
Dear Mr Slatter, 

In response to the Examiner’s correspondence (18/01/2022) the Council do not have 

comments in relation to the Neighbourhood Plan Group’s response. Consequently, 

the comments provided below relate to the Marrons Planning’s response on behalf of 

Mr Matthew Atton. Our comments relate to sections 1 to 4 in Marrons’ letter. 

Section 1. The Council do not have comments as there is not dispute in relation to 

the Local Plan’s history. 

Section 2. The purpose of Policy C1(b) is not to contribute to the achievement of the 

minimum housing target or indeed a mechanism to provide it with ‘headroom’ It is 

designed specifically to cater for circumstances should there be a failure of the 

allocated housing sites to deliver. Delivery is already achieved through STAT1 

(under construction) and STAT2 (built; almost complete). Dispensing with, or 

allowing the specific provisions of ‘Reserve Site’ policy C1(B) to be ‘by passed’ is not 

supported, not only because of the lack of justification in this parish, but also 

because of the precedence it could create in the rest of the Borough. 

Section 3. Following the conclusions reached in the section 288 appeal, we consider 

that policies H1 and H2 as read below would meet the basic conditions: 

By way of background, this inclusion of ‘adjacent to’ in local plan policy SS2 (and 

SS3) was influenced by the concern that opportunities for windfall development 

contained within defined village envelopes are constrained by their availability and 

their environmental impact, e.g., to heritage issues, open spaces, views and vistas 

etc. The policy includes ‘adjacent’ with a view to facilitating opportunity for windfall in 

ways which pose less impact on the character and appearance of villages, especially 

those containing Conservation Areas such as Stathern. 

Suggested amendments for Policy H1: 

Development proposals within the Neighbourhood Plan area will be supported on 

sites within and adjacent the Limits to Development as identified in Figure 2 

above where it complies with the policies of this Plan. Land outside the defined 

Limits to Development will be treated as open countryside, where development 

will be carefully controlled in line with local and national strategic planning 

policies.  

 

We also note that the policy as drafted, by virtue of the inclusion of the passage 

“Land outside the defined Limits to Development will be treated as open countryside, 

where development will be carefully controlled in line with local and national strategic 

planning policies” could lead to some inconsistency in interpretation. 

 

https://www.meltonplan.co.uk/_files/ugd/2778e0_2e1042ca230e4acdacb868afc58867d4.pdf
https://www.meltonplan.co.uk/_files/ugd/2778e0_1f65e45095a343199898e6cd9a8e2bcb.pdf
https://www.meltonplan.co.uk/_files/ugd/2778e0_fc81490e1f3449c5a6455a9a924e76b8.pdf
https://www.meltonplan.co.uk/_files/ugd/2778e0_fc81490e1f3449c5a6455a9a924e76b8.pdf


In essence Policy H1 ‘defers’ to the policies in the Local Plan and NPPF outside of 

the defined envelope. In specific terms, the strategic policy referred to (at local level) 

is Local Plan policy SS2 which includes the opportunity for windfall development 

outside, but adjacent to, the settlement. 

We would welcome consideration whether a further policy would be appropriate to 

address the Reserve Site. This is to reflect and be commensurate with its unique and 

different strategic policy background (i.e., Policy C1(B) which distinguishes it from 

the remainder of the land ‘adjacent to the settlement’). A suggestion is made below: 

Development outside the defined Limits to Development on the Reserve Site 

identified in the Local Plan will be acceptable subject to complying with the 

terms of Local Plan Policy C1(B). 

 

Suggested amendments for Policy H2: 

Small residential development windfall proposals up to 10 dwellings will be 

supported subject to proposals meeting all relevant requirements set out in other 

policies in this Plan and where such a development: 

a) is within or adjoining the Limits to Development of the village of Stathern 

b) helps to meet the identified housing requirement for the parish 

c) where practicable provides safe vehicular and pedestrian access without 

causing unacceptable impacts that cannot be mitigated 

d) is in keeping with it does not unacceptably harm the character of the area 

e) where practicable has roof heights limited to those of surrounding buildings 

f) does not result in unacceptably a loss of amenity for neighbouring occupiers 

by reason of loss of privacy, loss of daylight, visual intrusion or noise 

g) where practicable retains existing important natural boundaries such as 

trees, hedges and streams. 

 

In our view the policies may need to be amended and incorporate any potential 

development, not just within, but also adjacent to the settlement boundary as 

indicated in Local Plan policies SS2 (and SS3) and paragraph 4.2.17.  

Additionally, and subject to the resolution of the planning appeal, we do not 

consider that phases, or applications covering small areas of reserve sites, 

should be considered windfall sites. As indicated in Local Plan policy C1 (B), 

Reserve Sites will need to consider how other permissions and allocations are 



delivering in the area, and with STAT1 in progress and STAT2 already built 

(almost complete), we do not consider the need for the reserve site to come 

forward. Additionally, evidence to prove the community support to this site has 

not been received (in relation to C1(B) point iii). 

Section 4. Main points covered in sections 2 and 3 above.  

Marrons’ proposed modification to policy H1 (an addition to our suggested 

modification) does not meet the basic conditions as the policy will need to comply 

with all the policies in the Local Plan. Whilst our proposal gives additional clarity, 

Marrons’ proposal seem to indicate that one of the policies, C1(B) or SS2, could be 

disregarded. The nature of the conjunction “or” in the suggested text should, 

consequently, be avoided. 

The proposed modification to H2 could be misleading too. It does not seem to be the 

intention of the policy (and the Local Plan) to allow the development of the Reserve 

Site unless specific circumstances are met.  

 

We hope the information above is of any help, but please do not hesitate to contact 

us again if further clarification is required. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Jorge Fiz Alonso MRTPI 

Planning Policy Officer 

 

 


