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James Newton

From: Nev Brown
Sent: 10 December 2020 09:28
To: Nev Brown
Subject: FW: Gainsborough NDP - Clarification Note

 
Hi Andrew 
Please find attached Gainsborough Town Council’s response to your questions raised 
in the clarification note. 
 
You will see that they have asked for WLDC to supply you with the planning 
application references for construction work on allocation CL4689. I can tell you that 
they are 140111 and 141175. 
 
Also there is an update to footnote 1. It will be Gainsborough TC who be making 
arrangements for the plan to be reformatted to create a final referendum version. 
WLDC will inspect this document to ensure it reflects recommended modifications and 
is ready for referendum. 
 
If you have any further questions for GTC or WLDC please let me know.  
 
Regards 
 
Nev Brown 
Senior Neighbourhood Planning Policy Officer 
 

Guildhall | Marshall’s Yard | Gainsborough | Lincolnshire | DN21 2NA 
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James Newton

From: Nev Brown
Sent: 10 December 2020 09:03
To: Nev Brown
Subject: FW: Gainsborough NDP - Clarification Note

Hi Andrew 
Concerning your question to the District Council, I can confirm that we are happy 
with Mercer’s Wood local green space designation within allocation CL 4689. This 
allocation wasn’t meant to apply to that area. 
Regards 
 
Nev Brown 
Senior Neighbourhood Planning Policy Officer 
 

 
Guildhall | Marshall’s Yard | Gainsborough | Lincolnshire | DN21 2NA 
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Gainsborough Neighbourhood Plan - Response to Mr Ashcroft’s queries 
 
Questions for the Town Council 
Policy NPP2 
Should the fifth component of the policy be supporting text? As submitted, it reads as a process 
matter rather than a policy.  
 
GTC agree that this could be in the supporting text 
 
Policy NPP10 – please note GTC think this should be NPP4 as the queries seem to relate to NPP4 not 
NPP 10 - the response below makes this assumption and comments on NPP4. 
 
Please can I see a copy of the study referenced in paragraph 102 of the Plan where the Council carried 
out any detailed analysis of the various local green spaces (LGSs) against the three criteria in the NPPF 
(paragraph 100)? 
 
(GTC have noticed that the paragraph numbering went wrong after para 122 numbering goes back to 
100 which is the start of with the section on Designating Local Green Spaces).1 GTC assume the para 
102 referred to by Mr Ashcroft is the one starting ‘The Landscape Architect from Beds RCC…’ as this 
relates to the query.  
 
The Study referred to is the Gainsborough Green Network Study at Appendix G of the NP and is at 
https://ragegainsborough.co.uk/2019/10/18/green-infrastructure-study/ and is also available on the 
West Lindsey web site at https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-
building/neighbourhood-planning/all-neighbourhood-plans-in-west-lindsey/gainsborough-town-
neighbourhood-plan/  see page 36 table 9.3. Here the Landscape Architect identified those areas 
which he thought would be eligible for LGS designation. The NPSG using local knowledge considered 
these and reduced it down to the spaces that they thought had the greatest community value and 
that would benefit from designation (to reinforce their value to local people and/or to provide surety 
of their protection where they are adjacent to a development site for example).  
 
In the event that the study does not identify the size of the proposed LGSs please can I be advised 
about the sizes of LGS1 and LGS3? 
LGS1 Mercers Wood is 3.43 hectares  
LGS 3 Pitts Hill 12.8 hectares 
 
I am minded to reposition the third and fourth elements of the policy to the supporting text given that 
they make policy statements which go beyond the restrictive nature of LGS designation 
Does the Town Council have any comments on this proposition? 
 
The GTC assume this is 3 and 4 from NPP 4. Point 3 was added based on comments from Severn Trent 
at Reg 14.  Given the issue of flood risk, the NPSG saw this as a valuable addition providing ideas for 
how green spaces could be used to provide mutual benefit. The GTC would prefer it to remain in the 
policy but would accept if it was removed and put in the supporting text.  

                                                        
1 GTC will send WLDC the GNP submission version with the paragraph numbering issue resolved 
at the end of the examination to enable WLDC to work from a correctly formatted Plan. 
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The issue of public access and recreational use was the particular reason why the GTC proposed that 
these spaces would be designated as LGS.  The GTC would prefer it to remain in the policy as it 
supports improvements to the sites that are endorsed by the community but would accept if it was 
removed and put in the supporting text. 
 
In terms of the proposed LGSs: 

• would the designation of LGS 3 and LGS 4 add any value to the protection already afforded by 
Policy LP23 of the CLLP (Important Open Space)? 

The definition of Important Open Space in LP23 is broad and includes land safeguarded along major 
routes (see land adjacent to the A631.) LP23 does include some Local Green Space designations. WLDC 
in their Reg 14 response identified 2 areas that the GNP was seeking to designate in the pre-
submission draft but were already designated in the CLLP. These two areas were removed based on 
WLDCs response. According to WLDC only the lower part of Pitts Hill is designated through the CLLP – 
the NP proposes to designate all of it.  

Being clear on which areas are designated as LGS in the CLLP has been difficult. Neither the Interactive 
Map nor the printed CLLP Policies Maps seem to show where these LGS areas are. GTC state that the 
GNP sets out clearly the 5 LGSs that have been through a rigorous selection process. They were 
identified by a Landscape Architect as part of his initial analysis, these were assessed by the NPSG and 
supported (based on local knowledge about their value to the community). For the Pre Submission 
GNP an additional site was added called 8 Acre Wood – it was listed in the Gainsborough Green 
Network Study but not identified as a possible LGS. However local knowledge and discussion amongst 
the NPSG meant that 8 Acre Wood was added.  WLDC comments that they were already designated 
(note the Landscape Architect reviewed all CLLP maps available and did not find maps showing any 
LGS designation.) The GTC reluctantly removed 8 Acre Wood but WLDC have now advised, as part of 
Reg 16, that no LGSs are in fact designated via the CLLP and that their comments at Reg 14 were made 
in error. This means that 8 Acre Wood, should be reinserted. The GTC would like to go back to the 
map and descriptions and LGS numbering that was in the Pre Submission Version of the Plan – see 
Appendix A.  
This issue is considered further below. 

Would the designation of LGS2 add any value to the protection already afforded by Policy LP21 of the 
CLLP (Biodiversity and Geodiversity - Local Nature Reserve)? 

Theaker Avenue is a Local Nature Reserve and although extensively used by dog walkers the site is not 
actively managed – the paths are largely made by informal networks of routes. Designating it as a LGS 
reflects the value of the place to the local community and provides an opportunity to focus attention 
on the need to improve the environmental quality of the LNR. 

 

Policy NPP7 
This is an excellent policy which is underpinned by the Character Assessment. The different character 
areas were immediate evident during my visit.  
 
The policies which address CLLP allocated sites 
The various policies in the Plan address the relevant CLLP allocated sites positively and provide 
appropriate levels of detail.  
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However, is there any reason why the wording of Policy NPP9 is different to that of the other policies? 
This was considered to be the clearest way to present the criteria for the development of this strategic 
allocation – that already has a LDO on it. GTC also note WLDC’s Reg 16 comments about the wording 
needing to work closely with theirs – GTC agree and thought the amendments made after Reg 14 had 
achieved this.  
 
Policy NPP15 
 
Paragraph 236 of the Plan comments that the CLLP mistakenly includes Mercers Wood within 
allocated site CL4689.  
For my clarity does the Town Council consider that the CLLP should not have included the Wood within 
the site or that there is an administrative error on the CLLP Policies Map? 
 
During the consultation on the CLLP, at both the drop in sessions and the formal consultation stages 
GTC advised CLLP that site CL4689 should exclude Mercers Wood. At each stage the CLLP team 
accepted that this was an error that would be amended but this was not reflected in the policies maps. 
On this basis GTC believe that Mercers Wood should not have been included and that there was an 
admin error in the policies map. 
 
An e-mail was sent to Central Lincolnshire Local Plan Joint Planning Unit (JPU) titled ‘Gainsborough 
Town Council (GTC) formal response to consultation in relation to the second draft of the Central 
Lincolnshire Local Plan (CLLP)’ on 23rd November 2015. Stating the following  
 
‘Section 8. Allocations Map-Inset 3 Gainsborough, Lea and Morton. 
 
Para. 8.1.4 We would wish to submit three sites for Local Green Space which do not already appear on 
the Allocations Map. They are Mercer Wood; Castle Hills Wood [Pitts Hill], and land behind the 
Gainsborough Leisure Centre. Whilst it is unlikely that these sites would be developed, we know from 
local knowledge and consultation undertaken for our community led Town Plan, that protection for 
these sites will be welcomed. To assist we have coloured in green the sites concerned on the attached 
plan, marked as Appendix 2.’ 
 
 
I saw that construction work had started on the southern part of the site. Please can I be advised of 
the application number. Should this update be referenced in the supporting text? 
GTC agree that a planning app ref should be provided and ask that WLDC provide this please. 
 
Policy NPP18 
This is another excellent policy underpinned by the Character Assessment. 
 
Question to the District Council 
Does the District Council have any comments about the appropriateness of the submitted Plan’s 
proposal to designate a LGS within an allocated development site within the CLLP (LGS1 within 
CL4689)? 
To be answered by WLDC 
 
 
Representations 
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Does the Town Council wish to comment on any of the representations made to the Plan? 
In particular does it have any comments on the representations made by the District Council on the 
wording of the policies which relate to the CLPP allocated sites? 
 
WLDCs comments on the foreword are the same as in the Reg 14 comments. The GTC did consider 
their response at that time but felt the tone and approach in the Forward appropriate and reflected 
the community’s views.  
 
WLDC have asked for more comment on the CLLP around growth and housing targets but the GTC 
consider this is well covered in the GNP already see para 9 and para 17. 
 
WLDC comment that not all the CLLP allocations for Gainsborough feature in this chapter as follows: 
‘From the GNP’s spatial strategy, priority is given to brownfield sites along the riverside. It would help 
to set more of a context as to the selection of sites for specific design led guidance in the NP. How 
about providing background to all CLLP allocations in Gainsborough including SUEs and strategic 
employment allocations and explain why the plan focusses on a selection only?’ 
 
Section 13 of the NP para 82-84 explains why the focus is not on the SUEs and para 84 noting the 
following: 
‘Amongst local people there is a naturally strong desire to see the vacant sites within the Town 
developed before green field sites are released for development. The northern SUE is outside the Plan 
boundary and the southern SUE has outline planning permission. The local concern relates to how 
these large development sites will integrate with the Town. However, the focus for the GNP reflects 
the local priority to establish a policy framework for the brownfield sites.’ 
 
A NP does not have to be a mini Local Plan and the focus of the GNP reflects community concern to 
focus on the brownfield sites. The GTC would accept if para 84 was moved to an earlier section possibly 
after para 13 if this would assist the reader in understanding the focus of the NP. 
 
Southern Neighbourhood Renewal Area – WLDC would like NPP 10 to only refer to the sites CL1246 
and CL1247 but the policy covers a wider geography than these two sites. The Delivery Plan is shown 
on Map 16 and is the name given to the area by WLDC. The policy covers redevelopment across the 
area not just on the two sites. 
 
WLDC say that for NP 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,17 ‘The grant of planning permission depends on other 
factors not just high design quality. Suggest reword. ‘ The NPSG discussed these policies at length and 
constructively with  WLDC officers from policy and development management at Reg 14 and changes 
were made based on their comments and those of other statutory consultees – this seems a rather 
arbitrary statement implying significant amendments to 8 policies at this late stage. 
 
HM 9.12.20. 
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8 Acre wood 
An area of woodland located south of the Belt Road, home to a variety of wildlife and used 
by dog walkers. 

 




