE THIS. VERY DISAPPOINTING TO NOTE THAT SO LITTLE
THOUGHT HAS BEEN GIVEN TO THIS FOLLOWING THE FINDINGS OF THE LOCAL PLAN
INSPECTOR AND REJECTION OF COLD HARBOUR/ FULBECK SITES. PLEASE STOP MAKING
EXCUSES FOR DOING NOTHING AND STOP LOOKING FOR EXCUSES TO JUSTIFY DOING NOTHING.
ADDRESS THIS ISSUE. YOU DO NOT NEED AN UPDATED GTAA TO START LOOKING FOR SUITABLE
SITES.

I HAVE SEEN NO EVIDENCE OF ‘EMBEDDED RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE TRAVELLING
COMMUNITIES’? | HAVE NOT BEEN MADE AWARE OF ANY ASSISTANCE BEING GIVEN TO THE
TRAVELLING COMMUNITY IN THE PROCESS OF FINDING SUITABLE SITES. HOW CAN YOU
HONESTLY WRITE SUCH RUBBISH AND THEN ADMIT YOU REJECTED A SITE YOU THOUGHT WAS
SUITABLE WITH ALL THE ASSOCIATED COST AND DELAY OF A PLANNING APPEAL. WHAT
SIGNALS DO YOU THINK THIS SENDS OUT TO THE TRAVELLING COMMUNITY? | SEE NO
COMMITMENT TO DELIVER AND IN THIS RESPECT YOU ARE NO DIFFERENT TO MOST OTHER
COUNCILS IN ENGLAND.




C1/2006 EXPECTED NEED TO BE DELIVERED WITHIN 3-5 YEARS IE BY 2011. TEN YEARS LATER
AND YOU ARE NO CLOSER TO ADDRESSING NEED THAN YOU WERE IN 2006. FROM READING
THIS ISSUES AND OPTIONS SECTION | AM NOT CONVINCED YOU HAVE UNDERSTOOD THE
MESSAGE FROM THE LOCAL PLAN INSPECTOR OR ACCEPT THE IMPORTANCE OF PPTS.

TRAVELLER FAMILIES ARE SUFFERING DISPROPORTIONATELY DUE TO THIS FAILURE. THEY ARE
HAVING TO LIVE IN SUB STANDARD OVERCROWDED CONDITIONS EXACERBATED BY COVID19
WHILST YOU DELIBERATE WHAT TO DO AND FIND EXCUSES TO REFUSE PLANNING
APPLICATIONS.

I VERY MUCH HOPE TO SEE A MORE POSITIVE APPROACH TO THIS ISSUE IN FUTURE
CONSULTATIONS.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a — Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | [No | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | |No | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future

challenge of climate change?

Yes No Unsure




If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council

could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

Please give details.

Q1l1c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support

your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in
South Kesteven.




Yes No Unsure

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or
where they should apply to.

Yes | |No | |Unsue | |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.




For Official Use Only:

REF: 0007

CN:
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KESTEVEN
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12" October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23™ November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details

2. Agents Details (if Applicable)

Title

MR
First Name D\?/w’ )2
Last Name

Organisation .

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email Address

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

automatically be added to the database

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will

please select the following box

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

7

~

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response)

Date

’

28 /l0/2e.
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Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Qla - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes l No
if not please provide details.
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Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | | No | | Unsure /'

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes l ~ No | | Unsure |

If not please provide details.
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7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | | No | | Unsure |

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 - Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | ) | No | | Unsure |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a - Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

' Yes | _~ [N |  Junsure | |
If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

st ‘Settlement Himrarchv Methoqloiogv

B

N % i ‘.’& A\ '5. i
Do you thlnk the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodo\ogy - specaflcallv with respect to
determlnlng larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | e No I | Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | | No | | Unsure —sd

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 - Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | | Unsure |
If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?
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11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | . | No | | Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | | No ] | Unsure e

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
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Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | — | No | | Unsure

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposalis.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes [ Wk | No | | Unsure |
If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes ~___[No | JUnsure | |

Please provide details
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* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 —-G’-_&_y'_;__ssv and Trayéller and Travelling Showpeople %gprr)_n;qd_altion__ TR

. £¥ -, S v’ w R ¥ '$ % _' a
Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | | No | | Unsure —
If yes, please provide details.
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13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 shouid be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | e | No | Unsure
If not, please provide details.




Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | o | No | | Unsure
If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | Pl | No | | Unsure |
If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | & | No | | Unsure
Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes [ [No [ [Unsure | |

Please give details.




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

if you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

' 16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in
South Kesteven.

Yes | No | Unsure —
Please give details
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17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

a

Yes | | No | .
Please give details
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18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?




Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

' 19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

x,\/0 L,«.’/ Y 21 RS 1‘_*«4& \i"&y

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Amy Bonfield

From: malcoim Hall
Sent: 11 November 2020 13:10

To: PLANNING POLICY

Subject: Local Plan Review

Categories: Yellow Category

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Hi

Barkston and Syston Parish Council have considered the documents circulated in regard to the Local Plan Review,
and have no objections, or comments to make.

Regards

Malcolm Hall
Clerk to Barkston and Syston Parish Council

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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SK.IA0.0009

SKDC Local Plan 2011-2036 and further update now approved by SKDC

The Civic Society commented in detail in the summer of 2019 when the Plan was first
published. We supported the emphasis given to sustainable development, particularly
Policies SD1 the presumption in favour of sustainable development and SD2 describing the
principles of this.

Since Grantham is to receive over 50% of all new house building in South Kesteven there is
clearly a need for its roads and transport infrastructure to be developed to handle the
increases. The southern relief road is welcomed but we are disappointed to find that no
other road development is mentioned in the Plan. This is despite reassuring words on page
30 of the plan “to look at all the issues that relate to transport in the town and set out a
range of local proposals to tackle congestion and improve transport options”. Apart from
the Southern bypass this has not been done and indeed seems to have been ignored.

Greater connectivity in the town was promised by the completion of Pennine Way to Great
Gonerby and a Section 106 agreement was established to fund the railway bridge from
house completions at Poplar Farm. This development has been building for the best part of
10 years. The 106 agreement was to cover the originally stated £8m cost of the railway
bridge and was inflation proofed so that contributions were increased over the years to
keep pace with increases in the bridge cost. The bridge was supposed to be started when
750 houses were completed. There is mention in another council report: the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan on page 31 that contributions are insufficient because of the Network rail
ransom for the rail bridge. We would like to see the council publish an explanation of the
progress of the bridge project. How much has been collected and from how many
completed dwellings and is this vital transport link ever going to happen? What was the
“ransom”?

The Local Plan is a huge document backed up by several other long and complex reports.
The Government Inspector’s report is an impenetrable document that may only be
understandable by planning experts. | am sure it all mostly makes sense and the council has
approved it being their vision for the future of the district and the town.

However, we are concerned that local infrastructure will not keep pace with the race to
build ever more dwellings and more congestion and pollution will be the result. The Plan is
almost silent on the future requirements in our nurseries, schools and college education.
There is no mention of Grantham Hospital or of having adequate level of provision in
doctors’ surgeries and dental care. Of course the local council does not have the
responsibility in these matters but we hope that all our councillors will continue to use their
voices to influence these important aspects of the local infrastructure.

Courtney Finn

Chairman, Grantham Civic Society
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Date:16 November 2020

Our ref: 330170
Your ref: None

Roger Ranson
Head of Planning Policy
planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Dear Mr Ranson

Planning consultation: South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review - Issues and Options
Report

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 08 October 2020 which was received by Natural
England on 08 October 2020

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England welcomes the Issues and Options Report of the South Kesteven Local Plan (the
Plan).

We agree that most of the current policies and proposals of the Plan adopted in January 2020 are
operating well in supporting decision making on planning applications. Therefore, it is likely that
most policies will not be subject to substantial change. However, there will be national policy
changes with the forthcoming Environment Bill (setting a legislative framework to deliver the 25 Year
Environment Plan) which should be anticipated.

Natural England submits the following comments in consideration to our statutory purpose as stated
above.

PROPOSAL 1 - 2036 Vision for South Kesteven

QUESTION 1a — The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level? If not please provide details.

Yes
QUESTION 1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is enough to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District? If not, please provide details.

The importance of the Plan in helping to deliver government targets across all policy areas with

regard to UK climate change action should be stated as part of the wider vision for development
planning and management of South Kesteven.

PROPOSAL 2 - Objectives

Page 1 of 5
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QUESTION 2 - Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan? If
not, please provide details.

Objective 13 relating to Climate Change should be strengthened. It should commit to achieving any
current target set by government for carbon reduction.

PROPOSAL 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

QUESTION 3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Q3 - Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed
significantly? If not, please provide details.

Natural England has considered ENV1, ENV2 and ENV3 for the purposes of this question and
review. Whilst we agree with the content of these policies we suggest that they should be
strengthened to reflect the aims of the 25 year environment plan and the forthcoming Environment
Bill. We have the following comments.

ENV1 Landscape Character

The South Kesteven Landscape Character Assessment (2010) has been used by the Council to
inform its Landscape Policy. The need for a review of this study is recommended together with
considering the current position of neighbouring districts position with regards to landscape
character assessments and polices to ensure conformity across borders.

ENV2 Protecting Biodiversity and Geodiversity

The Environment Bill contains a proposal to mandate net gains for biodiversity on new
developments in England to deliver an overall increase in biodiversity. Many developers have
already embraced this concept in prior to the introduction of legislation. Natural England therefore
recommends that the Plan should include wording to refer to this proposed change (and the
advantages of adopting it now) and which will offer guidance to developers to follow the net gain
approach and demonstrate that a net gain in biodiversity can be achieved within future projects.

In particular policy wording should explain that net gain should be “measurable”. It would therefore
be useful if the Defra metrics could be mentioned within the policy wording itself or the explanatory
text. The Defra Biodiversity Metric 2.0 can be used to measure gains and losses to biodiversity
resulting from development and is a fully tested metric that will ensure consistency across the plan-
area.

We also advise that a specific target for Biodiversity Net Gain should be set which developments
must achieve. Any target should be achievable, and evidence based. Your authority may want to
consider including a target within a Supplementary Planning Document on Biodiversity Net Gain
which would be a good way to offer developers further advice on this topic and can be updated as
guidance from the Environment Bill emerges.

ENV3 Green Infrastructure

Natural England supports the current policy as we consider that it provides a sound framework for
the protection and enhancement of the Green Infrastructure (GI) network. However we suggest that
it could further emphasise of the importance of green infrastructure to health and well-being. The
current Covid situation has shown how valuable it is to have access to green space close to where
people live.

The policy wording should also establish that Green Infrastructure (Gl) should be used to provide a
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biodiversity net gain for development and cross reference made to ENV2 Biodiversity &
Geodiversity.

We suggest that the policy should also consider the benefits of Gl where climate change adaptation
might include the creation of space for wildlife to enable it to move in response to changing
environmental conditions.

4. Possible policies to be changed or introduced

PROPOSAL 10 — Climate Change

Natural England considers that this policy should be strengthened to reflect the Council’s’ own
commitment to climate change mitigation and means of delivering it. We consider that higher
standards should be sought from development proposals including both nature-based solutions and
improved building standards. Nature-based solutions such as green roofs and walls, SuDs, street
trees, and providing increased connectivity between fragmented areas of habitat can help to build
up resilience to climate change. Sustainable building techniques should be used in all new
development. Whilst we accept that the requirement for higher energy performance standards might
cost more to deliver, , it should be recognised that the continuous development and availability of
technology in this field has and will become more widely accessible.

QUESTION 10 — Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan enough to meet current and future
challenge of climate change? If not, please provide details of what would be new or revised
planning policies that the Council could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

Development is a major contributor to the UK’s carbon emissions. The Climate Change Act 2008
sets targets that require greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced by at least 80% by 2050
compared to 1990 levels. The policy needs to more strongly state the Council’s commitment to the
national (and international) drive to cut carbon emissions, in line with its declared Climate Change
Emergency. The policy needs to ensure that planning delivers future developments that are low
carbon with development proposals including measures to demonstrate how they will reduce carbon
emissions.

QUESTION 14 — Any Other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

Defra and Natural England are bringing together partners, legislation and funding, to create the
Nature Recovery Network (NRN). Together they will deliver the NRN by restoring and enhancing
England’s wildlife-rich places.

Nature Recovery Network

The Nature Recovery Network (NRN) will be a national network of wildlife-rich places which aims to
expand, improve and connect these places across our towns, cities and countryside. The NRN is a
major commitment in the government’s 25 Year Environment Plan and part of the forthcoming
Nature Strategy. It will be a major tool in addressing biodiversity loss, climate change, flood risk
management, whilst improving human health. The government is encouraging all public bodies to
incorporate the NRN into all terrestrial spatial plans. The NRN cross cuts across several policy
areas including green infrastructure; climate change and the reduction of carbon; protecting
biodiversity and landscape. It also will help sustain vital ecosystems such as improved soil, clean
water and clean air.
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Natural England recommended this is dealt with as a separate policy, or cross referenced in

appropriate policies.

If you have any queries relating to the advice in this letter, please contact me on | N

Yours sincerely

SANDRA CLOSE
Planning Adviser
East Midland Team
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

Long Bennington Parish Council

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

16/11/2020

Jane Evans




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [No | |Umsure |

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | ____ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | _[No /X |Unsure | |
If not please provide details.
Long Bennington Parish Council opposes this wording, which seems to effectively undermine
the requirement for sites to have been properly allocated and considered. LB has been subject
to a disproportionate number of development proposals, including outstanding permissions for
over 30 houses in addition to those currently under development, which have or would put a




substantial strain on infrastructure such as education and drainage and would go against the
requirements of the Adopted Neighbourhood Plan.
Clarification of what SKDC regard as “compromising the nature and character”?

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | ___ __No | |Unsue |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | INo______ X _____ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Long Bennington Parish Council opposes this wording, which seems to effectively undermine
the requirement for sites to have been properly allocated and considered. LB has been subject
to a disproportionate number of development proposals, including outstanding permissions for
over 30 houses in addition to those currently under development, which have or would put a
substantial strain on infrastructure such as education and drainage and would go against the
requirements of the Adopted Neighbourhood Plan.

Clarification of what SKDC regard as “compromising the nature and character”?

Proposal 5 advises that further surveys of settlement facilities and services will be undertaken.
Despite numerous comments over the years, SKDC continues to state LB has a regular/good bus
service between Newark and Grantham. This is arguably incorrect.

Local Plan should say “accurate and up to date surveys will be undertaken”

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes No Unsure




If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo__ | |Unsue |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?



Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ X |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

If LSCs have 10% of the overall new housing there should be a fair and reasonable spread across
the 15 LSCs.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | JNo______ | _______Unsure | |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation




Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | [No | ________Unsure | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo | |Unsue |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.




15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No __ | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details




17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes  __ [x ______No | |Unsue |

Please give details
The PC agrees with the need to include parking restrictions in planning permissions to prevent
unplanned on-street parking in and around new developments. However, this should include a
requirement to have restrictions if specific and appropriate parking is not provided.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

16/11/2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

R S S O IV S

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | ____ __No | |Unsure X _______

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes  __[x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | No | |Unsure __x

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes  __|x ___ __No | |Unsue |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes  __|x ___ _INo______ | ______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes _ _[x ___ _INo______ | ______ |Unsue |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo | |Unsure __x

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No __ ___|x_______ |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

Only if it covers all of South Kesteven

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes  __|x ___ __No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes  _x ___ _JNo_ | _Unsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure __x

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes _[x _ _ __No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes _ [x______No | |Unsure |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No ______|x_______ |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they

are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | No | |Unsure __x

If not, please provide details.




Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking

account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes __[x ___ _No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo | |Unsure __x _

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | No | |Unsure __x

Please give details.




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | JNo ____Jx________JUnsure | |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes  _ [x _____No | |Unsure |

Please give details

A lot of households (possibly even the majority of households) have access to more than one
vehicle and with new roads/access routes getting narrower there is more demand for off-road
parking for residents.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?




Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Thank you for responding to this consultation.







BIDWELLS

Our ref: JB51457

M: I

E:

Date: 16" November 2020

Roger Ranson

Head of Planning Policy

South Kesteven District Council
Council Offices

St Peter’s Hill

Grantham

NG31 6PZ

Submitted by email

Sent by email to: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk; r.ranson@southkesteven.gov.uk

Dear Roger,

Representation to South Kesteven Local Plan Review (2041)
— Issues & Options Consultation and Call for Sites 2020
Land at Market Deeping, Lincolnshire

On Behalf of The Rathbone Trust

| write on behalf of Bidwells’ client, The Rathbone Trust, in response to South Kesteven District Council’s
Issues & Options Consultation and Call for Sites 2020 which forms part of the Council’s Local Plan Review
(2041).

Our client has interest in land at: Land West of Peterborough Road, Market Deeping — allocation DEP1-
H1: Towngate West (SKLP254); and Land West of Linchfield Road, Market Deeping — allocation DEP1-
H2: Linchfield Road (SKLP253), both in the South Kesteven District Council Local Plan 2011-2036
(adopted January 2020).

This representation letter sets out our client’s response to questions in the Issues & Options Consultation
including some of the questions as set out in the document. | have enclosed with this letter a completed
Call for Sites form.

Overall, we are supportive of the Council’'s decision to commence a review of the adopted Local Plan in
accordance with Policy M1 and national planning policy and guidance.

Question 1a — The Vision: We are agreement with the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan
but updated with respect to the plan period and housing growth level subject to an appropriate assessment
of growth to help inform the spatial strategy for the District. We are in agreement that The Deepings will
have further developed its distinctive market town role, and planned growth will take place through new
developments under the existing allocations in the adopted Local Plan.

Question 2 — Objectives: We are supportive of Objective 6 which seeks to enhance the role and function
of The Deepings as a market town (alongside other market towns of Stamford and Bourne). We note that
Objective 10 seeks to ensure that new residential development includes a mix and range of housing types
which are suitable for a variety of needs and it is considered that our client’s land can assist in meeting
this objective through the existing allocations in the adopted Local Plan.

Bidwells is a trading name of Bidwells LLP, a limited liability partnership, registered in England and Wales with number OC344553.
Registered office: Bidwell House Trumpington Road Cambridge CB2 9LD. A list of members is available for inspection at the above address.
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Representation to South Kesteven Local Plan Review (2041) BIDWELLS
— Issues & Options Consultation and Call for Sites 2020

Land at Market Deeping, Lincolnshire

On Behalf of The Rathbone Trust

Question 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly: We are in agreement that Policy DEP1:
The Deepings Residential Allocations of the adopted Local Plan does not need to change significantly
insofar as establishing the principle of our client’s land for future development and within the development
settlement boundary of Market Deeping and Deeping St James.

Our client owns the land identified under the allocated sites DEP1-H1: Towngate West (SKLP254) and
DEP1-H2: Linchfield Road (SKLP253) in the adopted Local Plan. The sites are available for development
and our client is committed to bring forward residentially-led development and/or residentially-led mixed
use development.

We suggest that the policies in the new Local Plan should allow for the quantum of units identified in the
existing allocations to come forward but also allow for flexibility should other development uses come
forward for either of the sites alongside residential development.

Question 4 — Plan Period: We are supportive of the Council’s decision to extend the plan period of the
Local Plan from the adopted position of 2036 to the year 2041. The Council’s timetable for the review of
the Local Plan anticipates examination from 2024 and adoption of the Plan by January 2025.

Should the Council adopt the Plan by January 2025, then the strategic policies will look ahead over a
minimum 15-year period from adoption which is in accordance with paragraph 22 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF, 2019). Should adoption of the Plan be delayed beyond January 2025, we
suggest that the Council should consider a plan period extending beyond 2041.

Question 5a — Settlement Hierarchy: We are in broad agreement that the settlement hierarchy should be
retained in the new Local Plan.

Question 6 — Housing Need and Requirement: It is considered that the housing need and requirement in
the new Local Plan should be reflective of an appropriate robust assessment of the Local Housing Need
figure for South Kesteven at the time of adoption of the Plan.

Question 7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings: We are in agreement that The Deepings should
remain as a focus for growth and our client’'s land under the existing allocations at sites DEP1-H1:
Towngate West (SKLP254) and DEP1-H2: Linchfield Road (SKLP253) has the ability to assist in ensuring
that an appropriate level of growth can be met.

Should you have any queries in respect of my client’s representation, please do not hesitate to contact me.
My contact details are included in the letterhead. Alternatively, | look forward to receiving your written
confirmation of receipt of this representation and | look forward to receiving notification of all future stages
of the Council’s Local Plan Review (2041).

Yours sincerely,

Robert Love MRTPI
Principal Planner, Planning

Encl. Completed Call for Sites forms — DEP1-H1 & DEP1-H2
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Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12" October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title mr
First Name john
Last Name dickie
Organisation John dickie associates
Address I
Postcode -

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then | | DO wish to be
please select the following box on the
database

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date
16-11-2020

John Dickie




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Qla —The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes  _Jyes ___ [No | |Unsure | |

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | [No ____Jno ____ |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

There must be engagement with planning professionals - time to get the ‘Planning Forum’ up
and running again. As things stand currently, to many far reaching planning policy decisions are
being made without due engagement with those of us at the sharp end of putting projects
together and navigating the planning system. There needs to be a clear message that SKDC is
‘open for business’ not just from Members but from Officers too.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | [No _____lno _____ |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

See above comments

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed
significantly?
Yes No Absolutely Unsure

not




If not please provide details.

Current Policy H2: Affordable Housing Contributions

All developments comprising 11 or more dwellings (or greater than 1000m2 gross
floorspace) should make provision for 30% of the scheme's total capacity as affordable
housing, except within the urban area of Grantham as defined on the Policies Map where
the affordable housing requirement on such developments will be 20%.

This Policy is at odds with the NPPF which says this ;
63. Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that
are not
major developments, other than in designated rural areas (where policies may set out a lower
threshold
of 5 units or fewer). To support the re-use of brownfield land, where vacant buildings are
being reused
or redeveloped, any affordable housing contribution due should be reduced by a
proportionate amount.
A major planning application being:
e The creation of 10 or more residential units.
e Residential development of on a site of 0.5 hectares or more (where the number of
residential units is not yet known i.e. for outline applications)
e Non-Residential development or change of use on a site of at least 1 hectare
e (reation of change of use of 1000 square metres or more of gross floor space (not
including housing)

The conflict and the setting of a ‘threshold’ at odds with the NPPF disadvantages SME
house builders and therefore detrimental to growth, employment and the delivery of
homes.

This Policy needs to be changed to align with the NPPF

It is also counterproductive for the adopted plan (in relation to Exception Policies) to only consider
such sites to be suitable for ‘affordable housing’” - C2 uses must also be included to promote
employment generating uses such as Care Homes.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | [No _____lno _____ |Unsue | |

If not please provide details

This is ‘moot’ date given that there are now almost constant reviews to ALL Local Plans. A
perfect case in point is the SKDC Local Plan adopted just 8 months ago and already under a
review!!!!




9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a - Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | |No______Jno ____ |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.
Further consideration to be given to villages that have been excluded from the ‘sustainable
village’ definition - Castle Bytham being a case in point

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Further consideration to be given to villages that have been excluded from the ‘sustainable
village’ definition - Castle Bytham being a case in point

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden

village principles?

Yes _Jyes _ __[No | |Unsue | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

The garden village at Grantham is good ambition but infrastructure delays seem to be
underestimated plus - will there be demand?

Consider something closer to Stamford as ‘demand’ would be more likely thus attracting private
investment for enabling works

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?



Yes | [No __ ___no______ |Unsue | |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?
The SKDC land supply has just been reduced and is only just over 5 years - it may not even
reach 5 years in reality given the over optimistic deliverability for the larger sites - see above

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | [No_____ _Jno_____ |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
See above - re-focus on stamford

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes _lyes  _ __JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

| strongly disagree with the idea of having the (currently non-existent) Bourne Neighbourhood
Plan ‘allocate’ land for development. This is not only ‘novel’ but will also stifle growth.
Allocations must be made by the LPA.

By way of an example, the 15 acre site to the West of the end of Beaufort Gardens should have
been allocated in the current Local Plan as was originally envisaged.

Given the reduction in SKDC’s housing land supply, Bourne allocations must be revisited and the
aforementioned site allocated for development.

It is also counterproductive for the adopted plan (in relation to Exception Policies) to only
consider such sites to be suitable for ‘affordable housing’ - C2 uses must also be included to
promote employment generating uses such as Care Homes.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger

Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes _Jyes _ _JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




See above comments on the settlement hierarchy - the selection/qualifying process is to
constraining

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | [No____ Jno_____|Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Both routes through to the delivery of housing should be properly explored at the Plan Making
stage - allocation AND windfall sites

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes  lyes _JNo | |Unsue | |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | [No | |Unsure __lunsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be

brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?



Yes  _lyes _ _JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes  _lyes _ _JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | [No _____Jno____ |Unsue | |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.
SKDC needs policy support for developments that are ‘off grid’ irrespective of scale

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l1a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | [No | __ ____ |Unsue | |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes No Unsure




Please give details.

Code 4 does not exist any more. Leave this to the Building regs but create ‘eco house’ policy
encouragement fr ‘off grid’ houses.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

See above - the planning system is NOT suited to become involved in forcing higher than
Building Reg standards onto house builders - Leave this to the Building regs but create ‘eco
house’ policy encouragement.

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No _____Jno_____ |Unsue | |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes  _ Jyes ___JNo | Unsure | |

Please give details

Long overdue!




18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?
time to get the ‘Planning Forum’ up and running again.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

No comment




Thank you for responding to this consultation.




This document: http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

Copy of the Local Plan: http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=24267&p=0

SOUTH For Official Use Only:
KESTEVEN REF: SK.IA0.0015
DISTRICT CN:
COUNCIL ADD:

South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
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Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our
websitehttp://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title Mrs
First Name A
Last Name KELLY
Organisation
I
I
Address
Postcode [ ]
Telephone
Email Address | [

Please note:that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note:Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Planand any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date

Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Qla - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes No X Unsure




If not please provide details.

Broad and general statements give no assurances and details of how you will provide for
necessary upgrades in services which this continuing expansion will require.

The only thing we can be sure of is expansion.

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | _No x _ |Unsure | |
If not please provide details.
No.

Allowing developers to build buildings that do not meet the SK climate emergency agenda is
disingenuous. State clearly what your minimum standards are.

Your vision of an increase in growth in older population of 60% so build for it is a fete a compli.

Your first measure should be to plan for economic growth and prosperity, support this with
your policies and promote economic growth, this will then change the demographic you need to
build for and your policies should be geared to this. You have talked about better town centres
in places like Bourne and supporting a developing local retail economy, but representations
never acknowledge that the A15 carves our town in half, unnerves our pedestrians our main
shopping street becomes the Al when it is closed and diverted here. Acknowledge the issues
and then plan to mitigate for them in your Bourne specific policies.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | |No | lUnsue | |

If not please provide details.

Yes as far as they go, but Grantham centric as always. Let’s see all 4 major towns with specific

policies addressing their individual needs and the commissioning of research to identify SWOT
in all of the 4 major areas you are determined to develop without the resources they so often

need.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | |No | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

Only if this includes the role of the NP and BTC and the people of Bourne in the allocation of
housing sites in Bourne to 2036.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period




Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes ___x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | x| |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

In fact it should be retained exactly and not meddled with to raise ONLY THE ALLOCATION TO
BOURNE (was 7%), and lower it to Grantham and everywhere else.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | |No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Have you commissioned work to find out if some smaller as well as larger villages would find it
helps viability to expand?

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | No_ | lUnsue | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

WHERE?

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement



Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

You seem to overlook specific types of accommodation in your allocations, the dwellings should
meet the needs of people.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | [No_ | ________Unsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Yes Grantham should have its 53%
Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | [No_ ___ Ix______ lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

See previous comments re villages.

Bourne has delivered 30% of your housing since 2011, its has not received compatible
infrastructure growth. Services are burdened and broken. Government may have to rethink its
growth in housing plans.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | JNo_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

‘where there a range of available services and facilities? ‘

Available services suggests that they can be appropriately accessed by residents when needed is
that true?

Have you actually found out if any villages welcome expansion?

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | [Nox | |Unsure I

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Windfalls are always selective and do not reflect a range of housing types and demographics.
Elitist living.




Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining

what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | |No_______x________lUnsue | |

Please provide details
People before developers.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

If yes, please provide details.

Not aware. We have no show people since the annual Fair was taken from us by SKDC

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes  _/x ___ __JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

The major role of this authority should be to balance employment growth in towns with
housing allocations. We should not exist merely to service cities like Peterborough

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

Innovate and develop employment opportunities as a priority, not increase housing.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future



challenge of climate change?

Yes | No | |Unsure ]

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

They only work if you insist developers stick to them when they apply for planning.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | [No | |Unsue X |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | [No | |Unsue X |

Please give details.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

Please give details

Do you mean caravan storage or living in mobile homes?
Do you mean sites for travellers?

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards




Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or
where they should apply to.

Yes  _ x______No | |Unsure |

Please give details

New developments need to more adequately provide for off road vehicle parking and safe
pavements, better non vehicle connectivity links which promote walking and cycling over the
motor vehicle. Reasonable access for emergency vehicles and visitors. How not to do it: Bath
Close, Holloway Ave, Gilpin Close Bourne.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

Include in your policies commitment to the role of Bourne’s Neighbourhood Plan / Town Council
and Residents in choosing where houses will go to 2036.

Do not ignore them again and allocate sites to the west of Bourne and close to the Bourne
Woods where over 400 people previously objected.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Thank you for responding to this consultation.

Send to

planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

or post to

Planning Policy

SKDC

Council Offices

St Peter’s Hill
Grantham, Lincolnshire
NG31 6Pz
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Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.
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Part A: Personal Details

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions




5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Qla - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [Nox | |Unsure I

If not please provide details.

Broad and general statements give no assurances and details of how you will provide for

necessary upgrades in services which this continuing expansion will require.
The only thing we can be sure of is expansion.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | JNox_ | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

Your first measure should be to plan for economic growth and prosperity, support this with
your policies and promote economic growth, this will then change the demographic you need to
build for and your policies should be geared to this. You have talked about better town centres
in places like Bourne and supporting a developing local retail economy, but representations
never acknowledge that the A15 carves our town in half, unnerves our pedestrians our main
shopping street becomes the Al when it is closed and diverted here. Acknowledge the issues
and then plan to mitigate for them in your Bourne specific policies.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | [No | |Unsue X |

If not please provide details.

Let’s see all 4 major towns with specific policies addressing their individual needs and the
commissioning of research to identify SWOT in all of the 4 major areas you are determined to
develop without the resources they so often need.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly




Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed
significantly?

Yes | |No | |Unsure I

If not please provide details.

Only if this includes the role of the NP and BTC and the people of Bourne in the allocation of
housing sites in Bourne to 2036.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

vesx . | . | | |

If not please providedetails

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | [No_ | ______ Unsure | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

vesx . | . | | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?



vesx | . | . | | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

the dwellings should meet the needs of people.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a — Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

vesx . | . | | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | JNo_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Bourne has delivered 30% of your housing since 2011, its has not received compatible
infrastructure growth. Services are burdened and broken.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger



Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

vesx | | . | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | No_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

Please provide details

People before developers.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate

to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

If yes, please provide details.




13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l1a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

-/ | | |Unsure I

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development



Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

- | | |Unsure I

Please give details.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or
where they should apply to.

ves . | ./ . | |

Please give details




18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

Include in your policies commitment to the role of Bourne’s Neighbourhood Plan / Town Council
and Residents in choosing where houses will go to 2036.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.




For Official Use Only:
REF: SK.IAO.0017

CN:

SOUTH ADD:

KESTEVEN
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.



mailto:planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134
mailto:planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Part A: Personal Details

Mrs

Gaile

McMiillan

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Gaile McMillan 17 11 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la —The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Generally . [No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.
Housing growth levels needs to be considered along with employment and amenities

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | |NoNO | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

More needs to be followed to avert the climate change which we are all currently experiencing
eg flooding in Bardney and other areas of Lincolnshire

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | [NoNo | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

The objectives here are very broad. A need for greener energy, more energy efficient housing
needs to be included. If the proposal is 754 pa then these need to be energy efficient

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes VeSS [No | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes VS No | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | |No | |Unsure | UNSURE |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | [No_ | |Unsure | UNSURE |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | [No | |Unsure | UNSURE |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | |No _____NO______ |Unsue | |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

| am unaware of what the figure of 754 pa is based upon and on a 21 year period until 2041 this
would give a housing growth of 15,834 — based on % a small village would have an increase of
633 homes, and could possibly increase the size by 5 fold over the period of time taking away
valuable farming land. Lincolnshire is a farming community historically.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a — Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes VeSS [No_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Provided this does not become the only growth area and it is proportioned
Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | [No_ | |Unsure | UNSURE |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure _UNSURE |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes VeSS [No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes _ |Yes _____No | |Unsue | |

Please provide details
See points made in 1a

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | |No | lUnsue | |

If yes, please provide details.
Gypsy/Traveller/Travelling showpeople — Aware of need to accommodate but understand from
local media that there is adequate provision to meet needs

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they

are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | [No | |Unsure | UNSURE |

If not, please provide details.




Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | |No | |Unsure _UNSURE |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | [No ______NO_____|Unsue __ | |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council

could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

More needs to be followed to avert the climate change which we are all currently experiencing
eg flooding in Bardney and other areas of Lincolnshire
| am unaware of what the figure of 754 pa is based upon and on a 21 year period until 2041 this
would give a housing growth of 15,834 — based on % a small village would have an increase of
633 homes, and could possibly increase the size by 5 fold over the period of time taking away
valuable farming land. Lincolnshire is a farming community historically.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes  ___JYeS____ No | |Unsue | |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes  _ |Yes _____[No | |Unsue | |

Please give details.

See comments made for Q10




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

See comments for Q10

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No | |Unsure | UNSURE |

Please give details
SKDC - Grantham — caravan site along Gorse Lane not aware of other issues in this area

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or
where they should apply to.

Yes | [NoNO | |Unsue | |

Please give details

Parking is always an issue — local needs need to be taken into consideration, eg disable and
more recently with Govt announcements of date for electric cars by 2030 — this will mean more
electric charging points and to be included in housing developments, to encourage economic
growth and support of climate change policies

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?
Thank you for all your hard work during these difficult times




Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
FT MR
First Nﬂ!‘m Robert Stephen
| Last Name Jenkinson Short
Organisation Escritt Barrell Golding

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date
Stephen Short

17 November 2020

on behalf of Mr R A Jenkinson




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 - 2036 Vision for South Kesteven

Q1la - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes |2 No | |Umsure [ |

If not please provide details.

Q1b - The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes @A No | [Umue | |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 — Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Vesid | N0 | Jumwe |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yesia | [No | JUnsue | |

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Vesd | N0 | Jumwe |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a - Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yesiz | INo | |Unsure | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5h - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Vesw | N | Jumwe |

If not,_ please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5¢c— New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo | |Umue |4

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Ved | N0 | Jumwe |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a — Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | INo_ | |Unsue 4

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yesid | INo_ | Jumure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability™

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Ve | INo | Jumwe |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “..available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | JNo | |Umue @

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a — Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they

are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yesid | [No_____ | JUnsue | |

If not, please provide details.




Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking

account of an updated Employment Land Study?

(Yesiz | [No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 - Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | [No | |Unsure |

Q11b— Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Please give details,




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in
South Kesteven.

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 — Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yesia | [No | |Umsure |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

The focus of new development in Grantham and the larger villages is supported.




Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

The report is comprehensive and the questions appear well focused .The appraisal findings in
respect of growth in the Larger Villages in relation to the nine SA themes are supported. In
particular Great Gonerby whilst being a Larger Village also has the advantage of being readily
accessible to Grantham and the Al and as such would be a logical location for growth.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Tom
Last Name Clarke MRTPI
Organisation Theatres Trust

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email Address | [

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date
17/11/2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

R S S O IV S

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes  __|x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes  __[x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | ___ __No | |Unsure X

If not please provide details.

For enhanced protection of South Kesteven’s valued facilities and greater policy robustness
Policy SP6.b might be revised to refer to need rather than viability. Viability can be manipulated
when considered on a financial basis, for example a facility may not be ‘viable’ on a commercial




basis but could operate successfully under an alternative model such as community or
charitably owned.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes  ___|x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes ____|x ___ __INo______ | _______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | _INo______ | ______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo | |Unsue |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | No_ | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be

brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes No Unsure




If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 - Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | ____ _ No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details.




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No | |Unsue |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | N | |Unsue |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments




Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general

comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title Mr
First Name Nigel
Last Name Gough
Organisation Trustees of the Richard Bettinson | Nigel Gough Associates Ltd
Will Trust
Address
Postcode ]
Telephone I
Email Address I

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public

inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We

will however redact signatures, home/ email

addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

automatically be added to the database

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will

please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then

respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

information and updates in

4. Please Sign and date this form

Date

Signature (please type for an electronic response)

17" November, 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Qla - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [No ________|x_______|Unsure |

If not please provide details.

Having read and re-read the Vision, planning and planners must realise that they are unable to
properly and reasonably facilitate some of the Aims within this Vision Statement simply
because they do not have the money and the tools to do so and that much has to be provided
by the private sector through business initiatives. It is these business initiatives that planners
and planning should seek to initiate and enhance as simple bland policies are really not
effective. Land Allocation and development control are the simple tools in the control of
planning, unless they take on the economic and development role for their authorities.

In terms of Bourne, this should say that the planned growth for housing should continue to be
targeted to the east of the town, adjoining the settlement where you can properly justify the
sustainable extension to the town centre and links to the adjoining development for the period
up to 2041.

Q1b - The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the

economic recovery of the District?

Yes | [No /X |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

In terms of the economic recovery of the district, our comments above in 1a are pertinent here
that the district needs to find and promote a more structured response to assisting business
within the district and particularly as an aftermath to the effects that Covid has had in 2020.
These new initiatives are vital and need to be backed by proper resources from the district and
full support from businesses and the business organisations within the district.

6. Proposal 2 — Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | x __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

There needs to be a new objective based upon the need for new promotional business
initiatives for the district as a whole as related to the above statements from us.




7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | [No _____Ix_______|Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

There are a number of Policies, particularly in the Housing section, which should be properly
reviewed in the light of changing government advice and also as a reaction to market
requirements and market locations. It is too easy to hide behind old Policies rather than
exploring properly today’s needs and tomorrow’s requirements.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes X ___ __No | Unsure |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes __x ___ _No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.




Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden

village principles?

Yes | [No | |Unsue | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes _ __|x_____ No | |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | JNo_____ Ix_______|Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

It does appear as though Grantham and the focus on it for the future is totally disproportionate
to the focus on Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings. Frankly, there should be a better distribution
and Grantham should have a reduced percentage and the settlement of Stamford increased along
with increases for Bourne and the Deepings. The latter two becoming substantial towns now
worthy of a greater percentage.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | JNo_____ Ix_______|Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

See answer to 7a above. There is no rational justification why Bourne and the Deepings should
have different levels of proposed growth. This will only, over time, exacerbate differences
whereas they should have the same levels of growth and at a higher level, ie 10% each.




Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | No | Unsure |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be

brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?



Yes No Unsure
If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo___ | |Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | [No | __ ____ |Unsue | |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | JNo | |Unsue | |

Please give details.

Q1l1c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?



Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No | |Umsure |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | Unsure |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part A: Personal Details

Mr

Stewart

Patience

Anglian Water Services Ltd

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Stewart Patience 17 November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [No | |Umsure |

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | ____ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | ____ __No /X |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

There are a number of district wide policies which are of relevance to Anglian Water as
follows:




e Policy EN4: Pollution Control
e Policy EN5: Water Environment and Flood Risk Management
e Policy ID1: Infrastructure for growth

Anglian Water is general supportive of the above policies and agrees that there is no need
to make significant changes to policies EN4 and ID1. We would make the following
comments in relation to Policy EN5:

We consider that there is a need to go further in relation to water efficiency in new
residential development in combination with other non-planning related actions. Anglian
Water has recommended to Government that 100 litres/per person/per day should be
the minimum that should be achieved within the Anglian Water company area given the
current and future availability of water resources and is seeking changes to existing national
water efficiency standard together with other water companies.

The existing optional higher water efficiency standard for residential development which
appears in policy EN5 should be retained subject to any future changes at the national level.
(Please refer to Defra consultation personal consumption and the Government’s response
to the consultation when available). Reference should also be made to water re-use
measures including surface water and rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling and
promoting the use of such so that developments reduce water consumption further and
the impact on existing sewerage infrastructure.

We would ask that Anglian Water is fully involved in the development of any replacement
policy or policies which would replace the above policies in advance of formal consultation.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | INo____ | ______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.




Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | No__ | |Unsure |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes No Unsure X —see
comment




If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

A continued focus on Grantham would have a greaterimpact on water supply and
sewerage infrastructure and Marston Water Recycling Centre and more limited impacts
elsewhere in the plan area.

Currently a range is presented for the housing capacity to be identified in the Local Plan
Review. As such there is a need to consider further the implications for existing water
supply and water recycling infrastructure.

Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

A continued focus on Stamford, Bourne, and the Deepings would have a greater impact on
water supply and sewerage infrastructure and the receiving Water Recycling Centres for
these settlements and more limited impacts elsewhere in the plan area.

Currently a range is presented for the housing capacity to be identified in the Local Plan
Review. As such there is a need to consider further the implications for existing water
supply and water recycling infrastructure.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

A continued focus on the larger villages as defined would have a greater impact on water
supply and sewerage infrastructure and the receiving Water Recycling Centres for these
settlements and more limited impacts elsewhere in the plan area.

Currently a range is presented for the housing capacity to be identified in the Local Plan
Review and the settlements to be included as larger villages is to be revisited. As such there
is a need to consider further the implications for existing water supply and water recycling
infrastructure

Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | N | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining

what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes No Unsure




If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo X |Unsure | __ ___

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

Water resources: climate change increases the risk of extreme weather events, posing a
serious threat to the water sector. UK climate projections suggest we’ll get less rainfall in
the summer yet experience more intense rainfall events which increase the risk of flooding
within the public sewerage network. The Climate Change Committee has also highlighted
risks to the water supply.

Opportunities for a more holistic and integrated approach to water management should
be included in the plan, to encourage multi-functional water management assets which
support other community objectives. This approach combines different elements of water
management (e.g. combining SuDS with a water re-use system to both manage runoff and
provide an alternative non-potable water supply) together with town planning and design
(e.g. integrating the planted SuDS features throughout a development to contribute to
‘greener’ streetscapes).

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No __ | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details.




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?




Anglian Water as a business is committed to reaching net zero for operational emissions by
2030. As part of which we are looking to develop more renewable energy from both wind
and solar so that 44% of the energy we need is from renewable sources by 2025.

Policy RE1 of the current adopted Local Plan sets out criteria for both wind and solar energy
but not identify specific areas which will be focus for future renewable energy
development. We would ask that consideration be given to identifying specific areas for
this purpose in the Local Plan Review.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

[ ] 17 November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes  _Jx_ ___ [No | |Umsure |

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes  __Jx ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes  __[x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes  __[x ___ __No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes  __|x ___ __No | |Unsue |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes  __|x ___ _INo______ | ______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes _ _[x ___ _INo______ | ______ |Unsue |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | INo | |Unsure __x

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes  __x ___ No | |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes __|x ___ __No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes  _x ___ _JNo_ | ____Unsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes  _[x ___ __No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes _[x _ _ __No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes _ [x______No | |Unsure |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | |Unsure __x

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes _[x ___ _No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas



Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes __[x ___ _No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

I would note that the allocation DEP-E1 on Peterborough Road, Market Deeping, currently
appears unlikely to be deliverable in the short/medium term. A reserved matters application for
the site (S18/1547) remains to be determined, with no updated documents received since it was
submitted and a cover letter from the developer indicating there has been little actual interest
in such a development.

I would therefore suggest that the employment allocation should be deleted and instead the
site considered as a potential housing allocation. There remains employment allocations for an
extension of the Northfields Industrial Estate in Market Deeping.

14. Proposal 10 - Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo _____Ix______ |Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

Existing policy ID2 should be updated to refer specifically to the recently published Local
Transport Note (LTN) 1/20 relating to cycle infrastructure design and to expect its standards to
be met in any new development. This will provide a good way of assessing that development
proposals provide high quality cycling provision.

ID2 policy is though appropriate where it seeks to increase demand for public transport and as
described regarding proposal 13, it would be inappropriate to erode this through setting
minimum parking standards which will not assist in dealing with the challenges of climate
change which, no matter what emissions from vehicles, require greater adoption of sustainable
travel.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No | ___ |Unsure __|x

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development



Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | No | |Unsure __x

Please give details.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No | |Unsure __x

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No _____Ix_______ |Unsure |

Please give details

I strongly oppose any introduction of minimum levels of parking within developments in the
updated local plan. This risks literally building in ongoing car dependency for the lifetime of the
development.




Such a policy would seem entirely inconsistent with the existing ID2 policy which seek to
generate demand for public transport, and other policies which seek to consider the
implications of climate change and the need to promote more sustainable development.

As per policy ID2, new development provides the perfect opportunity to influence behaviour
much more easily than could be achieved in existing development.

Problems with the inappropriate parking of vehicles should be dealt with via appropriate
parking restrictions and enforcement. The planning authority should ensure that where
undesirable parking can be anticipated, developer contributions are secured to fund traffic
regulation orders to introduce double-yellow lines or similar.

The public interest is served by promoting public transport and reducing reliance on private
vehicles. That should be the priority here, not mostly the private interest of future residents
having the ability to store their private property on the public highway without impediment.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [No ________x______ JUmsue |

If not please provide details.
The vision should not only reemphasise the quality of life but should also support the creation

of healthy communities both in terms of new development and regeneration/improvement of
existing.

This can be developed by creating active environments and using Active Design in development.

Sport England, in conjunction with Public Health England, has produced ‘Active Design’ (October
2015), a guide to planning new developments that create the right environment to help people
get more active, more often in the interests of health and wellbeing. The guidance sets out ten
key principles for ensuring new developments incorporate opportunities for people to take part
in sport and physical activity. The Active Design principles are aimed at contributing towards the
Government’s desire for the planning system to promote healthy communities through good
urban design. Sport England would commend the use of the guidance in the master planning
process for new residential developments. The document can be downloaded via the following
link:

http://www.sportengland.org/activedesign

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the

economic recovery of the District?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes No X Unsure



http://www.sportengland.org/activedesign

If not please provide details.

Objective 10 and 11 should be strengthened to deliver the health outcomes in the vision

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | [No  [x _ Unsue | |
If not please provide details.
Policy OS1 - does not reflect NPPF in terms of paras 96 and 97 the emphasis of this policy is on
the provision of open space. The provision of formal playing field based on standards — see
comments below. The protection of playing fields should be based on appropriate evidence.

Policy SP6 promotes protection of community services and facilities what about the promotion
of new - positive planning (with evidence) para 92 NPPF.

For example — how does the adopted plan deal with the replacement/relocation of The
Deepings Leisure Centre?

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.




Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | No__ | |Unsure |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | [No_ | _Unsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).



12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo | |Unsue |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.




15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No __ | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please give details.

Q1l1c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details




17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | |Unsue |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Sport England would raise a concern that the comments made in July 2018 (and before) and
reiterated below appear to have been largely ignored

The Open Space Studies 2009 and 2017 are not considered to represent a robust and up to date
assessment of needs for sports facilities and opportunities for new provision in line with the
requirements of NPPF paragraph 73.

A full assessment of needs for sports facilities is required, that follows a robust methodology to
identify specific needs and quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports
and recreational facilities.

The evidence base that is currently being relied upon is dated 2009, is now almost 10 years old
and based on out of date methodology to produce standards rather than planning for specific
needs which NPPF Paragraph 73 requires.

For sports facilities, including playing fields, demand and catchments for facilities with will vary
across different sports and sustainable and effective delivery could, for example, involve a large
multi-pitch facility or facilities that serve a wide catchment. Applying a ‘standards based’
approach does not align with this, as existence of a large multi-pitch in a specific locality would
not necessary mean that all demand is being met, and similarly an area without provision
within walking distance may still be adequately served in respect of some sports because users
travel to a ‘central venue’ that provides for the needs, say, of a whole town for certain sports.

Application of hectarage per 1000 population does not readily translate into the different forms
of provision required for specific sports, and a locality that has a high concentration of provision
over and above a quoted standard may still be the most strategically appropriate place to focus




further investment and expanded capacity to meet existing, and also additional needs
generated by development, as it may be not be practicable or sustainable to deliver walkable
facilities for all sports throughout the local plan area. Also, an area that has a hectarage that
exceeds the quoted standard may still represent a deficiency in provision if the format of
facilities does not match demand, or if demand in any event exceeds the notional standard
being applied.

In other areas, there may be no/very low demand and provision below the quoted standard
may not represent a deficiency. In such circumstances, requiring facilities to be delivered to
achieve the standard would not be justified.

It is for the above reasons that specific needs for sport must be identified (as opposed to
generic standards) so that they can be adequately planned for and the evidence then used to
underpin policies for the protection, enhancement and provision of sports facilities (i.e. SP6,
0S1 and ID1).

Carrying out of a robust and up to date assessment of needs for sports facilities to identify
specific needs and quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and
recreational facilities, which can then be used to underpin relevant local plan policies.

Sport England has published methodology for the above and, as indicated in previous
representations on earlier consultations, would be willing to have further dialogue about this
with a view to identifying a positive way forward.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

] 18™ November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la —The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes _ __|Yes ___ INo | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

The NHS is working to meet the needs of the local population as set out in the current plan. The
more certainty there is in planning terms, the more helpful the planning documents are to other
partner organisations

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the

economic recovery of the District?

Yes | JNo | |Unsure X |

If not please provide details.

There is an opportunity to recognise that the pandemic has changed the way we work and the
economy of the district.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes  __/x ___ __JNo | lUnsue | |

If not please provide details.

The focus on health and wellbeing as one of the key objectives is welcomed

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes  __x _____[No | |Unsure I

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes  ___x ___ __No | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes __|x ___ _|No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.
Having certainty regarding planned growth is helpful for partner organisations in their strategic
planning. Specific site details will need to be reviewed on a case by case basis.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes |x ___ _No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | [No | |Unsue x|

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.
| would like to understand this option further before | was able to make a considered jugement




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | [No | |Unsue x|

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a — Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes _x ___ _JNo_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Yes as it has some of the infrastructure to support this. This needs to be in the context of
improved road links, reduction in traffic congestion in the town. It will need additional power
and utilities to support the planned growth.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes  _x ___ __JNo_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?




Yes No Unsure X

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

As long as quality impact assessments are undertaken and there is the infrastructure to support
these proposals

Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes  __x _____JNo_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Any “windfall” sites need to be reviewed on their merits and against and parish, local plans that
have been developed. There needs to be the relevant infrastructure to support these sites.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | [No | |Unsue x|

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate

to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | [No | |Unsue x|

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations




Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes  __|x ___ __|No | |Unsure I

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes  _x ___ __JNo | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | [No | |Unsure x|

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

Whilst reducing car use is commendable, there must be an impact study on these plans to
ensure that rural communities are not disadvantaged. Likewise any new developments need to
assess accessibility to services and the impact of poor public transport before car accessibility is
significantly reduced. House builders should be encouraged to use modern methods and brig
forward high quality sustainable homes to reduce carbon footprint of developments and the
costs for residents going forward.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than

are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?



Yes  ___|x _____ [No | ______|Unsure I

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes  _ |x_______|No | |Unsure I

Please give details.

Best practice for the type of development should be the aspiration

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No | lUnsue | |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or

where they should apply to.

Yes No Unsure




Please give details

Please see previous response regarding accessibility and not disadvantaging any groups of
residents

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.




ST ” Historic England

=
Our ref: SK.IAO.0025
planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk Your ref: PL00718702
Telephone

19 November 2020
Dear Mr Ranson

re: Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Scoping Report for the South Kesteven Local
Plan Review

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above

Historic England’s responsibilities, as the Government’'s adviser on the historic
environment, include the protection and management of England’s historic assets. In
planning terms, this role includes providing advice to ensure that statute and national
policy, particularly in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), are reflected
in local planning policy and practice. Historic England is consulted on Local Plans
under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development)
(England) Regulations 2004.

Notwithstanding the advice given in this letter, we reserve the right at a later stage to
comment or object to any proposals that come forward. We recommend that the
Authorities Conservation Officer and County Archaeological Advisor should be
consulted in relation to all sites. We have the following initial comments.

Please note that Historic England have published advice notes. They may be of
relevance to the update of the Local Plan. Specifically, Historic Environment Good
Practice Advice Note 1: The Historic Environment in Local Plans and Historic
Environment and Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets may
be of particular interest to you and may provide additional information in relation to
our answers to your consultation questions below. These can be accessed via the
following link:

https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/planning-system/

Historic England has also published a document relating to site allocations in Local
Plans — this covers all types of allocation and sets out a site selection methodology in
relation to heritage assets. We consider this may be of use to you, and the document
can be downloaded from:

S“.M:o" o — *Stonewall]
§.J &L | DIVERSITY |
: CHAMPION |

O/SM\?? Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. gntennd

L—

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

g |


mailto:planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/f-j/gpa1-he-local-plans-consultation.pdf
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/f-j/gpa1-he-local-plans-consultation.pdf
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/f-j/gpa3-setting-consultation.pdf
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/f-j/gpa3-setting-consultation.pdf
https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/planning-system/
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Historic England

%

http://www.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-
and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/

Guidance in relation to Sustainability Appraisals can be found here:-

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/strategic-environ-
assessment-sustainability-appraisal-historic-environment/

Question laand b
The broad aims are supported, in particular the references to heritage throughout
2.2.

Proposal 1

Within the first paragraph of proposal 1, there is the opportunity to stress that
character, local heritage and cultural assets make an essential contribution to the
economy, such as attracting people to live and work in South Kesteven or the visitor
economy for example. It is considered that this paragraph could be strengthened and
broadened to focus on more than enjoyment for all. Historic England would be very
happy to assist with wording.

Grantham — It is assumed that this refers to existing consented schemes and
allocations only. Historic England would welcome early, informal consultation on any
additional or amended proposed allocations.

The last paragraph presents the opportunity to reference the conservation and
enhancement of heritage assets and their settings.

Question 2

Objective 12 should be updated to reference the ‘setting’ of heritage assets and ‘non-
designated heritage assets’. Historic England would be very happy to assist with
wording.

Question 3

The retention of an Historic Environment policy such as EN6 and Landscape
Character policy such as EN1 is welcomed, Historic England would be very happy to
assist with wording for any future heritage policy.

Question 4
No comment at this stage.

Question 5

No comment at this stage. If the settlement hierarchy is proposed to change or
additional and / or amended site allocations are proposed, early informal consultation
is strongly encouraged.
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Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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http://www.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/
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https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/strategic-environ-assessment-sustainability-appraisal-historic-environment/
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Question 6

Referencing paragraph 4.16 and Quarry Farm, in Historic England’s response to the
recent Rutland Local Plan submission stage consultation the following was
submitted:-

“There is no reference within paragraph 5.24 to the scheduled monument at Great
Casterton. A criteria should be added to policy H4. The development will be harmful
to the setting of the scheduled monument at Great Casterton (reference 1005067).
The Scheduled Monument is a Roman town and fort, located on a crossroads and on
the river valley. Control over landscape, including the views across an over the river
valley — are part of the form, function and placement of this site. It is understood that
the area of objection would be a country park (with no built development) in a future
scheme coming forward, which would overcome Historic England concerns. This
should be included within a policy criteria, as has been done for biodiversity, and
shown on the allocation plan (as a ‘heritage buffer’ for example)

As such, an amendment to criteria B to read “country park incorporating the
appropriate mitigation of potential harm to biodiversity and wildlife assets, including
the translocation of the notable species and the protection and enhancement of the
scheduled monument at Great Casterton, as shown as a heritage buffer on the
allocation map’ is suggested. “

Question 7

No comment at this stage. If the distribution of growth is proposed to change or
additional and / or amended site allocations are proposed, early informal consultation
Is strongly encouraged.

Question 8
Again, no comment at this stage. Historic England would encourage early, informal
consultations for any additional site allocations.

Question 9

As above, no comment at this stage. If following the update of the Employment Land
Study additional or amended site allocations are proposed, Historic England would
welcome early, informal consultation.

Question 10 - 14
No comment at this stage

Overall, it would be helpful to provide greater reference to heritage throughout. If you
have any queries about any of the matters raised above or would like to discuss
anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Emilie Carr (Mrs)
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
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SK.IA0.0026

SOUTH
KESTEVEN
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.

Part A: Personal Details
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Mr

Robert

Batchelor

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

I 19/11/20

Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions




5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for
South Kesteven
Qla - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision
should be broadly the same for
the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and
housing growth level?

Yes _________|No

Unsure

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the
current Vision is sufficient to
deal with climate change and
the economic recovery of the
District?

Yes

\ No Unsure

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives

Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Unsure

If not please provide details.

Agreed, but Objective 10 cannot be met by the Local Plan. See Question 3

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly




Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed significantly?
Yes Unsure

If not please provide details.

Policy H4

Policy H4 , Meeting All Housing Needs, where it relates to the elderly, merits a revisit as unachievable
by the Plan. The Monitoring and Implementation Framework requires that revision be considered at
the Local Plan Review.

The Plan, p.6, indicates that 21% of the District population is aged over 65, increasing by a further 60%
by 2036. The District Housing Delivery Action Plan (Avison Young, 2019) cites the data as 22%,
increasing to 31% by 2039. There is already a deficit in mass-market building for the elderly.

By Main Modification MM19, The Planning Inspector recommended “....... New housing proposals
shall take account of the desirability of providing retirement accommodation, extra care and
residential care housing and other forms of supported housing....... ". However, he placed limits on
the application of it, "It would not be necessary for major housing schemes to provide for retirement
accommodation or extra care and residential care housing, but the policy should set a clear signal of
policy support where these appropriately come forward".

Grantham is planned to take the major share of house-building in the District during the plan period
but all presently identified schemes in the town are 'major housing schemes'. Is "taking account of
desirability" in only small schemes a sufficiently robust policy to satisfy Government Guidance ? -

National Planning Policy Framework, para 61 -"........ the size, type and tenure of housing needed
for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies
(including, but not limited to ......... older people)"

Planning Practice Guidance - 'Housing For Older and Disabled People'. The first paragraph reads,
"The need to provide housing for older people is critical. People are living longer lives and the
proportion of older people in the population is increasing. In mid-2016 there were 1.6 million
people aged 85 and over; by mid-2041 this is projected to double to 3.2 million. Offering older
people a better choice of accommodation to suit their changing needs can help them live
independently for longer, feel more connected to their communities and help reduce costs to the
social care and health systems. Therefore, an understanding of how the ageing population affects
housing needs is something to be considered from the early stages of plan-making through to
decision-taking."

The rest of this document will repay study in reconciling the District Council's Policy H4 with it.

8. Proposal 4 -
Plan Period

Do you agree



with the

No

Unsure

If not please
provide details

9. Proposal 5 -
Settlement
Hierarchy

Q5a -
Settlement
Hierarchy

Do you think
the Settlement
Hierarchy
should be
retained in the
new Local Plan?

Yes No

Unsure

If not, please
provide details
of what changes
you think
should be
made.

Q5b -
Settlement
Hierarchy
Methodology

Do you think
the current
Settlement
Hierarchy
Methodology -
specifically with
respect to
determining




larger Villages —
is appropriate
for this review?

Yes No

Unsure

If not, please
provide details

Hierarchy to
include any

No

Unsure

If so, please
outline any
suitable and
deliverable
proposals.

10. Proposal 6 —
Housing Need
and




Requirement

Requirement

Do you agree
with the use of
754 dwellings
per annum as
the identifying

Kesteven?

Yes No

Unsure

If not, what

an alternative
need and
requirement?

11. Proposal 7 —
Distribution of
Growth

Q7a - Focus of
Housing Growth
on Grantham

Do you agree
that Grantham
should remain
as the focus for

growth in South

No

Unsure




Q7b — Stamford,
Bourne and The
Deepings

Do you agree
that Stamford,
Bourne and the

No

Unsure

Large
within

No

Unsure




“windfalls”?

Yes No

Unsure

If not, please
provide details

Consideration
of the Marke
and
Deliverability*




Yes No Unsure

Please provide

details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 —
Gypsy and
Traveller and
Travelling
Showpeople
Accommodatio

Are you aware
of any specific
needs for
Gypsy, Traveller
or Travelling
Showpeople
accommodation
in South
Kesteven and
suitable sites to
meet these
needs, and is it
appropriate to
accommodate

No Unsure

If yes, please
provide details.




13. Proposal 9 —
Revisions to the
Employment
Policy

Q9a - Strategic
Employment
Allocations

Do you agree

out in Policies
E1l and E2
should be
brought
forward into
the new Local
Plan unless
strong and
robust evidence

No

Unsure

If not, please
provide details.

Flexibility on
Established

that othe
employment

allocations set
out in Policy E3
should be
reviewed takin
account of an




updated
Employment
Land Study?

Yes No

Unsure

If not, please
provide details.

14. Proposal 10
— Climate
Change

Q10 - Climate
Change Policies

Are the existing
policies in the
adopted Local
Plan sufficient
to meet current
and future
challenge of
climate change?

Yes No

Unsure

If not please
provide details

policies that the
Council could
consider
through the
review of the
Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11
— Energy
Performance




Performance
Standards in
Residential
Development

Do you thin

energ
performance
standards than
are required b
the buildin
regulations fo
residential
development,
up to Level 4 o
the Code fo
Sustainable
Homes?

Yes No

Unsure

Q11b - Energy
Performance
Standards in
Non-Residential
Development

Do you thin

No

Unsure

Please give
details.




Q1l1c - Viability
Implications of
Higher Energy
Performance
Standards

If you think the
Plan should do

requirin
energ

contributions
might
appropriately
be reduced, in
order to ensure
development
remains viable?

Please give
details

16. Proposal 12
— Need for
Caravan
IAccommodatio
n




South Kesteven.

Yes No

Unsure

Please give
details

17. Proposal 13
— Parking
Standards

Kesteven?
Please provide

ETY furthe
comments you




Yes No Unsure
Please give
details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report




Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

Miss

Keri

Monger

Environment Agency

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Kerl Monger 19 November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes | [No | |Umsure |

If not please provide details.
No comments from the Environment Agency.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | _ __ _No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | _ _ _No X |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

Under the ‘Environmental: Protection and Enhancement of Environment’ objectives we would like
to see the word “watercourses” or “rivers” in the same way trees and woodlands have been
emphasised by name in Objectives 12,13 and 14. It would also be good at the objective level to
include scarce water resources by specific wording as it is only mildly implied, and lack of water in
South Kesteven is a real issue, more than most. We note that water resources are referred to in
paragraph 4.35 (section 2), but emphasising at the objective level would be preferable.

Objective 15 could be re-worded to encompass the environmental impacts of pollution, and not
just the impact that it has on health and wellbeing.




7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes  __[x ___ _No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

We support Objective 13 and the decision to not significantly change policy EN5 ‘Water
Environment and Flood Risk Management’

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | _ __ _No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details

No comments from the Environment Agency.

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | No______ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.
No comments from the Environment Agency.
Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes | N | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

No comments from the Environment Agency.
Q5c — New Settlement
Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending

the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?



Yes No Unsure

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

No comments from the Environment Agency.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
No comments from the Environment Agency.
Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes | [No_ | _Unsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
No comments from the Environment Agency.
Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

Q7d — Other Settlements




Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | N | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please provide details

No comments from the Environment Agency.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | |Unsue |

If yes, please provide details.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a — Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | JNo | ________Unsure | |

If not, please provide details.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas



Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | N | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details.

No comments from the Environment Agency.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | INo X |Unsure | __ ___

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

We would support any changes to the Plan which can improve upon water efficiency within South
Kesteven. The Building Regulations optional higher water efficiency standard of 110 litres per
person per day should be sought as a baseline to meet future challenges of climate change in
relation to water resources.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

Please give details.

No comments from the Environment Agency.
Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?



Please give details

No comments from the Environment Agency.

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No | |Unsue |

Please give details

No comments from the Environment Agency.

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | No | |Unsue |

Please give details

No comments from the Environment Agency.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Notes on the ‘Interim SA Report to accompany Regulation 18 consultation on the Local Plan
Review Issues and Options Report’

Water
We support the SA objective to ‘Manage South Kesteven’s water resources in a sustainable
manner’.

To ensure the proposed growth can occur in the areas served by Marston, Deepings and Little
Bytham water recycling centres without a deterioration in the water quality of the area, the Plan
will need to ensure that Anglian Water have suitable measures planned and assurance that these
measures will be in place in time to deal with the increased flows from any planned development.




Growth in Grantham

‘Continuing and increasing the focus of growth on Grantham through Option G1 and G2 increases
the likelihood (and potential magnitude) of negative effects on biodiversity sites present in the
vicinity of the town’. — We would agree with this statement, as proposed future growth within
Grantham is likely to put additional pressure on the Upper Witham unless opportunities for
environmental enhancements are considered from the outset.

Biodiversity Net Gain

We would welcome the Plan looking at increasing Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) above the
minimum measurable target of 10% for major development sites. We agree that Option NG2,
‘Seek to deliver at least a 20% measurable biodiversity net gain on major development sites’
should be the favoured option.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Please see comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report attached.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.




Environment
LW Agency

FAO: Ourref:  AN/2020/130860/SE-

- 01/SP1-L02
— Yourref: NN

<by email> Date: 12 October 2020

Dear

Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report — South Kesteven Local Plan review

Thank you for consulting us on the above Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Scoping Report
on 25 August 2020 and agreeing to an extension until 13 October 2020.

We have reviewed the SA Scoping Report and have the following comments to make:

Biodiversity and Geodiversity

We are pleased to see the report makes reference to Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) in the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Local Plans produced and examined after
24 January 2019 must be compliant with the NPPF policies on net gain which includes
achieving measurable net gains.

We are also encouraged to see the report makes reference to The 25 Year Environment
Plan (25YEP). Alongside the ambitions of 25YEP we encourage reference be made on
how the ambitions will be achieved. In particular Nature Recovery Network, enhancing
Natural Capital and the mandating of BNG. In relation to the last point we encourage the
report makes reference to The Environment Bill (currently going through Parliament)
which will make BNG mandatory. We support the use of Biodiversity Metric 2.0 to
measure BNG, along with expert ecologist advice.

The term "net gain" includes both BNG and Environmental Net Gain (ENG) using the
Natural Capital Approach. A key principle of the 25YEP is to embed ENG in the
planning system.

ENG builds on the BNG approach but in a more inclusive way recognising the broader
benefits that carefully planned development can bring - for example natural flood
management, recycling waste materials, carbon neutrality, and water efficiency.

It's an approach that puts in place measurable improvements for the environment, whilst
ensuring cost-effective, sustainable development. The aim of wider ENG is to reduce
pressure on and overall improvements in natural capital, ecosystem services and the
benefits they deliver.

Your appraisal should consider the requirements of paragraph 171 of the NPPF for
plans to enhance natural capital and seek opportunities for wider environmental net gain

Environment Agency

Nene House (Pytchley Lodge Industrial Estate),
Pytchley Lodge Road, Kettering, Northants, NN15 6JQ
Email: LNplanning@environment-agency.gov.uk
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Customer services line: 03708 506 506
Calls to 03 numbers cost the same as calls to standard
geographic numbers (i.e. numbers beginning with 01 or 02).
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wherever possible. Opportunities for environmental gains, including nature based
solutions to help adapt to climate change, include identifying opportunities for new multi-
functional green and blue infrastructure.

We will support Local Planning Authorities who chose to embed wider natural capital
and ENG approaches.

The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government has published guidance
which includes how plans should aim to identify opportunities for broadening to ENG.
https://www.gov.uk/quidance/natural-environment

River Witham

We are fortunate in South Kesteven to have the Upper Witham and its tributaries. This
section of river supports endangered native crayfish, brown trout and grayling. Despite
historic modification it retains good habitat in places and there is the potential in many
areas to restore it fully. There are pressures however, lack of water is a notable problem
in drier summer months as are serious pollution incidents. Without action it will
deteriorate and the diversity of ecology that it currently supports will be reduced.
Proposed future growth within Grantham is likely to be put additional pressure on the
Upper Witham unless opportunities for environmental enhancements are not considered
from the outset.

The Witham Catchment Partnership has been evolving and delivering projects across
this part of the catchment in recent years. Notably, there is the formation of the
Grantham Urban Plan leading to the development of environmental improvement
projects through the urban river corridor, which will be delivered over the next 3 years.
This includes the South Kesteven District Council led Blue Green, ESIF funded project.
In addition, there are further projects from the urban plan that could be taken forward
and linked to future growth including additional river restoration and weir by-pass near
the site of the proposed garden village to the south of the town.

Further project proposals for large scale floodplain reconnection, river restoration and
fish barrier removal are being drawn up for the sections of the Witham from
Colsterworth to Saltersford and on the Cringle Brook between Skillington and Stoke
Rotchford village. Downstream of Grantham in the section to Aubourn, there is also
potential to set back flood banks and recreate vital wetland habitat at appropriate
locations. A similar large scale project is currently being developed at Manthorpe with a
willing landowner.

By undertaking these projects and linking into future growth we can help provide
beautiful green spaces and protect and enhance this important part of the catchment. In
addition, we get further benefits including flood risk reduction and carbon storage,
together with the improved health and wellbeing that a quality environment provides.

Named projects

We have identified some opportunities for the delivery of BNG through environmental
schemes we are involved with; these are summarised below. We would be happy to
discuss these in further detail going forward. You may also wish to engage with the
Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust, who may have some projects that are relevant to the Plan
review.

River Gwash restoration project - Belmesthorpe to Newstead
This is an on-going and potential project to restore flow conveyance and brown
trout habitat. Led by the Gwash Fishing Club and the Wild Trout Trust. Though
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other partners may be involved.

The Gwash / Welland confluence wetland

Led by the Welland River Trust, the project is currently at design stage, and then
funding will be sought to deliver it. It will be a benefit to biodiversity, water quality
and flood risk by making space for water. The land has been donated by the
landowner. It will also have public access which could fit into the health and
wellbeing aspirations.

Stamford Millstream restoration
This is an on-going project with some already completed delivery. It is led by
Stamford Town Council and the Welland Rivers Trust.

Air, Land, Soil and Water Resources

Water resources

We welcome acknowledgement in paragraph 5.35 of the SA that water resources in the
area are limited. We can confirm that the local authority is in a water stressed area.
Therefore we would recommend that through the implementation of planning conditions,
the Plan should require new dwellings to meet the Building Regulation optional higher
water efficiency standard of 110 litres per person per day, as set out in building
regulations part G2. This standard would help with minimising the risk of shortages as a
possible effect of climate change.

Source protection zones
We would suggest the following is added to section 5.38:

The Environment Agency has prepared guidance on groundwater protection ‘The
Environment Agency’s approach to groundwater protection’ which sets out its approach
to the management and protection of groundwater. The guidance is available at:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/groundwater-protection-position-
statements

Mineral resources
We would suggest the following is added to section 5.40:

Brownfield land may be subject to contamination from previous uses, which can pose
risk to surface water, human health and the wider environment. A risk management
framework is available in the Land contamination: risk management guidance on
GOV.UK, for use when dealing with land affected by contamination. The guidance is
available at:

https://www.gov.uk/quidance/land-contamination-how-to-manage-the-risks

Water quality

The report suggests that considerable growth and development is expected in the future
that will need to be treated at the Marston and Little Bytham Wastewater Treatment
Works (WwTW). The phrasing appears to assume that the water company (Anglian
Water Services) will be making improvements to its systems that will allow this
development to be accommodated. Please note that historically there have been
compliance issues at Marston WwTW.

Anglian Water Services (AWS) owns both of these WwTW. AWS’s most recent Water
Recycling Long-Term plan was published in September 2018. It provides information
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on its long-term growth strategy and expected investment. Such plans can be subject to
change and, in particular, where long term planning horizons are included, these can
often be less certain/reliable.
The plan lists the proposed investments for Marston WwTW:

« AMP 7 (2020 - 2025) CSO improvements

« AMP 8 (2025 — 2030), AMP10 and AMP 11 Increased drainage

These investments are not confirmed and are not focussed on increasing the capacity
of the works. A significant trade effluent output stopped recently which has given them
more capacity for houses but further work is needed to ensure that appropriate
upgrades are in place to accommodate the scale of development. It should also be
noted that there is a proposal to close Allington WwTW and to pump away the effluent
to Marston for treatment which would decrease the capacity for new development even
further.

There are no proposed investments in the Little Bytham WwTW in the AWS Water
Recycling Long-Term plan. There currently appears to be capacity at the works;
however, it should be noted that the permit for the Little Bytham works is already very
close to its technically achievable limit for phosphorus. This places restrictions on the
capacity to accommodate flows from new developments as it restricts the options of
possible upgrades that can be made to the works to increase capacity.

The most pressing issue for development in the Little Bytham sewage catchment is the
sewerage network rather than the works itself. There are historic sewerage network
flooding issues in this catchment going back at least 10 years. Most recently in 2019
AWS received a Local Enforcement Position (LEP) to allow temporary discharge or
sewerage from Stoney Lane Pumping Station to the watercourse due to groundwater
flooding of the sewerage network resulting from groundwater infiltration. This LEP
required AWS to develop an Infiltration Reduction plan for the sewage catchment. It is
our understanding that no development should go ahead until the Infiltration Reduction
plan has been agreed and actions to repair and/or improve the system have been put in
place.

To ensure that growth can occur in areas served by these sewage catchments without a
deterioration in the Water Quality of the area, the Local Plan will need to ensure that
AWS have suitable measures planned and assurance that these measures will be in
place in time to deal with increased flows from further development.

We request that SEA objective 12 a) is amended to read: “Ensure that there is no
deterioration to water quality, whilst supporting improvements consistent with the aims
of the River Basin Management Plan.

Climate Change
The report references the current South Kesteven Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA) Level 1 and 2 in section 6.18.

We support the statement in section 6.3 "Direct development away from areas at
highest risk of flooding (whether existing or future). ‘Where development is necessary, it
should be made safe for its lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere.™. This is
the approach advocated in the National Planning Policy Framework and SEA objective
14 a), which supports the implementation of this statement, is welcomed.

If the Plan requires the latest Flood Zone 3b extents (functional floodplain) or other flood
risk data a request should be submitted to our Customer and Engagement Team by
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email on |

Natural England, the Environment Agency and the Forestry Commission have recently
produced a shared vision to use nature-based solutions to tackle the climate and
ecological emergency. This includes through delivering large-scale woodland planting
in the right places, protecting and restoring peatlands, supporting farmers towards net
zero, working with nature to manage flood risk, taking a strategic approach to land use,
encouraging the use of less carbon intensive materials and pushing for action across
the UK and abroad. You can read more here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/environmental-bodies-set-joint-vision-to-tackle-
climate-change

Health and Wellbeing
We aspire to assist the planning system to fulfils its potential to deliver sustainable
growth, provide greater resilience and improve peoples’ health and wellbeing.

We are very encouraged to see the report includes reference from 25YEP (section 8.6)
of the physical and mental wellbeing benefits that the environment provides.

Natural England is developing the Ecometric (due to be published in 2020) to capture
changes in ecosystem services values when delivering a BNG outcome. It has been
designed for use in conjunction with the Biodiversity metric 2.0 to encompass the value
of nature to people.

We look forward to working with you as the Local Plan review progresses, but should
you require any additional information in the meantime, or wish to discuss these matters
further, please do not hesitate to contact me on the number below.

Yours sincerely

Direct dial I
Direct e-mail

End 5
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134
mailto:planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Part A: Personal Details

Mr

Phil

Hughes

Lincolnshire County Council

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

] 17 November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes  _|Yes ___ INo | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes | |No | |Unsure | Unsure

If not please provide details.

Will links to London be relevant or even desirable in a post COVID era? Regular long distance
commuting into heavily congested cities might be a thing of the past. Should a more sub
regional and local approach be adopted? Stamford refers to tangible benefits to local residents;
could examples be provided as to what these benefits might be? Stamford also appears to be
over reliant on Al access and with a commitment to decarbonisation how will this be achieved?

It is too early to assess the long term impact of Covid 19 on the economy and any policy
response. The post covid world is likely to be a different one if current changes to office working
and commuting are maintained. There is a possibility of urban flight to rural areas where
demand for more spacious and tranquil living is evidenced in recent post lockdown property
transactions. In this scenario, there will be a much looser geographical connection between
work and home (more frequently combined), resulting in spatial re-organisation with more
demand for rural living and the re-purposing of city centre office accommodation. Whether
these trends are continued needs to be assessed using locally tuned Strategic Housing Market
Area Assessments (SHMAA) which have been used previously to prepare Local Plans.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | Yes _ __JNo | lUnsue | |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed



significantly?

Yes | Yes ____[No | |Unsure I

If not please provide details.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes | Yes ___[No | |Unsure I

If not please provide details

Yes — LCC will be updating the Transport Model in 2021-22 and it forecast years will add 2041 to
the current 2031 and 2036 forecast years. This will correlate with the above proposal.

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes ___JYes _ _|No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes  _JYes _ _No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | [No _____ INo______ lUnsue | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes  ___Yes  ___ [No | |Unsue | |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

In the recent Planning for the Future White Paper the Government has proposed a new
standard method of calculating Local Housing Need. Lichfield consultants has provided the
following information: https://lichfields.uk/grow-renew-protect-planning-for-the-future/how-
many-homes-the-new-standard-method/#section11

The current Local Plan = 645 dwellings per annum (dpa)
Annual delivery (last 3 years) =534 dpa
Current standard method =732 dpa

Proposed new standard method = 839 dpa

There is clearly a significant shortfall between the current Local Plan target, recent delivery and
both standard methods. However, the revised Local Plan target (754 dpa) is considered an
ambitious but realistic attempt to meet local housing need.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a — Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes  _Jves _ _JNo_ | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Yes — Grantham has the best transport provision and network infrastructure in the district i.e.
the East Coast Mainline, the Al and the new GSRR being constructed by LCC. This
infrastructure is best placed to meet the demands of large growth within South Kesteven

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes __JYes _ _JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?
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Yes _Jves _ __JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes __Jves _ __JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes _ Jves ____[No | |Unsue | |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate

to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes  ___JYes _ _JNo | lUnsue | |

If yes, please provide details.

The latest Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment for the South Kesteven District
identifies a need for 32 additional residential pitches for Gypsies and Travellers and 9 additional
plots for Travelling Showpeople between the period 2016 — 2036. The GTAA reports that of
these numbers, 16 additional residential pitches for Gypsies and Travellers and 5 additional
plots for Showpeople should be provided within the first five years of the Local Plan.
Strengthening the GTAA findings are the steady number of unauthorised encampments that
have occurred across the district in recent years totalling on average around 25 each year. Of
those that have occurred on land belonging to or the responsibility of the County Council and
visited by their Traveller Liaison Officer it was found that a high percentage of those Travelling
groups were in fact families with local family ties wanting to remain and reside in the district
but had no pitch to move on to. Often they were visited several times by the Traveller Liaison




Officer throughout the year having been moved on from one location to another throughout
the district. It is noted that most of these families have their names on a pitch waiting list for
the only local authority owned site in the South Kesteven Area. With low turn-over of pitches
on the site, families are liable to be waiting up to several years for a pitch. In addition to those
Traveller groups wishing to remain in the area, the region also receives transient Traveller
groups stopping temporarily in the district for a variety of purposes but for limited time. Whilst
not requiring permanent accommodation in South Kesteven, these groups do require temporary
stopping or transit provision neither of which currently exists. Lack of provision can often result
in groups attempting to stop at unsuitable locations which may lead to conflict with public
authorities and the local settled community. There doesn't appear to be any available suitable
land sites for either temporary or permanent provision for Gypsies, Travellers or Showpeople
within the South Kesteven Area.

There is a concern that the Authority's Local Plan does not identify any suitably land for either
future pitch or plot provision for the Travelling community. Ideally, there should be a five year
supply of land for deliverable sites and for the rest of the duration of the Local Plan, land
identified for developable sites. With the absence of identifiable land, it appears that the
Authority is solely reliant on 'windfall' sites; land that has not been specifically recognised for
accommodation provision of the Travelling community but may be granted planning consent if
the application meets a set criteria. This strategy has its risks to both the local authority and
applicant. The local authority has less control over the future shaping and development of its
district and applicants run the risk of purchasing unsuitable land that won't pass planning
scrutiny. There is already evidence of this with the last two planning applications for Traveller
sites at Cold Harbour and Fulbeck having recently been refused and awaiting appeals despite
the Authority's recognition for more Gypsy, Traveller and Showpeople accommodation.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they

are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes  _Jves _ _JNo | lUnsue | |

If not, please provide details.

In general terms LCC would support the carrying forward of employment allocations and
designated employment sites given their importance in providing suitable sites for waste
management facilities and attracting new investment.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes Yes No Unsure




If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | [No | |Unsure | Unsure

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

Becoming Carbon Neutral is going to be a real challenge. LCC would suggest stronger policies on
reducing single occupancy car use; reducing travel demand and promoting shorter journeys that
can be carried out by more carbon benign modes will be required. The upcoming LTP V will
have to address this issue and improved integration with LTP and Local Plan policy will help.
References to EV charging points and requirements on new development to be carbon neutral
upon completion may also be useful. More stringent application of Travel Plans to contain
genuine options for greater travel would also help. LCC would recommend production of an
SPG with clearly identified targets for modal shift and a tool kit of measures expected. Leeds
City Council has produced such a document as has East Riding Council.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes  __JYes __ [No | |Unsue | |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes  _ |Yes ___JNo | |Unsue | |

Please give details.




Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

LCC suggests SKDC consult the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan Team who have commissioned
research into the additional cost of higher energy performance in residential buildings.

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No _____INo______ lUnsue | |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or
where they should apply to.

Yes | [No _____INo______ lUnsue | |

Please give details

LCC does not consider that minimum parking standards are helpful in delivering development.
The amount of parking provision depends very much on location, travel demand, provision of
alternative modes. For example, the amount of parking required in central Grantham,
Manthorpe and Baston are completely different and creating appropriate parking standards
that reflect the many different areas of the District would be too complex. LCC recommends
that minimum parking guidelines are provided and these acknowledge that different parking
levels may be required in different areas.




18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?

LCC notes that Historic Environment policies are amongst the list of those polices excluded from
this Issues and Options exercise. There is not much to say in this respect. However, LCC would
like to make a general point which probably relates best to question 7 within the consultation
document. Question 7 is about the focus of development within the key settlements of
Grantham, Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings. LCC would like to make the point to SKDC, that
we are working with Historic England on the Extensive Urban Survey which will result in a
historic characterisation report for each of the four 'towns'. We have completed The Deepings
and our work has fed into their Neighbourhood Plan. We have also done the central area of
Grantham in response to a request to feed into the High Street Heritage Action Zone. LCC would
hope that SKDC will take account of this additional evidence when determining planning
outcomes in the towns of their district. Each report and its supporting data will be made freely
available to SKDC.

It is noted that a 'call for sites' process is under way, however details do not appear to have
been provided in terms of the proposed site assessment methodology. For the avoidance of
doubt the site assessment process should ensure that due consideration is given to the relevant
proposals and policies set out in the adopted Lincolnshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(LMW.LP), including those that:

e Safeguard minerals and waste sites from incompatible development;

e Safeguard Mineral Resources to prevent unnecessary sterilisation by development; and

e Identify the locational criteria and allocations for future minerals and waste
development.

The LMWLP is comprised of two parts, the Core Strategy and Development Management
Policies, and the Site Locations document. Both can be found on the County Council's website:
www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/planning

Any submitted sites that have the potential to affect safeguarded mineral resources and/or
minerals and waste sites should be subject to meaningful assessment in accordance with the
relevant Policies of the LMWLP, in order to determine whether it would be appropriate for
proposed sites to be allocated in the new Plan, and/or whether any mitigation measures would
be necessary to ensure the acceptability of sites proposed for allocation.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

N/A

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Planning Policy

South Kesteven District Council
Council Offices

St Peters Hill

Grantham

Lincolnshire

NG31 6PZ

EMAIL: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Dear Sirs/Madam

South Kesteven Local Plan Review — Issues and Options Consultation
Response by Barberry Grantham Ltd.

Harris Lamb Planning Consultancy (‘HLPLC’) are instructed by Barberry Grantham Ltd.
(‘Barberry’) to submit representations to the South Kesteven Local Plan Review — Issues and
Options consultation. Barberry are promoting land at Great Gonerby on the northern edge of
Grantham for residential development and were actively involved in the preparation of the
current Local Plan that was adopted earlier this year, having submitted representations and
subsequently participated at the Local Plan Examination. Barberry consider that the land at
Great Gonerby is suitable for residential development and could deliver in the region of up to
450 dwellings to help meet the housing needs of Grantham and the wider District in the period
up to 2041. Our comments to the Issues and Options consultation should be read this objective
in mind. Please see our detailed responses below to the questions posed in the consultation
document.

QUESTION 1a — The Vision
Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated
with respect to the plan period and housing growth level? If not please provide details.

Yes, we are content that the Vision for the emerging Plan should be broadly the same as that
of the existing Plan but to be updated to reflect the plan period and higher housing
requirement. The Plan was only adopted in early 2020 and in our view there have not been
any material changes in circumstances that make the stated vision obsolete or out of date. As
such, we are content to proceed on the same basis. Specifically, we welcome the emphasis
on strengthening Grantham’s role as the Sub-Regional Centre through significant new housing
and employment growth.
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To: South Kesteven District Council Date: 20t November 2020

QUESTION 2 - Objectives
Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan? If not please
provide details.

Yes, in a similar way to our response to 1a above in that we are broadly content for the
Objectives to remain the same as previously stated but updated where necessary to reflect
the higher housing growth that is now required. We specifically support Objectives 5, 6, 9, 10
and 11.

QUESTION 3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be
changed significantly? If not please provide details.

On the whole we generally agree with the list of policies that are not proposed to be changed.
The only exception to this is Policy GR3 Grantham Residential Allocations. You may recall
that during the previous Local Plan Examination Barberry were concerned about the
deliverability of two of the Council’s preferred SUEs to the south of Grantham and whether
they would be able to deliver housing in sufficient quantities at the correct time to meet the
Council's objective of meeting 50% of the Council’s housing needs in Grantham. Our key
concern relating to the two SUEs was the need to deliver significant new infrastructure in the
form of the Grantham Southern Relief Road. Whilst the Inspector was ultimately convinced
that the two SUEs were deliverable it remains to be seen whether in fact that they will deliver
housing as expected. If not, Barberry contend that there will be a need to identity other
additional housing allocations in Grantham that could contribute to the delivery of housing in
the short term whilst the larger SUEs are coming on stream. Policy GR3 therefore, needs to
be kept under review in case the other housing allocations in Grantham are not delivering and
if not, additional sites will be needed to be identified.

Furthermore, the policy will need to be updated to reflect the additional allocations that will be
needed anyway to reflect the higher housing requirement that the Council will have to meet
through the Plan Period.

QUESTION 4 - Plan Period
Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041? If not please provide details

We welcome the intention to extend the Plan Period to 2041. Paragraph 22 of the Framework
states that Strategic Policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from the date
of adoption. As the emerging Plan is unlikely to be adopted any earlier than 2024 we consider
it the correct approach to extend the length of the Plan beyond the minimum 15 year time
frame.

QUESTION 5a — Settlement Hierarchy
Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan? If not,
please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Yes, we agree that the current Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan.
As Barberry’s land interests are focussed on Grantham and Grantham is as the top of the
Settlement Hierarchy we see no reason to change this and that Grantham should continue to
be the focus for the majority of new housing and employment development in the District.
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To: South Kesteven District Council Date: 20t November 2020

QUESTION 5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for
amending the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new
community on garden village principles? If so, please outline any suitable and
deliverable proposals.

No, we do not believe there is a case for amending the Settlement Hierarchy to include any
proposals to establish a new community based on garden village principles. In light of our
previous concerns raised during the last Local Plan Examination where we questioned
whether the inclusion of two large SUEs to Grantham was the correct approach to deliver the
housing needs of the town, principally in the early part of the Plan Period, we do not consider
that the identification of a new community would be the best way of delivering housing to meet
the significant increase in the housing requirement that the new Plan will have to address.
Barberry remain of the view that the most efficient way of delivering new housing for Grantham
is on proposed SUEs located on the edge of the town that are not heavily dependent on the
provision of new infrastructure to service them. The land at Great Gonerby is one such location
that can fulfil this objective thereby contributing new housing in the early part of the Plan
Period.

QUESTION 6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need
and requirement for South Kesteven? If not, what evidence do you have to justify an
alternative need and requirement?

Notwithstanding the fact that the Council adopted its current Local Plan with a housing
requirement significantly lower than the standard method figure that it is now required to
accommodate, we welcome the fact that a higher housing requirement is now to be delivered
in the District. Furthermore, the recent consultation that the Government undertook on
revisions to the standard method indicated that the housing requirement for South Kesteven
could be as high as 839 dwellings per annum. Clearly, no decisions have yet been made as
to what if any revisions to the standard method will be adopted but what is clear is that the
housing requirement will increase to as a minimum of 754 dpa but potentially even higher to
somewhere nearer 839 dpa. The Council have acknowledged that even if the housing
requirement increases to 754 dpa this will necessitate the identification of additional housing
sites in order to deliver this level of growth. Barberry, therefore, reiterate the availability of the
land at Great Gonerby as a potential housing allocation that is free from technical, physical or
environmental constraints and which is not dependent on significant new infrastructure in order
for it come forward for development.

QUESTION 7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham
Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?
If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Yes, we agree that Grantham should remain the focus for growth in South Kesteven. As the
Sub-Regional Centre, it is entirely appropriate that the majority of new growth should be
directed to the largest and most sustainable location in the District. Furthermore, Grantham
has the greatest range of employment opportunities and the ability to expand these, and in
doing so, balance new employment provision with new housing. In addition, the town has the
largest retail and service offering in the sub-region which again reinforces the need to support
this by directing further development to the town. Similarly, the town’s location on the East
Coast Mainline train line means it is accessible to both the north and south by public transport,
whilst it also had good road links due to the proximity of the A1. In light of the relative
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To: South Kesteven District Council Date: 20t November 2020

sustainability of the town, we consider it wholly appropriate that Grantham should remain the
focus for new housing and employment growth over the Plan Period.

QUESTION 7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*
Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before
determining what growth to distribute to which area?

Barberry previously argued at the last Local Plan Examination that the Council’s strategy of
directing two large SUEs to the south of the town could have the effect of saturating that
particular housing market within the town and in doing so, this could actually slow down the
delivery of new housing. To avert this outcome, Barberry suggested that in order to try and
increase the rate and delivery of housing, an additional site, such as the one they are
promoting at Great Gonerby, should be allocated for development as well as this would
increase the choice of new homes by developing in a different part of the town. This would
increase market choice for purchasers and in doing so, would help maintain market demand
thus enabling more houses to be constructed across the two different locations. Barberry
remain of the view that by allocating land for development at Great Gonerby this would
complement the existing housing allocations in the adopted Local Plan and help increase the
levels of housing delivery across the town as a whole, thereby helping to meet the Council’s
identified housing needs and boosting the supply of housing.

QUESTION 11a - Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance
standards than are required by the building regulations for residential development, up
to Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes?

No. Energy performance standards should be as per the current Building Regulations. There
is no need to duplicate control over this matter particularly where Building Regulations are
continually being updated in order to deliver better environmental standards. We do not see
the need for such a policy or requirement in the Local Plan where it is effectively covered
elsewhere by a well established and effective system of control.

QUESTION 14 — Any Other Comments Is there anything else you would like to raise —
has anything been missed, or are there any general comments you would like to make?

We made reference in our response to Question 3 about Policy GR3 and its reliance on large
SUEs to deliver new housing in Grantham. Whilst the allocation of these sites was confirmed
following the adoption of the Local Plan Barberry remain concerned that if these sites do not
deliver as expected then this could have an adverse impact on the Council’s supply of housing,
which would be further exasperated by the significant increase in housing that will be required
through the use of the standard method. In order to avert these potential pitfalls, we would
urge the Council to take a proactive stance in seeking to advance its Local Plan in a timely
manner in order that the new Plan can be adopted, thereby providing certainty going forward.
Barberry are willing to work in a proactive manner with the Council to help achieve this
outcome and would welcome a meeting with Officers to discuss their land interests at Great
Gonerby and how these could help meet the development needs of the Council over the Plan
Period. If you would be amenable to a virtual meeting in the first instance we would be happy
to circulate some dates for this.
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To: South Kesteven District Council Date: 20t November 2020

Should you require any further detail or have any questions then please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Yours sincerely

JOHN PEARCE
Associate

Tel: I
Cc M Cartwright — Barberry
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12" October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title Mrs
First Name Emma
Last Name Walker
Organisation The Roberts Family Phase 2 Planning and Development Ltd
I I
I I
] I
I
Address o
Postcode ] I
Telephone [ [
Email Address | I -

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date
Emma Walker on behalf of Phase 2 Planning and | 09/11/20
Development Ltd




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with

respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes v [No | |Umsure |

If not please provide details.

The vision for growth is broadly supported and is considered to represent a sustainable approach
to the distribution of development across the District.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the

economic recovery of the District?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details.




Our clients wish to support policy LV-H2 which allocates and south of Wilsford Lane, Ancaster for
development. This allocation falls within their control and will be coming forward for
development during the Plan period.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes |V No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details

Extending the Plan period from 2036 to 2041 enables the Council to anticipate and respond to long
term requirements and opportunities, as identified in the NPPF (paragraph 22). If the end date was
not extended beyond 2036, by the time the Plan is adopted, it’s strategic policies would not meet
the NPPF requirement to look ahead over a minimum 15 year period.

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | _INo______ | _______ |Unsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Although the settlement hierarchy should be retained within the Local Plan, the proportion of
development allocated to each tier of the hierarchy should be reconsidered following full
assessment of potential sites. Our clients own land at Ancaster which can come forward for
development during the Plan period. One of these sites is an existing allocation (LV-H2, south of
Wilsford Lane) and the other is an unallocated parcel of land in the centre of the village, on the
eastern side of Ermine Street. A submission has been made in relation to the latter through the
Council’s Call for Sites process. The Council will need to amend the proportion of development that
falls within each tier to reflect the sites that it proposes for allocation and sites such as this one may
result in a greater proportion of development taking place in the larger villages.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?




Yes v No Unsure
If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Our clients own land suitable for development adjoining Ancaster, which is identified as a larger
village. Given the sustainable nature of Ancaster, benefiting from a range of local services and
facilities with good public transport accessibility, we support the inclusion of Ancaster within the
‘larger villages’ category. We support the Council’s recognition that the larger villages can
accommodate additional development and we propose that the land east of Ermine Street,
Ancaster should be included within the Local Plan as a new allocation.

When the Council reviews the larger villages in terms of their facilities and services, it is important
to note that Ancaster benefits from not only a train station, but also regular bus services to nearby
centres. This accessibility by bus appears to have been somewhat overlooked in the Council’s
previous assessment.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden

village principles?

Yes | INo |V |Unsure |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

No new site or proposals have been identified for a new settlement and such developments
typically have long lead in times and therefore, even if a site was identified, it would be unlikely to
make a significant contribution towards housing requirements of the District within the Plan
period.

The current approach to development, which seeks to accommodate additional housing
requirements within or adjoining existing settlements, with scale of development dependent on
their position within the settlement hierarchy, is a sustainable approach to development, which
will support existing services and facilities.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes __|v _____ No | |Unsue |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?




11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes |V No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Whilst this is supported, opportunities within larger villages should be fully explored (see response
to Q7c below).

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes v No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Whilst this is supported, opportunities within larger villages should be fully explored (see response
to Q7c below).

Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger

Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes | No_ | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

The larger villages within the District generally have a good range of services and facilities and
development within/adjoining those villages can help to support the existing services and facilities.
The village of Ancaster benefits from two allocations at the southern end of the village but has the
potential for a further small-scale development within the centre of the village on land owned by
our clients. Land to the east of Ermine Street, as detailed on the attached brochure and within our
Call for Sites submission, represents a sustainable location for a new development of around 25 to
30 dwellings within a larger village.

A detailed assessment of sites undertaken as part of the Local Plan review process, should enable
appropriate sites, such as our client’s land at Ermine Street in Ancaster, to come forward for
development. This may increase the proportion of new housing within larger villages, helping to




sustain their existing services and facilities, without fundamentally changing the general
distribution of growth.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes v __No_ | |Unsue |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

These smaller settlements have a limited level of facilities and services and development within
them would result in a reliance on high levels of trips by motorised vehicles. It is agreed that
development at the higher tiers, which have better access to services and facilities, represent a
more sustainable approach to development than development within smaller settlements.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining

what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes v JNo | ________Unsure | |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations



Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | No | |Unsure |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 - Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | I No | |Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | No __ | __ ____ |Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development



Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details.

Q11c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Pleasegivedetails

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | No | |Unsue |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | N | |Unsure |

Please give details




18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Please refer to our submissions to the Call for Sites consultation when considering future sites to
be allocated to meet the housing needs of the District to 2041. Our client’s land within the centre
of Ancaster, on the eastern side of Ermine Street, can provide a modest development of around 25
to 30 dwellings on 0.9ha of land, with open space to the south. This development is well located in
relation to existing services and facilities and provides an opportunity for enhancement in this part
of the village. Our clients would welcome the opportunity to discuss these proposals with officers,
as appropriate.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

It is important to recognise that the Sustainability Appraisal considers broader concepts, such as
growth at larger villages, rather than individual assessment of sites. The next stage of the
Sustainability Appraisal process will need to consider individual sites, which in the case of our
client’s land to the east of Ermine Street, Ancaster can be summarised as follows:

Biodiversity and Geodiversity Site located away from the three SSSls in the vicinity of
Ancaster. Biodiversity/geodiversity not considered to
constrain development.

Landscape Landscape sensitivity of the site has been assessed by
consultants (report attached) and it has been concluded
that the site is well contained, nestled into the landscape at
the bottom of a valley, with limited long range public views.
The site has the potential to provide a more appropriate
design than the development immediately to the north of
the site, providing a development that is set back from
Ermine Street, behind a line of trees. The development can
also provide landscape enhancements on land proposed for
open space to the south.

Historic Environment This site is located away from the historic core of Ancaster,
which towards the southern end of the village and therefore
proposals would not harm the historic environment.

Air, land, water and soil The small-scale nature of the proposal will not have a
resources negative impact on resources.
Climate change The site is sustainably located in relation to services and

facilities within the village and is also in walking distance of
the railway station and bus stops, providing access by public
transport to retail/employment centres in the vicinity.
Population and community Ancaster has a range of social and community services and
facilities and new residential development will help to




Health and wellbeing

Transport

Economic vitality

support existing facilities. As identified within the SA,
limiting growth in larger villages would have the potential to
undermine their viability and vitality.

Additional dwellings on this site in Ancaster would have the
potential to support local leisure, recreational and health
services in Ancaster.

The site benefits from a being within walking distance from
both a railway station and also bus stops, providing good
accessibility to key destinations by non-car modes.
Residential development in this location can help support
community services and employment opportunities.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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THE ILLUSTRATIVE SITE PROPOSALS

An indicative sketch scheme for this site has
been prepared, showing how a residential
scheme could be configured. It is envisaged
that a modest development of around 25 to 30
dwellings on this 0.9ha site would be
appropriate in the context of the surrounding
area. Itis envisaged that development would
provide an active frontage of residential
development along Ermine Street, respecting
the existing building line. The land to the
south and the east of the site also falls within
our clients’ land ownership. This land has
potential for flooding and therefore would not

be suitable for residential development. It
would however, provide an opportunity for
public open space, which will be available for
both the new and existing residents.

Development of this site can make a positive
contribution towards the Council’s housing
supply. It will also have a positive impact
locally, helping to sustain local facilities and
services and contribute to the acknowledged
shortfall of affordable housing within the
village.

LAND EAST OF ERMINE STREET, ANCASTER

INTRODUCTION

This brochure provides supplementary
information to support the submission of this
site to the Council’s Call for Sites (2020)

This land is promoted for residential
development by Phase 2 Planning and
Development Ltd on behalf of the
landowners.

g oW N EN G

POLICY BACKGROUND: ANCASTER AS A ‘LARGE VILLAGFE’

The Local Plan identifies Ancaster as a ‘Large
Village’ and recognises that these settlements
offer a “good level of services and facilities”
and which act as a focal point for the rural
communities and their surrounding hinterland.

The Local Plan recognises that beyond the four
main towns the larger villages are considered
to be the next most sustainable locations for
growth within the District and therefore should
positively contribute towards meeting the
District’s overall growth needs.
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SITE LOCATION

The site is extremely well located within the
village of Ancaster, close to the train station
and a range of facilites and is enclosed by
development to the north, west and south.
The village benefits from a primary school, a
GP surgery, two public houses, a social club
and sports ground, a Vvillage hall, a
convenience store, a post office, a butcher's
shop, a church and a petrol filling station. A
pre-school and a number of other clubs and
groups run from the village hall. The village
also has some local employment.

The number 27 bus service runs through the

village, between Grantham and Sleaford
providing links to local towns and villages.
Ancaster also benefits from a train station,
which is only 350m from the site and provides
direct services to Skegness and Nottingham
and also the nearby market towns of Grantham
and Sleaford.

Grantham is approximately 14km (9 miles) from
Ancaster and has a wider range of services
and facilities including a range of high street
shops, supermarkets and larger retail units,
restaurants, a leisure centre, a number of
schools and Grantham Hospital.
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YRS YR 15

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE: EFFECT: il DRI
CHANGED: CONSTRUCTION:
Existing residential development adjacent to Potential works on/ adjacent Low
north, south and west of site. to site and surrounding
areas.
Existing carriageway and footpaths to west of site | Potential works on/ adjacent Low
(Ermine Road) to Ermine Road.
Railway embankment to None None
<—(' ﬂ north of site.
Z8
% 8 Historic village core of Ancaster. None None
l_
< 0 . .
w w Adjacent river valley floor and associated Potential works on/ adjacent Low
o vegetation. to water courses.
Existing properties,roads,footpaths and farms on None None
raised ground to north, east, south and west of site
Land form. None None
o General removal of low/mediurh  ;
Existing field grade grassland. Replacement High
with residential development
and biodiversity rich landscape
: Infill of gap with built form set ;
Ermine Strest frontage within soft landscape structure High
against boundary.
. General management and ;
Existing water course improvement to water course High
7p] including new habitats
<_fl 8 and biodiversity rich landscape
Z Existing vegetation to site boundaries Reinforcement of High
x> existing landscape structure
I.Il_J 8 and boundaries
= Repl tof low grad -
= Hard enclosure to site boundaries eplacement o low grade High
enclosure with better quality
materials and soft landscape
structure
Foundations required for new
Land form. structures. Some minor below Low
ground works required for
service provision etc.

KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS:

TO DESCRIBE IMPACT OF THE EFFECTS:

A_ ADVERSE. MB

MA. MINOR ADVERSE. . BENEFIT.
M. MODERATE IMPACT. NC |

Landscape Consultants Ltd. Institute

Chartered Landscape Architects. Registered practice

MINOR BENEFIT.

NO CHANGE.

Andrew Hastings. Landscape

ERMINE STREET : TABLE 3. -

LANDSCAPE RESOURCE
IMPACT ASSESSMENT

YR 25

SECTION 4.0: ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND EFFECTS
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REF | CHANGE IN VIEW RECEPTORS: | IMPACT DURING YR 5 YR 15 YR 25 KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS:

POINT: CONSTRUCTION TO DESCRIBE IMPACT OF THE EFFECTS:
Poor: site area is well screened by existing Pedestrians A. ADVERSE.
1 vegetation and topography. Motorists.
MA. MINOR ADVERSE.
Poor: site area is well screened by existing ll\:’ne?es.trlians M . MODERATE IMPACT.
2 vegetation and topography. olorists.
" MB MINOR BENEFIT.
Poor: site area is well screened by existing “PAE?GSt’l'a”S
3 vegetation and topography.Also distance ensures otorists. B BENEFIT
edge of village settlement is indistinguishable. . )
Poor: site area is well screened by existing Pedestrians N C . NO CHANGE.
4 vegetation and topography.Also distance ensures Motorists.
edge of village settlement is indistinguishable.
Poor: Site area is obscured by existing vegetation Pedestrians
5 and land form. Motorists.
Poor: Site area is hiden within valley floor and Pedestrians
6 further obscured by vegetation and village
settlement.
Poor: Site area is hidden within valley floor and Pedestrians
7 further obscured by vegetation and village Property owners/ occupiers.

settlement.

Poor: viewpoeint is flat in relation to site and also
8 well screened by village settlement and
existing landscape structure.

Pedestrians

Poor: viewpoint is Pedestrians
9 well screened by village settlement and
existing landscape structure.

Significant: Site is seen in full or part from street and Pedestrians
10 adjacent properties. Motorists.
Property owners/ occupiers.

Significant: Site is seen in full or part from street and Pedestrians
1 1 adjacent properties. Motorists.
Property owners/ occupiers.

Significant - limited: Site is seen in part and full Pedestrians
12 from footpath and adjacent properties. Property owners/ occupiers.

Significant - limited: Site is seen in part and full Pedestrians

1 3 from footpath.

Poor - very limited: Site is predominantly hidden Pedestrians
14 within valley floor and further screened by existing Motorists.

vegetation. Potentially some rooflines may be

visible but only within existing settlement.

Poor: site area is well screened by existing Pedestrians
1 5 vegetation and topography.

Distance from site reduces significance of view.

Poor: site area is well screened by existing Pedestrians
1 6 vegetation and topography. Motorists.

Distance from site reduces significance of view.

And Hasti .
Landacape Covinants it STt ™ HEATH ROAD : TABLE 4. - Y&spitlrlfsss%ggﬁfﬁ NT

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND EFFECTS.

SECTION 4.0



5.0

Mitigation

5.1 The purpose of mitigation is to avoid, reduce or where possible remedy or offset any adverse effects
on the environment arising from the development. It is not damage limitation.
Mitigation is phased in 2 parts: Primary and Secondary Mitigation.

5.2 Primary Mitigation is that which is intrinsically part of the development design process. Primary Mit-
igation drives the project design: dictates the siting, access, layout, building structures and ground
modelling in so far as they affect landscape and visual resources.

5.3 Secondary Mitigation is designed specifically to address the residual adverse effects. Secondary Miti-
gation is specifically for addressing any negative effects of the final development and is considered in
the assessment of landscape and visual effects. They also meet the formal requirements to identify
measures for the avoidance or reduction of negative effects.

5.4 Long term success of the landscape proposals are those which meet the environmental, technical
and locational development constraints. It is important to demonstrate that the long term control
and management of the site is secure.

5.5 The ideal strategy is one of avoidance. Avoidance of negative landscape and visual impacts can be
achieved through careful siting, planning and design. Where negative effects cannot be avoided, the
reduction of any remaining conflict requires detailed consideration of the site characteristics.

5.6 Add on or cosmetic landscape measures such as uncharacteristic screen planting are likely to be
least successful. Sympathetic treatment of external areas should augment the integration of a new
development into the landscape. Remediation is part of the overall process of avoiding and reducing
adverse impacts.

Guidelines for Mitigation

5.7 All negative landscape and visual impacts that are likely to occur through the projects life cycle
should be considered. Landscape mitigation measures should suit the existing landscape character
and its needs of the locality, respecting and building on local landscape distinctiveness and assisting
in addressing any relevant existing issues in the landscape.

Many mitigation measures such as planting are not immediately effective. Residual effects may be
assessed in Y5, Y15 and Y25.

The Appraisal may identify measures to manage necessary change while maintaining and enhancing
the quality of the environment. These measures could include:

e Restoring or reconstructing local landscape character and distinctiveness.

e Identifying building forms that are sensitive to local use, scale and form.

e Meeting, planning policy design and landscape management objectives

e Solving specific technical issues.

d
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5.8 The mitigation strategy should also address and satisfy the requirements of all planning legislation
pertinent to the site. These aspects are identified and set out within section 5.18 below.

Key Considerations

5.9 The key considerations to be fed into the development process should address the common mitiga-
tion measures identified in the following sections.
Those addressed within the primary mitigation strategy will ensure that the development sits com-
fortably within the existing settlement edge and landscape structure. The secondary mitigation
should focus on the long term management and sustainability of landscape features associated with
the site and by conserving and enhancing any existing habitats and increasing opportunities for new
ones where appropriate.

Primary Mitigation

5.10 A landscape survey was conducted on and adjacent to the site as part of the landscape appraisal
discussed in detail in chapters 2-4. It subsequently confirmed sensitive off site viewpoints and areas
of visual intrusion within the site, the results of which are clearly identified on figs 4-6. These form
the basis of the requirements for mitigation identified within this chapter.

5.11  Mitigation should initially aim to address any adverse influence or visual resources caused by the
inherent nature of the new development within the existing setting.

5.12

On assessment it can be seen that the individual qualities and characteristics associated with the site in
terms of adjacent built form, topography and vegetation belts already acts to comfortably absorb devel-
opment on this site. This is particularly apparent from the west. The development site is located to the
eastern edge of the Ancaster village settlement. The existing form of the village acts to physically and
visually screen the site from viewpoints beyond the village to the west. This effectively, forms an “end
stop” to any influence in this direction. Topography is also an important factor. The village and conse-
quently, the site location is positioned on The Beck river valley floor. This coupled with rising ground to
the valley sides to the north, south and east ensures that medium/long range view points to the north,
east and the south are “screened out” entirely or significantly reduced in impact and importance.

5.13  The overall height of the development is yet to be fully agreed. However, it is envisaged that this
would be limited to a range of one, two and two and a half storey dwellings. Generally proposed
built form will sit between, within and often beneath the canopy height of the strong adjacent land-
scape structure. Furthermore, significant quantities of vegetation on the valley sides and floor to the
east, north and south will limit medium range views from these directions. Receptors located fur-
ther away will obtain some minor views of very limited extent and quality. While they pick out the
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general area of the village and in some instances roof scape of proposed built form, due to the
greater distances this forms only a very small portion of the view. Also proposed ridge lines easily
blend with the existing settlement edge of Ancaster which is only partially visible in these instances.

5.14  Inrespect of points 5.12 and 5.13 it can be concluded that the proposed development requires

only limited mitigation due to the unique qualities associated with its current physical location.

5.15 Short range views of the site are obtained from adjacent points on Ermine Street and existing

properties adjacent to the north, west and southern site boundaries. Views from areas of public ac-
cess are also obtained from a footpath beyond the eastern boundary and are also afforded from the
railway line that runs on a raised embankment to the north. The views from the railway line are con-
sidered of limited value. It must be understood that as previously stated in earlier chapters, these
are gained from a moving train and over a very short timescale. Furthermore, it is envisaged that the
mitigation strategy advocated in these sections will act to ensure the views are significantly reduced
still further.

5.16  On more detailed assessment it is apparent that the location of the site and its relationship to

the Ancaster village settlement also significantly influences physical and visual impact. Proposed
built form of suitable scale and height along with sensible positioning in respect of the existing build-
ing line can be seen to sit comfortably and logically within this gap in the village street scape. Short
range views from the south and east are already of buildings, ridge and roof lines sitting within the
existing landscape structure. The existing landscape framework must be extended to the boundary
and interior areas in both extent and significance in order to ensure that any new development fits
this existing character.

When considering viewpoints within the landscape to the east it is also important to note that miti-
gation along the site boundary to east and south has wider reaching importance. Incorporation of
open space coupled with a strong framework of indigenous vegetation will both visually and physi-
cally anchor the site within the existing landscape framework and absorb new development within
the settlement edge. From a number of viewpoints to the east it will also act to soften the edge of
the adjacent residential development to the north of the site as well.

5.17 To the north and western site boundaries the site is more exposed to influence. To the north the

site sits immediately against existing residential development which dominates the landscape set-
ting. While extending built form into the site on this boundary would logically fit with the existing
form and character of the village it is recognised that a landscape zone comprising gardens, bounda-
ry landscape vegetation and tree planting would provide a suitable semi permeable screen and buff-
er zone between housing areas.

To the west the Ermine Street boundary needs careful consideration to ensure suitable mitigation.
This is required not only to allow satisfactory absorption of proposed built form within the settle-

ment edge but also to aid in improving the existing street scene. At present Ermine Street follows a
logical sequence. The traditional form and materials associated with the village core and conserva-
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tion area spreads northwards into an eclectic mix of building styles set back behind a strong land-
scape structure. This is punctuated by the existing water course that crosses the road and is framed
by associated indigenous vegetation. As the road moves north beyond the water course the charac-
ter of built form set back within a strong landscape structure continues. However, at the develop-
ment site there is noticeable fragmentation of landscape elements and illogical gap in both built
form and soft landscape structure. Beyond this the modern estate development adjoining the north-
ern boundary of the site is clearly visible. Its position in close association with the road, its density
and lack of structural landscape ensures this dominates the street scene and is in contrast to the ex-
isting character of Ermine Street.

It will be necessary to extend the existing tree belt and extend/reinforce the fragmented hedgerow
understorey that exists adjacent to the water course. This will ensure that the current landscape fea-
tures and character runs logically along the western site boundary. This will this act to screen, soften
and buffer new development within the settlement edge and mitigate views from properties and
viewpoints to the immediate west of the site. It will also act to create a more consistent approach to
Ermine Street by extending the existing character of the street scene (built form set back behind
strong landscape structure). It will also aid in softening the impact of the existing residential devel-
opment adjacent to the northern site boundary and general improve the visual and physical appear-
ance of both Ermine Street its self and the village settlement edge.
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5.18 The mitigation strategy should ensure the development proposals, when complete and effective
address the requirements and aspirations of all applicable planning policy and guidance. The perti-

nent policies are as follows:

Policy SP2: Local Development Framework (July 2010)

Support will be given to proposals and activities that protect, retain or enhance existing
community assets or lead to the provision of additional assets that improve community well
being. Proposals involving the loss of community facilities including land in community use
will not be supported.

Appendix 3 shows that any potential development layout for the site will provide a
significant area of publically accessible and usable open space. It is envisaged the open space
will support passive recreational pursuits generated by both the existing Ancaster village set-
tlement and any proposed residential development.

Furthermore, a footpath link will be created to join Ermine Street with the path that runs to
the east of the site location. This will act to increase connectivity but specifically enhance
provision for public access from the village settlement to the wider landscape.

In this way it can be seen that the addition of significant areas of usable open space and im-
provements to the existing landscape framework and footpath network along with resultant
habitat improvement will significantly increase community assets.

Policy EN1: Design: Local Development Framework South Kesteven (July 2010)

d
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Development must be appropriate to the character and significant natural, historic and cul-
tural attributes and features of the landscape within which it is situated and contribute to its
conservation, enhancement and restoration.

Chapter 4 and sections 5.12 to 5.17 clearly shows that the site sits in an appropriate gap in
the existing street scape of the Ancaster village settlement edge.

Furthermore, the juxtaposition of surrounding topography and vegetation coupled with its
position between areas of existing built form ensures that sensitive development of the site
would be appropriate. Residential land use in association with significant areas of open
space and structural landscape elements would work within and in many cases, reinforce the
character of the village edge and landscape setting.

Landscape

Registered practice

ERMINE STREET :

It should also be noted that potential additions and improvements to the site boundary and
interior zones would certainly act to restore the fragmented landscape structure. It will also
add additional landscape features, extend existing areas and provide an increase in habitats
and biodiversity. In this way it can be seen that such appropriate treatment of the site would
definitely contribute to conservation, enhancement and restoration of the existing land-
scape.

As previously stated the site is significantly and appropriately detached both physically and
visually, from the central and historic core of the village, its conservation area and scheduled
ancient monuments. (See Fig 3b).

Consequently, development of the site must be considered appropriate to the character of
significant natural and historical attributes of the village.
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Secondary Mitigation
Policy EN1: Design: Local Development Framework South Kesteven (July 2010)
o Development must be appropriate to the character and significant natural, historic and cul-

tural attributes and features of the landscape within which it is situated and contribute to its
conservation, enhancement and restoration.

5.19 Itisrecommended that this develops along two fronts in order to address/meet the policy aims.

Firstly, mitigation should seek to improve and strengthen the existing soft landscape boundaries to
the West, south and east. In all instances there is an absence of complete understorey layers be-
neath the existing tree cover. It has already been concluded that some continuous and glimpsed
views are gained between, through and under the existing canopy. Provision of additional shrub and
hedge layers would act to alleviate any residual visual impact in these locations.

Secondly, any existing habitats within the boundary zones are retained, protected and enhanced. In
particular, Indigenous landscape structure along the water courses and site boundaries will be reju-
venated and extended. Furthermore, the opportunity to introduce areas of locally and nationally
important grassland and wild flora within the proposed open spaces also exists Finally, areas of addi-
tional habitat value such as woodland scrub or copse could also be considered.. This will be achieved
by adhering to any recommendations and proposals identified within the ecological and arboricul-
tural reports for this site (when produced) as well as the aims and aspirations of the Lincolnshire Bi-
odiversity Action Plan and Lincolnshire Local Geodiversity Plan. Strengthening of the existing under-
storey layers along with the provision of landscape elements described above will ensure a wide di-
versity of landscape types and heights and will potentially increase the range of habitats as well as
improve connectivity between off site landscape elements.

It is envisaged that Lighting will be retained at an absolute minimum with a design precedent to re-
move wherever possible. Where lighting is required this will be provided at minimum legal light
standards and heights and will be downward and direction controlled.

5.20 The maintenance programme and management of the site will be central to ensuring that any

residual minor adverse effects are controlled and that the site functions well and sits comfortably
within the existing edge of settlement setting and landscape structure.

A detailed maintenance schedule and plan should be submitted alongside the detail landscape de-
sign proposals.
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5.21  The mitigation proposals identified within figures 6 and 7 will inform the later stages of the de-

velopment process. In particular, detail landscape design proposals.

It is envisaged that all strategic and detail landscape design proposals, materials and elements
utilised on the scheme will be in accordance with details agreed with the local planning authority at
a later stage and shall comprise implementation, establishment and management proposals.
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CHARACTER ZONE A:

Existing water course with indigenous vegetation abutting it. Grassland
adjoins line of water course on site side. Medium/high quality. High
sensitivity to change on boundary.

Existing boundary landscape structure requires strengthening. Water
course and associated areas need enhancement.

Link this character area to offsite landscape corridors of the

wider landscape framework.

CHARACTER ZONE B:

Existing grassland field adjoining Ermine Street and set between
Housing areas. Low/medium sensitivity to change. Low/medium
quality.

This area provides an illogical gap within the existing street scene
which is characterised by built form set within a soft landscape
framework. Character area needs to be developed to strengthen
its position within Ermine Street.

CHARACTER ZONE C:

Existing grassland field set beyond the building line of the village edge
in this location. Medium/high sensitivity to change. Low/medium
quality. Character of this section relates more strongly to the open
fields of the adjacent flood plain.

This character area needs to be developed as a buffer/transition

built form of the village edge and the wider landscape framework.
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6.0 Conclusion

d

6.1 The ‘Landscape Appraisal’ establishes that there is a strong environmental fit between the land-

scape, the special arrangement of the site on the edge of the Ancaster village settlement and the
surrounding landscape as defined within The South Kesteven and North Kesteven Landscape Charac-
ter Assessments. Sections 3-5 of this document provide very strong evidence to show that appropri-
ate and sensitive residential development proposals for this site would be appropriate and achieve
the aims of the landscape assessment and the pertinent planning policies applicable to this devel-
opment. Figures 6 and 7 illustrate how the proposals would sit comfortably within the existing land-
scape framework and in many cases improve the quality of the local environment.

6.2 The base line study showed that due to the position of the site and it possessing partial qualities of

two adjoining landscape character areas with particular qualities of local land form and relationship
of significant landscape elements and built form, there are a limited number of significant views into
the site and as such these views exist within narrow zones of visual influence. Furthermore, where
other views do exist, these are either through a strong existing landscape screen or obtained from
much greater distances. In these cases they are limited to glimpses of the settlement edge, picking
out elements of built form, roof lines and vegetation rather than being site specific. These view
types reflect the existing character of view experienced from the surrounding landscape. As a conse-
quence of this they are insignificant in terms of visual impact when considering development of the
site in isolation.

6.3 The core element of the proposals, built form, can be seen to retain and in many cases improve local

village character. Sensitive choice of materials and colours coupled with careful control of arrange-
ment of built form and density would ensure that the proposals sit comfortably on the edge of both
the existing landscape framework and structure of built form.

6.4 The impact assessment demonstrated that during construction the development might have minor

adverse effects. However, the nature of the site, the position of proposed development along with
arrangement of surrounding built form, landscape elements and topography will ensure that the
proposals are successfully absorbed and hidden within the existing settlement edge and landscape
structure. For the majority of receptors this will be the case from year 1. Areas abutting the site
boundary to the west and north are likely to be influenced for a longer time period until potential
improvements to the structural landscape elements improve the effect on the site and surrounding
landscape over time.
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6.5 The Assessment of impacts and effects coupled with mitigation proposals indicates that the devel-

opment will be able to potentially improve the ecological value of the site. There will be increases in
important soft landscape elements and habitats. This will aid in improving green links and connectiv-
ity between the site and the existing surrounding landscape structure.

6.6 As such, these proposals will achieve an appropriate environmental fit with sensitively designed de-

velopment proposals that dove tails new structures within an existing landscape, by which it is
meant a development design that is appropriate in style, scale, form and function. This is supported
by the ‘South Kesteven landscape character assessment’ and ‘baseline study’. Furthermore, the as-
sessment and design process set out in Chapter 5 shows how the improvement of both internal and
boundary landscape elements, while not specifically required to mitigate the short term disturbance
created by the development on medium, long, many short range viewpoints and zones of influence
will in the mid to long term enhance the landscape character of all locations. In this way appropriate
development will benefit the landscape and visual resources of the site. It will also contribute to re-
inforcing and improving the appearance of the site location within its local context.
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1.0

Introduction

e This appraisal should be seen as a fluid document that can be updated as the design of the develop-
ment proposals evolve over time. This being in line with the Landscape Institutes Guidelines for Land-
scape and Visual Impact Assessment third edition.(GLVIA3)

1.1 Andrew Hastings Landscape Consultants have been appointed by Phase 2 Planning and Development
Ltd to assess the landscape and visual impact of potential development at Ermine Street, Ancaster,
Lincolnshire on the surrounding Landscape.

The assessment has been carried out by a Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute (C.M.L.1)

1.2 The report has been carried out to assess the capacity for landscape change and whether potential
development proposals can be integrated into the existing landscape. The assessment refers
throughout to the National Character Area Profiles —January 2014(NCA), the South Kesteven Land-
scape Character Assessment — January 2007 and the North Kesteven Landscape Character Assess-
ment — September 2007. There has also been an opportunity to identify areas where the key charac-
teristics of the landscape character can be enhanced. These are detailed in chapter 5.

1.3 The assessment has been carried out using a methodology that reflects the scale and aims of the de-
velopment in line with the ‘Guide to Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ GLVIA. (3™ Edition).

1.4 The report methodology seeks to establish first the existing landscape character using the South Kes-
teven Landscape Character Assessment areas that apply to the site, before carrying out a baseline
study of the existing landscape and visual resources of the site. The study seeks to measure the land-
scape condition and the environmental fit of the resources which enabled an assessment of the sen-
sitivity of the landscape to change.

1.5 In chapter 4, the projected impact of the development is measured in the immediate, short and long
term. For the purposes of this study, the impact was measured during construction, at 1 year after
construction and then at 5, 15 and 25 years after construction. This allowed for an assessment that
measures the long term impact of the development and as such, guides the mitigation strategy set
out in Chapter 5.

1.6 The report concludes with Chapter 6 and the appendices include detailed information in support of
the assessment.

d
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1.7 The site is approximately 0.9Ha in size. The site comprises a roughly pentagonal shaped field .This
consists primarily of grassland. There is an absence of existing built form, permanent structures and
existing vegetation on the site. A water course runs within both the eastern and southern boundary
zones. There are trees and vegetation along the site boundaries, particularly to the south, east and
west. These are in the form of hedgerows, hedgerow trees blocks of scrub and tree lines. The vege-
tation is noted as being in varying degrees of both coverage and condition. At this stage there is no
arboricultural or ecological report covering the site. Consequently, vegetation has not been subject
to specialist assessment. At this stage no trees are confirmed as being subject to any Tree Preserva-
tion Order.

The site is perceived as being level. However, initial site appraisal confirms that the ground falls
across the site from west to east.

1.8 The site occupies a gap within the eastern edge of the Ancaster village settlement. Fig 1 shows the
relationship of the site to the settlements of Ancaster, Grantham and Sleaford. it also shows its con-
text within the surrounding landscape framework created by The Beck flood plain and farmland to
the valley sides. It also shows its position relative to the primary communication routes of the A153
road and the railway line connecting Grantham, Ancaster and Sleaford. The site is bordered on its
western boundary by Ermine Street. Existing residential development abuts the site on its southern
and northern boundaries as well as to the western side of Ermine Street its self. To the east the site
sits against grassland and open countryside that forms the valley floor.

1.9 The potential proposal is to provide around 25 to 30 dwellings with associated access, access
road/driveways, car parking, gardens, curtilage landscape and public open space. An image showing
the concept proposals for the site is set out within appendix 3.
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2.0 Landscape Character Assessment

2.1 One of the key roles of this assessment is to ascertain how the proposed development can be inte-
grated into the landscape in accordance with the landscape character and if possible, identify ways
in which it may be enhanced.

A survey was carried out in August 2016 and was compared to both the National Character Area pro-
files( Natural England) and the South Kesteven Landscape character assessment ( South Kesteven
District Council)in order to assess the level of fit between the site and its landscape context. Ap-
pendix 1-2 includes plans identifying the relevant landscape character areas applicable to the site.

At a national level it can be seen that the site sits within NCA 47 :South Lincolnshire Edge Landscape
Character Area.

2.2 National Character Area: 47 — Southern Lincolnshire Edge.

The National Landscape Character Area profile sets out the following key characteristics of the land-
scape character area.
e large scale upland arable escarpment.
e Open landscape with rectilinear fields and few boundaries.
o  Where enclosure is still present there is a mixture of limestone walls, discontinuous hedges
and shelter belts.
e Sparse settlement on top of the escarpment.

With regard to accommodating new development NCA profile 47 sets out the following landscape
opportunities.

e Ensure new development is planned and executed to preserve a sense of place, sense of his-
tory, tranquillity and biodiversity while minimising water use and avoiding exacerbation of
flooding and habitat fragmentation.

e Enhance provision for access and recreation.

e Enhance agricultural landscape connecting fragmented patches of limestone grassland,
woodland and maintain the traditional fabric of the rural landscape.

e Protect and sympathetically manage geological features and historic features such as Ermine
Street Roman Road, medieval earthworks, industrial buildings, historic dry stone wall net-
works and traditional villages.

d
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The South Kesteven Landscape Character Assessment, the document that this report draws upon at
the Local level, shows that the site sits within the landscape character area 3 “Southern Lincolnshire
Edge”. However, Itisalso noted that the Ancaster village settlement and as a consequence of this,
the site its self, is located within a valley at the top of the River Slea ( The Beck) that cuts through
the adjacent high ground of the Limestone scarp and dip slopes. As a result of this the characteristics
and development opportunities pertaining to the village and its adjacent areas will also be influ-
enced by this adjacent landscape character area which fits more appropriately to these specific nat-
ural site conditions. Therefore it is also necessary to assess the site against the Landscape character
sub area 8.4 “Slea Valley” (North Kesteven Landscape Character Assessment).

2.3 Landscape Character Area: 3 — Southern Lincolnshire Edge.

The South Kesteven Landscape Character Assessment sets out the following key characteristics of
the landscape character area.

e large scale open arable landscape.

¢ Dominant western scarp known as “The Cliff”.

e large rectilinear fields with some fragmented hedgerows and shelter belts.

e Sparse settlement pattern on top of the escarpment.

e Active and redundant airfields.

The key visual characteristic of the character area are:

e Aremote and relatively simple agricultural landscape. The large rectilinear arable fields
allow extensive views limited by distant woodland or the overlapping of hedgerows. The
airfields provide activity in an otherwise relatively quiet landscape.

2.4 Landscape Character Sub Area: 8.4 — Slea Valley.

The North Kesteven Landscape Character Assessment sets out the following key characteristics of
the landscape character area.

e Rising land to the north and south on either side of the shallow valley. Low lying land on the
valley bottom rising gently on both sides. A characteristically narrow valley that flows east
through the limestone escarpment at Ancaster.

e Area dominated by the main A153 road and railway line that follows the line of the valley
along its entire length.



A watercourse known as “The Beck” later becoming the River Slea, also follows the length of
the valley floor but is not an obvious feature in the landscape.

Small lakes in the centre of the valley corresponding to past gravel workings.

Generally arable agriculture but also evidence of set a side and grazing which gives a much
coarser appearance and texture to the landscape and less uniform in appearance.

Valley sides generally open with little woodland cover to east although at western end of
valley there are some mature hedgerows.(Ancaster sits adjacent to western end )

Villages with attractive limestone buildings and distinctive spired churches (describing Wils-
ford although it is also appropriate for Ancaster.)

The key visual characteristic of the character area are:

e Views out from within the valley are limited. Neither the railway or the River Slea are
significant visual features within the valley at its western end.

e Villages with attractive cores, limestone buildings and distinctive spired churches that
are prominent visual features within the landscape.

The pertinent threats to the landscape character area as identified at both national and local level

Resist pressure for development along A153 Road.

Ensure new development is planned and executed to preserve a sense of place, sense of his-
tory, tranquillity and biodiversity while minimising water use and avoiding exacerbation of
flooding and habitat fragmentation.

The location of the site is considered well planned. It clearly does not impart any physical or
visual influence on the A153 or its corridor. The position of the site would potentially fill an
illogical gap within the existing Ancaster village settlement edge and the Street scene of
Ermine Street. Existing vegetation at the water course and road verge would be extended to
create a more obvious, natural and visually pleasing element to the street. It would also act
to successfully absorb both the existing edge of development as well as any new areas with-
in this transition zone of built form and rural landscape edge.

Furthermore, provision of open space, the inclusion of locally and nationally important

grassland areas and the strengthening and extension of indigenous vegetation in the form
of hedgerows, woodland copse and wetland planting adjacent to the water courses would
aid in absorbing development within the landscape. Careful positioning and association of

existing and proposed soft landscape elements would easily screen, buffer and absorb built
form so enhancing the rural landscape character and distinctive edge of the village.

Sensible positioning of buildings and hard construction will avoid any issues of flood control.
The incorporation of the landscape enhancement measures already identified above will as
previously stated, buffer the site within the landscape structure of the wider landscape en-
suring continued tranquillity. It will also improve and extend connectivity of existing land-
scape corridors and the increase in wildlife habitats and biodiversity.

Enhance agricultural landscape connecting fragmented patches of limestone grassland,
woodland and maintain the traditional fabric of the rural landscape.
Replace hedgerows —replanting where these have been lost or damaged

The existing site can be seen to consist of relatively medium to low quality environment
comprising horse grazing activities. It is observed that much of the site and its boundary
zones are unmanaged, patchy and as such, in poor condition. Furthermore, the site as its
stands does not support agriculture or enhance the agricultural and rural landscape to any
significant degree.

Careful and sympathetic development of the site would therefore not detract from the phys-
ical and visual elements or flavour of the agricultural landscape in this location. Conversely,
the inclusion of locally and nationally important grassland areas within the open spaces and
the strengthening and extension of indigenous vegetation in the form of hedgerows, wood-
land copse and wetland planting adjacent to the water courses would enhance the environ-
ment. Fragmentation of the existing rural landscape at the edge of the Ancaster village edge
would be addressed while existing hedgerows would be repaired, gapped up, re- managed
and extended.

A strategic landscape enhancement scheme and management plan covering these important
structural elements of the scheme will be agreed with the local planning authority and im-
plemented by a management company. This will ensure the proposals establish and develop
and are therefore sustainable. Furthermore, the main thrust of the plan will be to promote
traditional and locally utilised landscape management practices.

v
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e Enhance provision for access and recreation.

Appendix 3 shows that any potential development layout for the site will provide a signifi
cant area of publically accessible and usable open space. It is envisaged the open space will
Support passive recreational pursuits generated by both the existing Ancaster village settle-
ment and any proposed residential development.

Furthermore, a footpath link will be created to join Ermine Street with the path that runs to
the east of the site location. This will act to increase connectivity but specifically enhance
provision for public access from the village settlement to the wider landscape.

e Protect and sympathetically manage geological features and historic features such as Ermine
Street Roman Road, medieval earthworks, industrial buildings, historic dry stone wall net-
works and traditional villages.

It can be noted from Fig 3b. That the site is significantly separated, both visually and physi-
cally, from the location of the Ancaster village conservation area and scheduled ancient
monument. (Roman Town and Ancaster village cross.). Furthermore, it does not influence or
impinge in any way on the important views of the church, vicarage and roman town identi-
fied within the document “Ancaster Village Conservation Area —July 1982/June 2010.”

It can therefore be concluded that development of the site will not influence these im-
portant and historic designations.

It can be seen that the wider landscape surrounding Ancaster village and the site reflects that identi-
fied within the area 3 “South Lincolnshire Edge” ( South Kesteven Landscape Character Assessment.
However, The immediate vicinity of the site is far more representative of the character and ar-
rangement shown with area 8.4 “River Slea” set out within the adjacent North Kesteven Landscape
Character Assessment. Therefore the character of the site location can be described as a hybrid with
partial characteristics of each component.

Furthermore, that the development proposals will ensure that there is a strong fit between the land-
scape character assessments and the site area. Furthermore, that the proposals do not interfere
with the character or development threats and objectives of both national and local landscape char-
acter areas that the site sits within or influences.
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The key characteristics at site level are:

e Short range views into and out of the site from existing development situated to the imme-
diate west, north and south of the site boundary.

e Short range views into and out of the site from Ermine Street and the adjacent railway em-
bankment to the north.

e Avery limited number of glimpsed medium and long range views onto the eastern Ancaster
village settlement edge from footpaths and areas of public access to the north-west, north,
north-east , south and south-east.

A visual summary of these characteristic views are shown in Fig2, 5and 6

2.5 Geology, Soils and Landform.

The geology of this area is dominated by the presence of Jurassic limestone which forms a distinctive
spine within the area running north from Grantham. The soils developed over the limestone are
generally thin and well drained, particularly to the river valleys. Here sands and river gravels form a
distinctive core through the central plateau.. However, glacial boulder clay drift and poorer drainage
occur on some of the slopes.

Topography is significant within this area. To the north and south of Ancaster village. This is charac-
teristically higher ground in excess of 100M above ordinance datum (AOD). These areas correspond
to the limestone spine and escarpment described above. A noticeable gap in this higher land occurs
at Ancaster village at the head of the River Slea. Here tributaries occupy a valley running approxi-
mately west to east across the landscape.

2.6 Vegetation, Farming Pattern and Field Enclosure

The area comprises a large scale open arable landscape. The higher ground on top of the escarp-
ment consists of broad rectilinear fields under arable cultivation with some fragmented hedgerows
and hedgerow trees. There are some shelter belts and small areas of woodland. Farms are isolated
with some complexes of large scale agricultural buildings.

Airfields are also a characteristic element within the landscape.

Within the valley field enclosure is naturally smaller and more informal in character. This area is also
covered by blocks of woodland, scrub and hedgerows. Arable land use still occupies the valley sides
although the floor is typically informal grassland, pasture and grazing.
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2.7 Settlement Pattern

This area is sparsely populated with some isolated farms and properties. Settlement is mainly con-
centrated along the western edge of the character area at the boundary with corresponding “Trent
and Belvoir Vales” character area and includes the villages of Fulbeck, Caythorpe and Honnington.
The location of Ancaster village can be seen as being quite unique given its position on the valley
floor.

Villages are mostly small and of varied form. Some have closely developed centres while others con-
sist of a looser collection of buildings and properties. Villages are typically developed around a num-
ber of streets and none have significant and characteristic village greens. Typical building materials
include limestone with pantile or slate roofs although modern twentieth century development is
mostly brick.

2.8 Landscape Condition

Landscape condition is varied. Arable farming is still predominant and intensive on the escarpment.
Generally farm buildings and complexes are in active use although some derelict structures do exist.
A number of redundant complexes as well as old gravel and sand pits and quarries have been rede-
veloped for active and passive commercial recreational use. A number of airfields are now inactive.

Where vegetation forms an active element of the agricultural landscape ( i.e. shelter belts and wood-
land s and hedgerows) these are generally well maintained. This contrasts sharply with that seen
within the valley floor. Here the introduction of horse grazing and other non-arable activities cou-
pled with informal land use and patchy management has ensured erosion of the village edge land-
scape.
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2.9 Trends for Change

The current trends are likely to continue over time. These include the conversion and construction of
individual properties and agricultural buildings within the wider landscape. It will also create pres-
sure on the edge of established settlements as disused sites become targets for redevelopment —
particularly large and medium scale residential land use.

There will also be pressure to introduce new sporting land uses onto redundant sites including semi-
rural pursuits i.e. paintballing. Alternative energy technology may also be considered (Wind and so-
lar farms), particularly on the top of the escarpment.



Fig Cp1 - looking east across site from Ermine Street :
Residential properties are visible on both northern and southern houndaries where built form sits comfortably within existing landscape structure.
Rising ground to east coupled with strong vegetation belts restricts long and medium range views onto site from further east and south-east.

Fig Cp2 - looking west and north-west from site houndary(Ermine Street) :

Existing residential properties on Ermine Street and gently rising ground to immediate west are afforded limited views of site. Beyond this the zone of visual
influence is severely restricted. The existing settlement edge coupled with rising ground to the valley side and significant vegetation acts to preclude

views onto the site from further west and north-west.

Fig Gp3 - looking north from footpath running adjacent to eastern houndary :
The raised railway embankment coupled with strong existing vegetation creates visual "end stop". glimpses of the site are gained from trains running along
the line its self. However, the embankment screens the site from viewpoints further to the north and north-east.

Fig.Cp4.

Fig.Cp3.

_ Fig.Cpé.

s AR i

Fig Cp8 - Southern site boundary :
Existing residential properties sit adjacent to site boundary.
Gaps within existing landscape structure enable built form
to be visible.

Fig Cp6 - Looking north along Ermine Street

towards western site boundary :

Existing water course crosses under road at southern site boundary.
Significant tree cover to western site houndary against road.

Fig.Cp?7.

Fig Cp4 - Looking north from site boundary

(Ermine Street) :

Typical mid to late twentieth century residential estate
housing sits immediately adjacent to site boundary.

on both sides of road.( mix of styles and storey heights)

'ﬂ Fig.Cpb.

Fig Cp9 - Northern site boundary :
Residential properties front onto northern site boundary.

Fig Cp7 - Looking east along southern site boundary :
Existing water course and indigenous vegetation belt
defines site boundary.

Fig Cp5 - Looking south from site boundary

Ermine Street :

late twentieth century residential housing to with soft
landscape framework to road frontage.

y
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Fig Cp10 - Eastern site boundary :
Footpath running to east of site houndary is well enclosed
by existing vegetation. Gaps through allow vies onto site.

" Fig.Cp9.

Existing vegetation is sporadic but breaks up building line.

%1 Fig.Cp11.

Fig_Cp‘l 0. Fig Cp11+12 - Adjacent residential development :

Images showing land use to areas directly abutting the northern and
southern site boundaries.

Typical late twentieth century medium density estate style housing to
north( Cp11). Typical mid twentieth century single storey development
set within established landscape framework to south (Cp12)

| Fig.Cp12.

Fig.Cp13.

Fig Cp13 - Street scene adjacent to site boundary

Ermine Street :

Overiding impression is of huilt form set hehind and within strong
existing landscape structure. Site provides open gap within structure
of built form partially obscured by vegetation to street.

Buildings are visible to hoth sides of Ermine Street and to either side

of site.
Fig.Cp14.

Fig Cp14 - Ancaster village core :

Stone properties and other puiblic buildings characterise the older
areas of the village.

These parts are physically and visually seperated from the vicinity

of the site. Consequently, proposed development would not influence
or he influenced by the village core.

VIEWS OF SITE AREA AND SURROUNDINGS.

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER ASSESSMENT

SECTION 2.0
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. Baseline Study

3.1 The site was visited in August 2016. On this day the weather was clear and bright with only occa-

sional patchy cloud cover. The aim of the baseline study is to record the existing landscape and visu-
al resources against which any potential impacts can be measured.

3.2 Methodology

After an initial site walkover to identify key resources, the land form of the surrounding landscape
was assessed and the visual envelope established.

The methodology of mapping visibility employed the manual approach as defined within section 6 of
the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact (Landscape Institute 3" edition). Use of map inter-
pretation and manual survey on site and within the adjacent landscape were utilised.

This approach advocates standing at the location of the development and looking out to identify
map land that is visible from that and other points within the site. This establishes the outer limit or
visual envelope of the land that may be visually connected with the proposal. This data was then
cross checked by identifying potential viewpoints within the landscape i.e. from surrounding rights
of way and assessing the views back towards the development site.

The location of these viewpoints is identified within Fig 4. The views obtained from these points are
identified in visual form in Figs 5. Preparation of this material has been conducted in accordance
with the Landscape Institute advice note 01/2011: Photography and Photomontage in Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment. Additional detail information pertaining to each viewpoint is shown
on Figs 5.

The results of this exercise define the extent of the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV). This area so
defined only identifies land from which the proposals may theoretically be visible. It is influenced en-
tirely by terrain and does not take account of other factors within the landscape. I.e. buildings and
vegetation.

Other elements within the surrounding landscape were then surveyed, mapped and their influence

on the Zone of Theoretical Visibility added. Fig 4 identifies the extent of the visual baseline. The ZTV
has been adjusted to show the extent of theoretical visibility and how this has been influenced and

adjusted by all other factors within the landscape i.e. actual visibility.
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In all aspects of ZTV mapping and site survey it is assumed that the observer’s eye height is set at 1.5
— 1.7 Meters above ground level as stipulated by section 6 of the Guidelines for Landscape and Visu-
al Impact (Landscape Institute 3" edition).

The site and the surrounding landscape were then surveyed in detail and landscape and visual recep-
tors identified and recorded.

Landscape receptors are defined as components of the landscape that are likely to be affected by
the scheme.

Visual receptors are defined as people living and working within or passing through the area which
will be affected by the changes in views and visual amenity. (Section 6 of the Guidelines for Land-
scape and Visual Impact (Landscape Institute 3™ edition).

The landscape receptors were then assessed in terms of their sensitivity in accordance with section 5
of the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact (Landscape Institute 3™ edition).

This was achieved by combining professional judgements of their susceptibility to the type of change
or development proposed and the value of the landscape and its environmental fit. An overall value
for sensitivity was then apportioned to each receptor.

The visual receptors (each particular person or group of people likely to be affected at a specific
viewpoint) was then assessed in terms of susceptibility to change in views and visual amenity —
measured by the occupation and activity of people experiencing the view at particular locations,
coupled with the extent to which their attention or interest may therefore be focused on the view
and the visual amenity they experience at particular locations. This was then combined with the
value attached to each view to give an overall value for sensitivity of each viewpoint. These results
are identified in tabulated form.

3.3 Tables 1 and 2 set out the baseline studies of the landscape and visual resources.

Table 1, The Landscape resource Study, describes the condition of the landscape elements within
and immediately surrounding the site.

Table 2, The Visual Resource Study, records the views of the site from surrounding rights of way and
within the zones of theoretical visibility (ZTV).
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Within tables 1 and 2, the following terms are used:

e To describe environmental fit : strong, medium, weak

e To describe sensitivity: H=High, M-H= High to Medium, M=Medium, L-M= Low to Medium,
L=Low

e To describe site visibility: continuous, partial — continuous, partial, poor — partial, poor.

e For the purposes of this report the value for sensitivity for each viewpoint is based on the
following: a) Distance of the viewpoint from the site. b) How visible the site is from that
viewpoint. c) The importance of the view i.e. is it influenced by important landscape desig-
nations ( AONB etc).

3.4 Topographic Survey

At this stage a formal topographical survey has not been undertaken. However, as previously stated
a visual appreciation of local topography was undertaken as part of the base line survey. It is appar-
ent that the site sits on the valley floor. Consequently, it is, for the purposes of this assessment, lev-
el. In detail it can be observed that the surface of the site falls very gently from the western bounda-
ry at Ermine Street towards the water course running along its eastern site boundary. This corre-
sponds directly to the topography of the wider landscape ,as The Beck (River Slea)valley falls away to
the east towards Sleaford.

3.5 Visual Envelope.

Fig 4 sets out the zone of theoretical visibility (ZTV’s) as defined by topography. This has been re-
fined as a result of other factors within the landscape: vegetation, buildings and enclosure etc. and
forms the visual effects baseline as shown. Views within the ZTV are split into 4 categories. Order 1
ZTVs are strong views within 875m of the site, while Order 2 ZTVs are partial and/or minor views
within 875m of the site. Order 3 ZTVs are strong views from between 875m and 2710m of the site
and Order 4 ZTVs are partial and/or minor views from between 875m and 2710m of the site.

The topography associated with The Beck (River Slea) valley and the surrounding higher land greatly
influences the site location.
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The site sits entirely on the level floor of the valley. The valley sides rise steadily up to the plateau on
both the north and the south. Furthermore, to the east of the site the river valley curves sharply
north and south create a finger of higher ground that encloses and obscures the site from that direc-
tion. To the west the valley continues to run beyond the Ancaster village edge. Here ground is essen-
tially flat and level when considered in relation to the site its self. Fig 3a shows the arrangement of
site and topography.

The general alignment of topography in conjunction with the effect of built form situated on the
immediate boundary of the site to the north, south and west coupled with the surrounding land-
scape structure acts to define the extent of the visual envelope and visual effects baseline. This is re-
stricted to a very limited combination of order 1 and 2 ZTVs along Ermine Street, stretches of adja-
cent footpaths and roads as well as some adjacent residential dwellings and buildings to north.
South and west. It should be noted that the valley sides in association existing vegetation and the
railway embankment almost completely obscures the site from the wider landscape in all directions.
Where level ground exists to the west the site is again screened by the presence of the Ancaster vil-
lage settlement. To this end it can be seen that order 3 and 4 ZTVs are almost non-existent. This is
shown clearly in Figs 4 and 5)

It can be seen that all viewpoints are subject to seasonal defoliation. Consequently, general visibility
as shown would increase the intensity and extent of views onto the site from existing viewpoints,
particularly order 1 and 2 ZTVs adjacent to the site where views from residential properties can be
expected to increase within the extent of the visual envelope. It will, however, remain at its present
level as in this case order 3 and 4 ZTVs as these are influenced more significantly by viewing distance
from the site itself and topography.

3.6 Observations

As described in sections 3.3 to 3.5 and illustrated by Fig 3, 4 and 5, the topography surrounding the
site in conjunction with built form and the presence of vegetation belts significantly restricts the ex-
tent of the zone of theoretical visibility (ZTV) and so the extent of the visual effects baseline.

On inspection it is apparent that strong views of the development site are extremely limited. Unim-
peded views consist of those from Ermine Street its self as it passes the site boundary and also as it
moves away from the site to north and south.

Significant views also extend to the properties that front onto the west of Ermine Street opposite
and adjacent to the site location to the north. There are also strong but interrupted views from the
footpath that runs to the east of the site, the railway line to the north and properties within the An-
caster settlement sitting on rising ground to the west, north-west and south-east.

10
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From the footpath to the east views are generally gained through gaps in the existing vegetation so
are limited in this way. However, where views do occur they are afforded extensive views of the site
and surroundings.

The railway line also obtains strong views of the site although it should be appreciated that these
again are short term and “glimpsed” from a moving train.
Properties situated away from the site boundary but sited on ground as it rises away from the flood
plain can also be seen to obtain views of the site. However, in this case views are predominantly
from upper storey and so “secondary” windows. Furthermore, the views although strong, will be lim-
ited in extent by built form that exists between the viewpoint and the site and the presence of ex-
tensive vegetation.

It can be seen that the Ancaster village settlement located to the west of the development site acts
as an effective “end stop” to site visibility in these directions. The combination of built form in con-
junction with significant areas of existing vegetation and the low lying, level topography acts to limit
and reduce the extent and strength of the ZTV and visual effects baseline towards this direction and
in the majority of cases removes it altogether.

Significant views of the site from intermediate and long range viewpoints are, as previously stated,
almost non-existent. It is considered possible that some potential views could be obtained from
higher ground of the valley side to the north-west and south-east. However, these would, at most,
equate to the odd ridge line set within a strong existing soft landscape structure. Also they would be
seen within an existing view that already consists of the extensive Ancaster village roof scape. In the
context of this report these views could not be considered as resulting in any significant change and
as such, are not important.

Occasional views from the wider landscape to north, east and south were also considered. However,
In these cases it can be appreciated that views are of the general vicinity of the site area and occa-
sional ridge lines of the adjacent Ancaster settlement edge in the distance rather than being site
specific. The influence of topography, a significantly developed landscape structure along with the
greater distances from the site render these views insignificant in terms of visual impact.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details

2. Agents Details (if Applicable)

Title | mr Mr
'First Name M) Michael
Last Name | Dickinson Braithwaite

 Organisation

j Address

Robert Doughty Consultancy Limited

; Pos_fcgde

Tel‘epl:“-noné.

“Email Address

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

| Signature (please type for an electronic response)

' Date

19 November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Qla — The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

R o i [T e [ (i | ]

If not please provide details.

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

iV STREE | S ([N O/ I ({On T RN | |
If not please provide details.

The general approach of supporting growth and focussing that growth in the larger settlements,
such as Bourne, is supported.

The Vision, however, states that growth of Bourne during the plan period should be focussed to the
East of the Town. This approach is not justified, however, on a number of grounds.

The vision makes no reference to specific development opportunities around the town, such as the
site at Park Farm, West Road, Bourne. The proposed focus on land to the east of Bourne could be
based on the conclusion of the previous Sites and Settlements DPD process, which assumed that
key sites to the west of Bourne, such as our client’s land at Park Farm, were constrained by the
proximity of Bourne Woods and were not available for development. The basis for deciding to focus
growth to the east of Bourne is not set out anywhere in the consultation documents. Indeed the
Sustainability Appraisal report highlights issues with locating growth to the east of Bourne, but does
not highlight the same level of concerns regarding development to the west.

Our submission to the call for sites regarding land adjacent to Park Farm, Bourne (SKLP171)
demonstrates the site can be developed appropriately without undue harm to Bourne Woods. This
is contrary to the previous sites and settlements DPD(2016) consultation, which concluded
proximity to Bourne Woods fundamentally undermined delivery of that site. Because there was no
need to allocate further land in Bourne at that time, this issue was not explored any further. The
Issues and Options consultation, however, promotes a higher growth target for Bourne, which will
require new sites to be allocated.

The emphasis on promoting allocations on land to the east of Bourne is based on a false
understanding that sites to the west are constrained by proximity to Bourne Woods, it is
fundamentally flawed. Land at Park Farm is accessible to the strategic road network: it has excellent
connections to Bourne, is contained by development to the east and south and is screened by
Bourne Woods. The site is capable of making a significant contribution to meeting growth targets
for Bourne and must be included as a reasonable alternative development location. Failure to assess
suitable sites will undermine the whole plan process. The option has not been considered through
the Sustainable Appraisal which indicates that the land to the east is at risk of flooding.




6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

| Yes R PXT T aRE (INGE T B e U e e S e |

If not please provide detail.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?
s | e N O M ERR R U Frsuire TR I |
If not please provide details.
The list of policies not to be changed significantly is too extensive. The following policies will need
to be amended:

Policy H1 needs to be updated to acknowledge any new allocations that will come forward
through the current plan process.

Policy H2 should be amended to reflect the requirements of the NPPF, such as:

e 10% of dwellings should be available for affordable home ownership

e to facilitate build to rent scheme, and

e to allow for lower requirements for schemes that provide accommodation for a
group of people with specific needs.

Policy BRN1 will need revising to reflect the changing growth target for the settlement and to
identify any strategic directions for growth.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

7 Mo v e ] [T | et | O ot | el

If not please provide details




9, Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

(Yes  Ix _ _[No | JUnsure |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b - Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

(Yes [x __ _No | _____ [Unsre | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

V2SR | P VG ORI [ sUrcTR e R

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

= ) R [Y G e SR s ire I i |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?




11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth, i e
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

VEET TN T INGE R e Usurel e | SRR

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

YesE = T b P INGE e e TUstre D R

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

[YesEir T (i i ElINGE e e S [Unsure EERRIERE R

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Uvestr ool lNGE e e [Unsurel SR S

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

A blanket ban on the use of allocations in smaller settlements will not necessarily reflect the
opportunity and needs presented by smaller settlements. Some small settlements contain
brownfield or underused and derelict sites, development of which could be promoted and guided
by a suitable allocation.




Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining

what growth to distribute to which area?

Ve ] e R NG O TR = Unsure LI (S T |

Please provide details

The ability of developers to successfully develop new homes in an area is a fundamental concern,
however, locality is unlikely to be prime determinant of this issue. Planning policy and land
ownership are more significant factors. The plan should not seek to reinforce such concerns in
locations where there is an identified need for new homes and other forms of development.
Planning Policy should seek to overcome blocks to necessary development, not impose a new
constraint.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “..available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

VeI | N || NGRS ORI nz ore TR

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

YSRGS [unsnce RS |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

[¥EET T e TNGTE | R i [z ure e [ |

If not, please provide details.




14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Y eS T e e NGRS U SUre M R e

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards ,
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than

are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

YT D NG LT A L T fUnSure Rl L S

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

e T o [l

Please give details.

Q11c — Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

7S H A NG I ey [ O st R |

Please give details




17. Proposal 13 - Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

ISR e [ o R R ) [0S ure T P

Please give details

Any approach that may be adopted must be agreed between the Local Planning and Highways
Authorities to avoid future confusion.

18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (SA) considers the level of growth promoted in the
Issues and Options consultation. The preference set out in the Issues and Options document for
development to take place to the east of Bourne, however, it is not referenced in any way. The
strategy for delivering growth around Bourne should be subject to assessment through the SA
process.

The Scoping report concludes that land to the east of Bourne is at risk of flooding, whereas land to
the west of the town, such as the land at Park Farm, is less constrained by Flood Risk. Focussing
development to the east of the town would appear to be at an increased risk of flooding and
therefore less sustainable.

The SA concludes that land to the west of Bourne is Agricultural Grade 2 (best and most versatile)
land and should be protected. This may be the case, but this assessment does not take into account
the characteristics of different sites. Park Farm (SKLP171), for instance, is a relatively small site,
compared to the amount of best and most versatile agricultural land, contained by development to
the east and west and is crossed by a Public Right of Way. It is not an efficient area to farm, as
illustrated by the fact it is rented on an annual grazing licence and is not farmed more intensively.
Whether or not the soil is classified as Grade 2, the site does not form a viable agricultural unit.
Agricultural land classification should not be considered against development potential of individual
sites without taking into account the specific classifications of the land.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23"
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

| 1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title e Mr
| FirS’t-Nﬁiné 5 47 Michael
LastName Braithwaite
Qr.igénis.atidh. [ Gibbons (Holdings) Limited Robert Doughty Consultancy Limited

Address

Postcode

Telephone

' Email Address

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date
19/11/2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la - The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Y eE E N [ R [N RN N [Un=tre R (S

If not please provide details.

Q1b ~ The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

[Yes X jNo_____ | |Unsure | |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

[ T T T e [ T T | [ Wiy e [ e

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?
IVE N I [N | iU sure N
if not please provide details.
The list of policies not to be changed significantly is too extensive. The following policies will need
to be amended:

Policy H1 needs to be updated to acknowledge new allocations that will come forward through
the current plan process.

Policy H2 should be amended to reflect the requirements of the NPPF, such as:-

e 10% of dwellings should be available for affordable home ownership

e to facilitate Build to rent scheme, and

e to allow for lower requirements for schemes that provide accommodation for a group of
people with specific needs.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

L¥EsT - TN NG e T T e B (Uhsure e [ T

If not please provide details

9. Proposal'5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a - Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Y ST IV M| e s e i S|

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

VST R {ND IR [ S ey {Ur<ure I |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.
Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending

the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

VeSS I el e [T SR LT |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

'10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

VeI e NG e [URsUre L Sl | B

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?




11. Proposal 7 - Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

PR 7 o L S e o e e [

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yesioo il = o INoLE L il - JiUnsurel i e |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

(VST | Vo | U= 7 M (A

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d — Other Settlements

Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Y S e S [ o il B LU R

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

A blanket ban on the use of allocations in smaller settlements will not necessarily reflect the
opportunity and needs presented by smaller settlements. Some small settlements contain
brownfield or underused and derelict sites, development of which could be promoted and guided
by a suitable allocation.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | N0 X lUnswe | |

Please provide details

The ability of developers to successfully develop new homes in an area is a fundamental concern.
Locality, itself, however, is unlikely to be prime determinant of this issue. Planning policy, existence
of small and medium sized developed and land ownership are often more significant factors. The
plan should not seek to limit development opportunities in locations where there is an identified
need for new homes and other forms of development. Planning Policy should seek, in partnership
with other measures, to overcome blocks to necessary development, not impose a new constraint.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “..available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).



12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

(Yes | [No _____[x_______ lUnsure | |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Ve o TN | ) [UsUFe T o B i s,

If not, please provide details.

Q9b — Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Ves __[x _ __ __INo | lUnsure | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

7T - S N VT, 7S -

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.




15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q1l1a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Ve e DN L Gl lURsure RS R

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | [No ____Jx________JUnsure |

Please give details.

Q11c — Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

if you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

ISR E e [E I Y U7 dre T O—

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards
Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any

further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

[ YEsEmrre ESnT e P [OT et TRy Uz areTRemig B |

Please give details

Any approach that may be adopted must be agreed between the Local Planning and Highways
Authorities to avoid future confusion.




18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (SA) considers the level of growth promoted in the
Issues and Options consultation.

The SA specifically addresses the level of growth to be promoted in larger villages, such as Langtoft.
Three options are assessed as follows:

LV1 - Continue to plan for a level of housing growth
LV2 — Renew and increase the focus for growth in the larger villages
LV3 — Limit the growth in the larger villages

When considering these options the SA explores a number of factors inform the decision on which
option to choose. We have some comments on the analysis used in a number of sections which
should result in a more informed decision:

Ecology - The SA states the village is close to the Langtoft Pits SSSI and lies within the IRZ, which
may limit growth potential in the settlement. However, natural succession is causing secondary
woodland to develop, causing shading of the water bodies and deep layers of leaf litter. This has
led to a change in the water chemistry, and most pits have very low levels of dissolved oxygen. The
current and future condition of the lagoons may lead to the removal of the SSSI designation. The
presence of the SSSI should not result, as is suggested in the SA report, in a reduced focus on growth
in Langtoft. All analysis should take into consideration the current condition of any SSSI.

Landscape - The SA suggests that increased growth around villages, such as Langtoft, may adversely
impact on landscape character in the area. However, some villages provide opportunities for growth
that will have negligible impact on landscape character. The former gravel pits on Stowe Road,
Langtoft are screened by the lagoons formed by the historic quarrying and, as concluded in the
committee report for a planning application for 35 dwellings on part of the site (517/1900), it can
be developed with minimal impact on the surrounding area. The former quarry offers other
opportunities for growth with limited to no impact on the wider landscape. The SA should take into
full consideration local landscape conditions and not apply a blanket assessment.

Water Quality - The SA suggests that new development will increase the likelihood of negative
effects on surface water bodies in the area. However, this risk is reduced significantly by the
requirement to incorporate SuDS within new development. These measures hold back water to
existing runoff rates and also cleanse the water of solids and pollutants. Use of these measures will
limit the risk of increased discharge of polluted water into existing water bodies. Any consideration
of impact on water quality should take into full account the on-site measures that are required in
all developments to control surface water runoff in terms of quality and quantity.

Land Quality - The SA highlights the importance of agricultural land and the lack of brownfield land
in the larger villages. Some settlements, such as Langtoft, do contain previously developed land,
such as the former gravel pits on Stowe Road. Although this site is a restored quarry and does not




fall in the definition of Previously Developed Land, it is made land and of low agricultural land value.
Any assessment of the distribution of growth across South Kesteven should take account of the
availability of sites of little to no agricultural value should not rely on a very high level assessment
of land quality to sieve out whole communities.

Heritage - When discussing the Historic Environment, the SA raises concerns that development may
impact on listed buildings within Langtoft. We note, however, that the listed buildings are focused
around the historic core of the settlement. A settlement the size of Langtoft offers many
opportunities for development that will have minimal, if any, impact on the listed buildings. The
former gravel pits on Stowe Road is one such example. The SA should not assume whole
settlements are unsuitable for development because of a concentration of listed buildings in one,

when development could take part in most of the settlement without any impact on the listed
buildings.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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AVISON
YOUNG

Our Ref: MV/ 15B901605
20 November 2020
South Kesteven District Council

planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk
via email only

Dear Sir / Madam

Local Plan Issues & Options Consultation
October — November 2020
Representations on behalf of National Grid

National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to
local planning authority Development Plan Document consultations on its
behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the following
representation with regard to the current consultation on the above

document.

About National Grid

National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the
electricity transmission system in England and Wales. The energy is then
distributed to the electricity distribution network operators, so it can reach

homes and businesses.

National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure gas
transmission system across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission
system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution networks where pressure is

reduced for public use.

National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National Grid’s core
regulated businesses. NGV develop, operate and invest in energy
projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate the
development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK,

Europe and the United States.

National Grid assets within the Plan area

Following a review of the above Development Plan Document, we have
identified one or more National Grid assets within the Plan area.

SK.IA0.0033

Details of National Grid assets are provided below.

Avison Young is the trading name of GVA
Grimley Limited registered in England and
Wales number 6382509. Registered office, 3
Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB

Regulated by RICS
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National Grid
20 November 2020
Page 2

Electricity Transmission

Asset Description

4VK ROUTE (TWR 001 - 001B): 400Kv Overhead Transmission Line
route: COTTAM - EATON SOCON - WYMONDLEY 2

Gas Transmission

Asset Description

Gas Transmission Pipeline, route: HATTON TO PETERBOROUGH 1
Gas Transmission Pipeline, route: HATTON TO PETERBOROUGH 2
Gas Transmission Pipeline, route: SILK WILLOUGHBY TO
STAYTHORPE PS

A plan showing locations and details of National Grid’s assets is attached to this letter. Please
note that this plan is illustrative only.

Please also see attached information outlining further guidance on development close to National
Grid assets.

Further Advice

National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks. If
we can be of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy
development, please do not hesitate to contact us.

To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and
review of plans and strategies which may affect their assets. Please remember to consult National
Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific proposals that could affect National
Grid’s assets. We would be grateful if you could check that our details as shown below are included
on your consultation database:

Matt Verlander, Director Spencer Jefferies, Town Planner

If you require any further information in respect of this letter, then please contact us.

Yours faithfully,

Matt Verlander MRTPI
Director

For and on behalf of Avison Young



National Grid
20 November 2020
Page 3

Guidance on development near National Grid assets

National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks and
encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets.

Electricity assets

Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it is
National Grid policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there may be
exceptional circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the proposal is of
regional or national importance.

National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation of
well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can minimise the
impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The guidelines can be
downloaded here: https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download

The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must not be
infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is important
that changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed. National Grid can,
on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the height of conductors,
above ordnance datum, at a specific site.

National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near
National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded
here:www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets

Gas assets

High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and
National Grid’s approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ.
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected by
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines.

National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/ temporary
buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc. Additionally,
written permission will be required before any works commence within the National Grid’s 12.2m
building proximity distance, and a deed of consent is required for any crossing of the easement.

National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded here:
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets

How to contact National Grid
If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if
National Grid’s transmission networks may be affected by a proposed development, please contact:

e National Grid’s Plant Protection team_

orvist the websie: I


https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download
http://www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
http://www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
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For Official Use Only:
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DISTRICT
COUNCIL

South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12t October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.
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Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title Mr Miss
First Name Ivor Charlotte
Last Name Crowson Bailey
Organisation DLP Planning Ltd
C/0O Agent

Address
Postcode C/0O Agent
Telephone C/O Agent

Email Address C/0O Agent

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates in
respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish to
change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date

20/11/2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la-—The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes v No | |Unsure | |

If not please provide details.

Q1b — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes |/ [No | Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes |/ [No | Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?
Yes |  INo [/ Unsure | |

If not please provide details.

We do not agree with the list of Local Plan policies, which are not proposed to be changed

significantly. We have particular concern with the Policy SP3 as adopted. We strongly believe that

Policy SP3 should be amended in order to be less restrictive and more positively prepared.

Whilst we welcomed the Council’s intention in principle to allow infill development in small
settlements as expressed in the now adopted Local Plan, we object to the current definition of ‘infill
development’ which we deem to be restrictive. The nature of rural settlements and potential
development opportunities within them are varied and ‘infill’ plots do not always comprise frontage
development, therefore policy should reflect/accommodate this. Part ‘a.” of the adopted policy
currently restricts development on these sites which would otherwise help to maintain the vitality
of the community and make an important contribution to the supply of housing land in the District
in line with the Vision and Objectives of the Plan.




We acknowledge that the policy should ensure that proposals respect the scale, form and density
of the surroundings and enhance the character and amenity of the community. However, the policy
should recognise that there are sites in the small villages, which although are not strictly within the
built up frontage, should be acceptable development sites if for example they comprise previously
developed land or are part of an established residential curtilage and therefore are demonstrably
not ‘open countryside’. These sites can still make an important contribution to the delivery of
sustainable development insofar as the opportunity to introduce new households into a smaller
community, can help boost its viability and character as a community but widening the diversity of
residents — often helping to mitigate an aging population.

In respect of Policy H4 (Meeting All Housing Needs), we support the ongoing inclusion of this policy
on the basis that it seeks to deliver a wide choice of high-quality homes, widen opportunities for
home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities across both rural and
urban parts of the district.

8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes |/ JNo_____ | Umsure | |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes | No_ |/ _ __ Umsure | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Whilst we broadly agree with the adopted Settlement Hierarchy, we do not agree with the approach
to limiting development in smaller villages, including West Deeping to infill development in line with
policies SP3 unless this policy is amended to reflect our concerns raised in respect of this policy.

It is important that the Plan allows for modest, but sensitive developments within small villages,
such as West Deeping, so that communities can positively respond to the housing needs of their
people and fulfil their role as sustainable communities.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to

determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes v/ No______ | |Umure | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.




Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden

village principles?

Yes | [No | Unsue |/ |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.

10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes | N0 v |Umsure | |

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

We object to the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identified housing need and requirement
for South Kesteven. As part of the Government’s reforms they have proposed a new ‘standard
method’ for assessing the baseline housing need.

Currently, the Local Plan delivers 650 dwellings per annum and the current standard methodology
figure is 754 dwellings (using the 2014-based household projections and the latest affordability ratio
(2018)), to which the Issues and Options Report addresses.

However, whilst the standard methodology approach is yet to be finalised by Government,
affordability has gradually got worse over the last 10 years, specifically in the East Midlands and it
is likely that the approach will lead to the need for specific policy action. It is our view that this is
likely to amount to a level of housing significantly higher than that allowed for in the current Local
Plan and at this stage it is too early to determine what the figure might be. The initial iteration of
the Plan Review may therefore need to provide significant justification for the level of housing it
proposes but we consider that this should seek to address affordability as a priority.

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes v/ [No_ | Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b — Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes N4 No Unsure




If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.
Q7c - Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes |/ JNo_ | Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7d - Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes | [No_ |/ Umsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

We have significant concerns over the Council’s approach to not making allocations in smaller
settlements. The current Local Plan makes provision for 4% of its housing requirement in the
‘Smaller Villages tier’, reflective of its vision and objections to ensure that those villages retain their
vitality and diversity.

If the Council are reliant on development coming forward as ‘windfall’ development in line with the
provisions of policies set out within the Local Plan, specifically Policy SP3, then we would ask the
Council to revisit this policy in line with concerns raised in response to question 3.

It is likely that there will be a significant increase in the scale of housing grown planning for South
Kesteven and the risk of not allocating sites or providing a portion of development to Smaller
Villages could lead to those settlements struggling to retain the level of services and facilities that
currently exist.

It is important that the Plan allows for modest, but sensitive developments within small villages,
such as West Deeping, so that communities can positively respond to the housing needs of their
people and fulfil their role as sustainable communities with opportunities in housing created
suitable for all demographic sectors and addressing affordability needs.

Q7e - Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining

what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes | JNo______ | Unsue |/ |

Please provide details

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “..available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).



12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | JNo | Unsue |/ |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a - Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they
are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes | [No | Unsue |/ |

If not, please provide details.

Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking
account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes | [No | Unsuwe |/ |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | [No | Unsuwe |/ |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.




15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | [No | Unsue |/ |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in non-
residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | [No | Unsue |/ |

Please give details.

Q1l1c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please
provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 - Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No | Unsue |/ |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide any
further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or where
they should apply to.

Yes | [No | Unsue |/ |

Please give details




18. Any other Comments
Q14 - Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any general
comments you would like to make?
Not at this stage.

Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report
No specific comment to make.

Thank you for responding to this consultation.
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South Kesteven District Council Local Plan Review

Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation Response Form
Monday 12" October to 11.59pm Monday 23" November 2020

This form has three parts
Part A is for your personal details
Part B is your response to the Issue and Options Consultation Questions

Part C is your response to the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

How to respond:

Please fill in the response form for each question you wish to comment on. This will enable us to
process your comments efficiently and effectively.

Respond by returning forms by:

Email: planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Forms can also be returned to Planning Policy, South Kesteven District Council, Council Offices, St
Peters Hill, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ. However, in light of concerns regarding Covid-19 we
are encouraging people to submit their representations electronically wherever possible to help limit
the spread of infection. The return of forms via email is therefore preferred.

The deadline for responses is 11.59pm on Monday 23" November 2020.

All representation will be made publicly available and must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 23™
November, otherwise your comments may not be taken into consideration.

The documents, along with further details of the consultation can be viewed on our website
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134

If you require a paper copy of the consultation documents please contact a member of the Planning
Policy Team at planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk or call 01476 406080.



mailto:planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk
http://www.southkesteven.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=15134
mailto:planningpolicy@southkesteven.gov.uk

Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Details (if Applicable)
Title Mr
First Name James
Last Name Mason
Organisation Stamford Civic Society

Address

Postcode

Telephone

]
]

Email Address | [
—

Please note: that representations must be attributable to named individuals or organisations. “In
confidence” representations will not be accepted. All representations will be available for public
inspection and cannot be treated as confidential. We will however redact signatures, home/ email
addresses, and telephone contact details from any information that is published.

3. If you are not already on our consultation database and you respond your details will
automatically be added to the database

If you do not wish to be added or would like your details to be removed, then
please select the following box

Please note: Your contact data will be used to provide information and updates
in respect of the Local Plan and any future reviews. Please contact us if you wish
to change your communication method and the type of information you receive.

4. Please Sign and date this form

Signature (please type for an electronic response) | Date
20 November 2020




Part B: Issue and Options Consultation Questions

5. Proposal 1 — 2036 Vision for South Kesteven
Q1la —The Vision

Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level?

Yes _ __|Yes ___ INo | |Unsue |

If not please provide details.

Q1lb — The Vision

Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District?

Yes  ___JYes _ __JNo | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

6. Proposal 2 - Objectives
Q2 - Objectives

Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan?

Yes  _JYes _ __[No | |Unsue | |

If not please provide details.

7. Proposal 3 — Policies not proposed to be changed significantly
Q3 - Policies not proposed to be changed significantly

Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed

significantly?

Yes | Yes _____[No | |Unsure I

If not please provide details.




8. Proposal 4 — Plan Period
Q4 - Plan Period

Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041?

Yes  ___JYes _ __|No | lUnsue | |

If not please provide details

9. Proposal 5 — Settlement Hierarchy
Q5a — Settlement Hierarchy

Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan?

Yes ___|Yes __ __|No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5b — Settlement Hierarchy Methodology

Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review?

Yes __JYes _ _No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

Q5c — New Settlement

Given the scale of housing growth to be provided in this Local Plan is there a case for amending
the Settlement Hierarchy to include any proposal(s) to establish a new community on garden
village principles?

Yes | [No _____ INo _____ lUnsue | |

If so, please outline any suitable and deliverable proposals.




10. Proposal 6 — Housing Need and Requirement
Q6 — Housing Need and Requirement

Do you agree with the use of 754 dwellings per annum as the identifying housing need and
requirement for South Kesteven?

Yes  ___Yes  ____ [No | |Unsure I

If not, what evidence do you have to justify an alternative need and requirement?

11. Proposal 7 — Distribution of Growth
Q7a - Focus of Housing Growth on Grantham

Do you agree that Grantham should remain as the focus for growth in South Kesteven?

Yes ___|Yes __ __JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7b - Stamford, Bourne and The Deepings

Do you agree that Stamford, Bourne and the Deepings should remain as a focus for growth?

Yes  __JYes _ __JNo_ | ____JUnsure | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7c — Larger Villages

Do you agree that it is still appropriate to plan for a level of housing growth across the Larger
Villages within South Kesteven where there a range of available services and facilities?

Yes __JYes _ _JNo_ | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.




Q7d — Other Settlements
Do you agree that it is not appropriate to make allocations in smaller settlements within South
Kesteven whilst recognising that some development will occur through “windfalls”?

Yes  __|Yes __ __[No_ | |Unsure I

If not, please provide details and any alternative proposals.

Q7e — Consideration of the Market and Deliverability*

Do you agree that market capacity and deliverability should be considered before determining
what growth to distribute to which area?

Yes __ lYes ____No | lUnsue | |

Please provide details

It is particularly important to carry out in-depth research to ensure the areas have provision of
adequate sustainable social amenities such as schools, healthcare, waste disposal, green spaces,
community meeting facilities and also consider local transport implications in a wider sense.
Further, recognition of the conservation status of neighbouring areas to identified areas for
development must be taken into account.

* (Market capacity is the ability of builders to sell a certain number of homes in a local area each year;
Deliverability is the likelihood of a site to be built out. In the National Planning Policy Framework this is defined
as “...available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic).

12. Proposal 8 — Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation
Q8 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation

Are you aware of any specific needs for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople
accommodation in South Kesteven and suitable sites to meet these needs, and is it appropriate
to accommodate identified needs within any existing Local Plan allocations?

Yes | |No______No______ |Unsue | |

If yes, please provide details.

13. Proposal 9 — Revisions to the Employment Policy
Q9a — Strategic Employment Allocations

Do you agree that the strategic employment allocations set out in Policies E1 and E2 should be
brought forward into the new Local Plan unless strong and robust evidence suggests that they

are no longer suitable or deliverable?

Yes  __lYes _ __[No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.



Q9b - Other Employment Allocations Increasing Flexibility on Established Employment Areas

Do you agree that other employment allocations set out in Policy E3 should be reviewed taking

account of an updated Employment Land Study?

Yes ___lYes _ __|No | |Unsue | |

If not, please provide details.

14. Proposal 10 — Climate Change
Q10 - Climate Change Policies

Are the existing policies in the adopted Local Plan sufficient to meet current and future
challenge of climate change?

Yes | [No | |Unsure | Unsure |

If not please provide details of what would be new or revised planning policies that the Council
could consider through the review of the Local Plan.

15. Proposal 11 — Energy Performance Standards
Q11a Energy Performance Standards in Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards than
are required by the building regulations for residential development, up to Level 4 of the Code
for Sustainable Homes?

Yes | |No | |Unsure | Unsure |

Q11b - Energy Performance Standards in Non-Residential Development

Do you think that the new Local Plan should require higher energy performance standards in
non-residential development and if so what standards should be required?

Yes | |No | |Unsure _Unsure |

Please give details.




Q1l1c - Viability Implications of Higher Energy Performance Standards

If you think the Plan should do either of the above, do you have any evidence to demonstrate
that requiring higher energy performance standards would or would not be viable? If so please

provide this evidence. Alternatively, do you have any suggestions whereby other developer
contributions might appropriately be reduced, in order to ensure development remains viable?

Please give details

16. Proposal 12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation
Q12 — Need for Caravan Accommodation

Are you aware of any need for sites for caravans in South Kesteven? Any evidence to support
your comments would be welcome or suggestions as to how such need could be identified in

South Kesteven.

Yes | [No ______INo _____ lUnsue | |

Please give details

17. Proposal 13 — Parking Standards
Q13 - Parking Standards

Do you agree that minimum parking standards are needed in South Kesteven? Please provide
any further comments you may have, such as in relation to what the standards should be or
where they should apply to.

Yes | |No | |Unsure | Unsure |

Please give details

18. Any other Comments
Q14 — Any other Comments

Is there anything else you would like to raise — has anything been missed, or are there any
general comments you would like to make?




Part C: Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

19. Comments about the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report

Thank you for responding to this consultation.







 Stamford

Town Council

20 November 2020

FAO: Planning Policy,

South Kesteven District Council,
Council Offices,

St Peters Hill,

Grantham,

Lincolnshire, NG31 6PZ.

Dear Sir / Madam,

Local Plan — Issues & Options Document Consultation

Please find attached the observations and comments of Stamford Town Council’s Planning
Committee in response to the consultation in respect of the Local Plan — Issues and Option
document.

In addition, the Committee would like to see the Town of Stamford grow through a sustainable
Urban Extension to the North and East Quadrant of the town, providing an infrastructure of
roads to support a northern by-pass from the A1 north of Casterton. This would offer potential
sustainable employment development land, making way for technology companies to settle in
the area to deliver skills and training to support technology-based industries.

It is considered that this imaginative East/West by-pass corridor could provide an opportunity

to reduce traffic through Stamford considerably, Stamford being the very first designated
conservation town in the country.

Y ours sincerel

Patricia Stuart-Mogg
Town Clerk

Attached — response to Local plan
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South Kesteven Local Plan
Issues and Options Report October 2020
Observations by members of the Planning Committee, Stamford Town Council

Members of STC Planning Committee met in November 2020 and while they generally support the
amendments to the SKDC Local Plan, they have made the following observations in response to the
questions asked in the Issues and Options document.

1a. Do you agree that the Vision should be broadly the same for the new plan but updated with
respect to the plan period and housing growth level? If not please provide details.

It is strongly felt that the SKDC Local Plan’s proposals have never sufficiently dealt with the planning
and traffic issues for Stamford. However, with regard to updates to the Plan prompted by the stated
variables, we agree.

1b. Do you consider that the current Vision is sufficient to deal with climate change and the
economic recovery of the District? If not please provide details.

With regard to the economic recovery of the district this will be dealt with by making efforts to
maintain existing jobs, rather than simply concentrating on relocation/redeployment/retraining.

With regard to climate change, the Climate Action Groups at SKDC and STC should be consulted on
all future plans and proposed initiatives.

2. Do you agree that the Objectives should remain the same for the new plan? If not please
provide details.
We agree.

3. Do you agree with the list of Local Plan policies that are not proposed to be changed
significantly? If not please provide details.

We agree. However, there could be a move towards sustainable transport in Stamford, as is outlined
for Grantham. Stamford’s public transport services are very poor, especially given the proposed
growth expected over the next decade.

4. Do you agree with the proposed plan period up to 2041? If not please provide details

We agree that the plan period should be rolled forward but are concerned about the proposed level of
housing development for Stamford. We are expected to grow from a town of 20,000 (plus around
12,000 in the surrounding villages), to a population of around 40,000 inclusively by 2050.

5a. Do you think the Settlement Hierarchy should be retained in the new Local Plan? If not,
please provide details of what changes you think should be made.

The settlement Hierarchy needs to take into account the rapid growth of Stamford in the last ten years,
and it is strongly felt that the proposed 18% increase in housing has the potential to overburden the
infrastructure and change the unique character of the town.

5b. Do you think the current Settlement Hierarchy Methodology — specifically with respect to
determining larger Villages — is appropriate for this review? If not, please provide details of
what changes you think should be made.

No comment.

Sc. Given the scale of housing growth to be pro