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Broughton and Old Dalby Parish Neighbourhood Plan 

Consultation Statement 

29 June 2017 

 

1.Introduction and Background 

This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) 

Part 5 Paragraph 15 (2) 1 which defines a “consultation statement” 

as a document which: 

a) Contains details of the persons and bodies who are consulted 

about the proposed neighbourhood development plan; 

b) Explains how they were consulted; 

c) Summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the 

persons consulted; and 

d) Describes how these issues and concerns have been considered 

and, where relevant, addressed in the neighbourhood 

development plan.  

The Broughton and Old Dalby Parish Neighbourhood Plan (NP) has 

been developed in response to the Localism Act 2011, which gives 

parish councils and other relevant bodies, powers to prepare 

statutory neighbourhood plans to help guide planning decisions and 

development in their local areas. These powers give local people the 

opportunity to shape new development, as planning applications are 

determined in accordance with national planning policy and the local 

development plan, and neighbourhood plans form part of this 

framework. 

In October 2015 the Broughton and Old Dalby Parish Council (PC) 

made the decision to develop a neighbourhood plan and applied to 



2 
 

Melton Borough Council for an ‘area designation’ which was the 

same as the parish boundary.  

This was granted in November 2015 and is shown in the map below. 

 

 

 

In December 2015 the PC appointed Yourlocale, a consultancy firm 

with relevant expertise, to advise on the development of the NP and 

perform some specific tasks. 

Consultation drop-in events were held at three different venues (Old 

Dalby and Nether Broughton Village Halls and the Queensway Scout 

Hut) across the parish in March 2016 in order to communicate the 

intention to develop a NP, gather some initial thoughts from 

residents about what they felt were the most important aspects and 

also request volunteers. Over 80 people attended these events. 
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Open meetings were held in May and June 2016 to further 

encourage residents to volunteer to contribute to the development 

of the NP. 

The Parish Council identified the need to establish an Advisory 

Committee (NPAC) to oversee the development of the plan and this 

met for the first time on 4 July 2016 and thereafter usually at six 

weekly intervals.  

It was agreed at that first meeting that three ‘theme groups’ should 

be established to work on developing the evidence base and draft 

policies for different aspects of the plan and a ‘kick-off’ meeting for 

these groups was held on 12 July 2016. Around 30 people from the 

parish participated in the Theme Groups which met regularly 

between July and November. The three Theme Groups covered: 

-Environment 

-Housing and the Built Environment, and  

-Economic Growth, Community Facilities and Transport. 

The timetable of meetings is shown in Appendix 2. 

Further Open Events took place in February 2017 in each settlement 

throughout the parish to share the emerging policies. Over 150 

people attended these events. 

A large number of people from the community were involved in both 

creating and providing feedback on the emerging plan. This 

culminated in a Regulation 14 consultation phase in April/May 2017 

and the finalisation in June of the Plan to be submitted formally to 

Melton Borough Council. 
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2.Communication and Engagement Strategy and Process 

It was evident at the first NPAC meeting that an effective strategy for 

communicating and engaging with the c.610 households and c.1,500 

residents and other stakeholders was critical to the creation of a high 

quality, relevant and compliant NP. 

It was recognised that there was currently no comprehensive, 

reliable and simple method of providing information to all 

stakeholders, let alone enabling an open and constructive dialogue in 

an efficient manner. The Parish Council website was accessible to all 

but use statistics showed that only a minority of residents accessed it 

regularly. The Parish Magazine was only distributed to about 60% of 

households as it was subject to a subscription charge and controlled 

by a group of individuals, rather than by the Parish Council. The 

noticeboards around the parish were of some value in disseminating 

information but clearly not read by all. Various websites (Old Dalby 

and Nether Broughton Village websites, school, preschool and cricket 

club websites) and Facebook pages were used largely by mutual 

interest groups rather than accessed regularly by a majority of 

residents. 

Hence, NPAC agreed to use existing relevant channels of 

communication and additionally use occasionally flier drops to 

households, the latter being able to be delivered, for a small fee, 

with the monthly commercial Rural Trader magazine.  

However, this approach was enhanced significantly by creating a 

database of email addresses and using this to both provide regular 

communication and also to enable and promote the use of a 

software tool, VocalEyes. This tool had been developed a few years 

ago as a method of facilitating local democracy and was used in a 

number of organisations across the country for such purposes. It was 

brought to the attention of NPAC by a local resident and after some 

discussion with the founder /owner, it was decided that this would 
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make an innovative and helpful contribution to the generation of 

ideas and dialogue within the community. 

During September, a promotional flier (see Appendix 3) was 

delivered to most households across the parish with the Rural Trader 

magazine. 

During October and November 2016 members of NPAC and some 

other volunteers called on households in order to communicate 

about the NP and ask if residents wished to provide an email address 

to aid communication. A database with names, addresses and 370 

email addresses was created (see Appendix 4). 

VocalEyes was launched on 28 October (see Appendix 5) and kept 

open for dialogue for five weeks. During that time 123 people 

registered on the system and 95 individuals became active users. 

They generated 90 ideas with respect to the 10 different topics 

which NPAC had devised to stimulate the debate. A paper form, 

covering the same 10 topics was also made available for those not 

wishing to use the website. (see Appendix 6) The 90 ideas were rated 

on an agree/disagree scale 2,517 times i.e. on average each idea was 

rated by 28 other people. Over 1,000 textual notes were input into 

the system by users, either commenting on ideas or replying to 

comments made by others. System reports (available in hard copy 

form on request) were produced and reviewed. This provided a 

wealth of useful information for NPAC. Since the use of the system 

was anonymous it wasn’t generally tainted by concern about privacy. 

However, since the system administrators were able to view all 

information, they could intervene to amend or remove any 

defamatory comments and monitor the profile of usage.  

In addition to information being provided to stakeholders through 

fliers, the parish magazine, noticeboards and email, as well as 

dialogue through VocalEyes, it was considered important to offer 

opportunities for face to face communication and feedback.  
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Drop-in consultation events had been organised at the embryonic 

stage of developing the plan in March 2016. In addition, consultation 

events were held on four separate occasions and in three different 

venues across the parish in February 2017. The latter were promoted 

through a parish magazine article, noticeboards, email and a flier 

drop to all households. They exhibited a large number of informative 

display boards, staffed by members of NPAC and Yourlocale, with 

text and maps regarding the emerging NP content and a series of 

questions for attendees to consider and provide feedback. A full 

report from these events helped to shape the plan and ensure that it 

reflected the aspirations and concerns of the local community.  

The reports from the March 2016 and February 2017 consultation 

events and the information provided on the display boards at the 

February 2017 events were posted on the PC website: 

http://www.broughtonandolddalbypc.org.uk/neighbourhood-plan-

documents.html 

A pre-submission version of the NP and a response form was agreed 

by NPAC and the PC in April 2017 and consultation on this document 

was open from 18 April to 30 May. This opportunity to review and 

comment was communicated to residents and stakeholders (see 

Appendix 7) via email, the parish magazine and noticeboards. An 

electronic copy of the NP was available on the parish council website 

and hard copies were placed in the Old Dalby Village Hall, the Nether 

Broughton Village Hall and the Queensway Scout Hut.   

Feedback was mainly helpful and constructive (see Appendix 8). The 

NP was amended accordingly and signed-off by NPAC and the PC in 

June 2017 for formal submission to Melton Borough Council. 

  

http://www.broughtonandolddalbypc.org.uk/neighbourhood-plan-documents.html
http://www.broughtonandolddalbypc.org.uk/neighbourhood-plan-documents.html
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3.Conclusion 

This Consultation Statement sets out how the Broughton and Old 

Dalby Parish Council and the Advisory Committee have undertaken 

extensive public consultation and engagement in developing the 

draft Neighbourhood Plan in a manner which is believed meets the 

requirements of the Regulations. 
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Appendix 1 - Outline Timetable 

 

Oct 2015 Broughton and Old Dalby Parish Council (PC) applies 

to MBC for ‘area designation’ 

23 Nov   ‘Area designation’ granted 

Dec    PC appoints Yourlocale as consultants 

12 Mar 2016  Parish consultation drop-in sessions (OD/Q/NB) 

9 May    Parish open meeting (OD) 

13 Jun   Parish open meeting (NB) 

4 Jul Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee (NPAC) 

holds first meeting and agrees Chair, Vice-chair, 

membership, ToR and creation of 3 ‘theme groups’ 

7 Jul Parish Clerk provides NPAC with consultation report 

from 12 March 2016 open events 

12 Jul    Theme Groups ‘kick-off’ meetings 

15 Aug NPAC agrees outline communication and engagement 

strategy, including use of Rural Trader to distribute 

fliers, creation of residents database to facilitate 

electronic communication, use of VocalEyes IT system 

to generate ideas and feedback 

19 Sep NPAC agrees design and content of promotional flier, 

approach to ‘door knocking’ campaign, how to use 

VocalEyes and use of Parish Magazine 

29 Sep to 4 Oct Rural Trader delivers c.550 fliers to residents 

Oct/Nov Door knocking campaign to promote NP and capture 

email addresses or interest in paper communication 

19 Oct Ad Hoc NPAC meeting agrees VocalEyes 10 ‘topics’ 

28 to 31 Oct VocalEyes launched via email to initial 282 people 

who had provided email addresses by then 
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31 Oct NPAC agrees a paper form to be issued to residents 

for whom an email address was not available in order 

to capture their ideas on the 10 ‘topics’ 

Nov VocalEyes promoted via email (eventually to 370 

people), parish noticeboards and paper fliers, with 

‘daily alerts’ feedback to those registered as 

VocalEyes users 

Jul to Dec Theme Group meetings and activities 

12 Dec NPAC meeting to ensure that March consultation and 

VocalEyes reports are fully considered in drafting the 

written Neighbourhood Plan 

Jan 2017   Consultation display boards developed 

12 Jan NPAC agrees approach, outline content, process for 

capturing feedback and responsibilities in order to 

optimise consultation events 

Jan/Feb Consultation events in Old Dalby, Nether Broughton 

and Queensway promoted through Parish Magazine, 

email, noticeboards and flier drop to all households 

11 Feb Consultation events in OD, NB and Q (2 hours at each 

venue) 

25 Feb Supplementary consultation event in OD for those 

unable to attend on 11 Feb (2 hours) 

2 Mar NPAC reviews consultation events attendance and 

feedback and agrees process for development from 

display boards into a written plan including feedback 

from consultation 

11 Apr NPAC and PC agree pre-submission version of NP with 

timetable, process and identification of stakeholders 

18 Apr NP document and response form uploaded to PC 

website and emails and letters issued to stakeholders 

18 Apr to 30 May Pre-submission consultation period 
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12 Jun NPAC reviews feedback from pre-submission 

consultation and agrees responses and amendments 

to draft NP 

26 Jun NPAC agrees final version of NP for next phase 

29 Jun PC approves NP document at an extraordinary 

meeting 

30 Jun NP submitted formally to Melton Borough Council 
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Appendix 2 – Meetings 

Theme Group 1:Housing Open NP meeting Theme Group 2:

Theme Group 2:Environment NP Advisory Cttee

Theme Group 3:Infrastructure Parish Council meeting

Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa Su
MARCH 1 2 3 4 5 6
2016 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 12th: Residents' drop-in sessions - OD/NB/Qu

14 15 16 17 18 19 20
21 22 23 24 25 26 27
28 29 30 31

APRIL 1 2 3
4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17
18 19 20 21 22 23 24
25 26 27 28 29 30

MAY 1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 9th: First open meeting for residents - ODVH

16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29
30 31

JUNE 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 8 9 10 11 12

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 13th: Second open meeting for residents - NBVH
20 21 22 23 24 25 26
27 28 29 30

JULY 1 2 3
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 4th: NPAC - ODVH

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 12th: Theme Groups launch meeting (open) - NBVH
18 19 20 21 22 23 24
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 26th: TG2 meeting - ODVH Planning C'tee meeting

AUGUST 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2nd: TG3 meeting - OD (pub) 2nd :TG1 meeting - ODVH

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 11th: TG2 meeting - Qu SH
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 15th: NPAC meeting - Qu SH
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 24th: TG1 meeting - ODVH 17th: Public Meeting - OD

29 30 31 18th:Planning C'tee meeting

SEPTEMBER 1 2 3 4 1st: TG3 meeting - OD (pub) 17th: Public Meeting - OD

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 8th: Planning C'tee meeting
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 14th: TG2 meeting - NBVH
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 19th: NPAC - NBVH 21st: TG1 meeting -ODVH
26 27 28 29 30 28th:TG3 meeting - OD (pub)

OCTOBER 1 2
3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10 11 12 13 14 15 16
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 17th: TG2 meeting - ODVH 19th: Vocaleyes workshop ODVH
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 26th: TG1 meeting - ODVH
31 31st: NPAC - ODVH

NOVEMBER 1 2 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 9th: TG1 meeting - NBVH 9th: TG3 meeting - OD (pub)

14 15 16 17 18 19 20
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 21st: TG3 meeting OD (pub) 22nd: TG1 meeting - NBVH
28 29 30

DECEMBER 1 2 3 4 1st: TG2 meeting - OD (pub) 2nd:NPAC ad hoc TG Lead meeting

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 8th: TG3 meeting - OD (pub)
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 12th: NPAC - NB
19 20 21 22 23 24 25
26 27 28 29 30 31
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JANUARY 1

2017 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 16th: NPAC - ODVH

23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30 31

FEBRUARY 1 2 3 4 5

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 11th:Consultation Events-NB/OD/Qu

13 14 15 16 17 18 19

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 25th: Extra  consultation event - OD

27 28

MARCH 1 2 3 4 5 2nd: NPAC - ODVH

6 7 8 9 10 11 12

13 14 15 16 17 18 19

20 21 22 23 24 25 26

27 28 29 30 31

APRIL 1 2

3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 11th: NPAC & Extraordinary PC Meeting - NBVH

17 18 19 20 21 22 23

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 H

MAY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

29 30 31

JUNE 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9 10 11

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 12th: NPAC & Extraordinary PC Meeting - ODVH 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25

26 27 28 29 30 29th: Extraordinary PC Meeting - ODVH
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Appendix 3 – Promotional Flier 

 

Your Parish Council is currently developing a Neighbourhood Plan for our 

community.   

 

NEW APPROACH TO PLANNING! 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan will supersede the 
Parish Plan and will carry real statutory weight. 
Although it won't impact on current planning 
applications until it comes into force next year, it 
will ultimately be used by Melton Borough 
Council to determine planning applications 
across the Parish up to 2036, so it should be a 
very powerful document. 
 

By getting involved in the Neighbourhood Plan, 
you can help to ensure that decisions on future 
planning applications reflect local needs and 
wishes rather than Borough-wide priorities. 
  

 

As parishioners, this is your opportunity to help shape the development of your 

community. 

 

Any policies produced for the Neighbourhood Plan must be: 

 evidence based 

 add local detail to the strategic planning policies of Melton Borough Council 

 broadly compliant with local and National planning policies 

 contribute to the achievement of sustainable development 
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The following are some of the aspects we need to consider and where we would like to hear your 

views: 

Open spaces   Environment    Community 

facilities 

Local shop   Housing    Public transport 

Healthcare   Car parking and road safety  School 

Business parks   Private transport   Farming 

 

In June/July 2016, after various consultation events earlier in the year, the Parish Council created an 

Advisory Committee to oversee the development of the Neighbourhood Plan. It also appointed an 

independent company, Yourlocale, to provide the necessary expertise and advice. 

Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee (Secretary and Parish Clerk, Lucy Flavin): 

            

        

   Simon Proffitt  George Schmidt* Kym Barratt    Duncan Bennett* Graham Burton* 

   Chair   Vice-chair 

     

 

        Phil Dorn*      John Harper             Sam Jones-Burton  Dan Wade*      Gary Kirk 

*indicates also a Member of the Parish Council         Yourlocale 

 

In July, the Committee identified three main themes for the work, as follows, with each having a 

group of 6-10 local volunteers who have expressed an interest in getting involved: 

 Open Spaces and Environment     (Lead: John Harper) 

 Housing and the Built Environment    (Lead: Dan Wade) 

 Economic Growth, Community Facilities and Transport  (Lead: Phil Dorn) 
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The 3 Theme Groups have already started gathering information and evidence. 

The overall aim is to consult, develop and write the draft Neighbourhood Plan document by Spring 

2017, at which point it will be submitted to Melton Borough Council for their consideration. The Plan 

would then be subject to an Examination by a government Inspector next Summer and if approved, 

the Plan is then finally subject to a Referendum within the Parish in order to ensure that it is 

adopted on a democratic basis by September 2017.  

 

We want to ensure that everyone in our Parish has an opportunity to find out what is 

happening with this Plan as it is developed and also to gather your views and ideas. 

Since there is currently no easy and comprehensive way to communicate with everyone in the 

Parish, a representative from the NP Team will be ‘knocking on doors’ over the next few weeks in 

order to find out how best to engage with you in the future (eg. via an email address) and to start 

the process of asking for your views.  

We also intend to use a computerised tool, called ‘Vocaleyes’ to help to generate ideas and collect 

feedback, as well as providing regular brief updates in the Parish Magazine. 

We do hope that you will be interested in and support this important local initiative – 

Thank You! 

September 2016  
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Appendix 4 – Door Knocking Campaign and VocalEyes Summary 

 

Door Knocking and VocalEyes Data as at 2 December 2016 

 

     OD  QW  NB  Total 

No of Households (approx.)  260  170  180  610 

 

Emails sent    210(i)  56(ii)  106(iii)  372 

Paper Requested   20  15  48  83 

No interest    14  9  4  27 

Unoccupied properties   5  10  4  19 

Total      249  90  162  501 

 

Total % of households   96  53  90  82(iv) 

         

% of occupied households emailed 82  35  60  63 

 

 

VocalEyes Registered Members        123 

VocalEyes Active Users         95 

No of ‘Topics’          10 

No of ‘Ideas’          90 

No of ‘Comments’ (ie. ‘on ideas’)       597 

No of ‘Replies’ (ie. to ‘comments’)       494 

No of Agree/Disagree Ratings of ‘ideas’       2,517 

 

(i)150 on 28.10.16, 25 on 31.10.16, 19 on 3.11.16, 8 on 8.11.16 and 5 on 13.11.16 

(ii)37 on 30.10.16 and 12 on 8.11.16 

(iii)70 on 31.10.16, 13 on 2.11.16 and 16 on 13.11.16 

(iv)Most of the remainder (uncontactable) received at least a flier through the letterbox  
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Appendix 5 – Email Launch of VocalEyes 

From: Neighbourhood Plan <neighbourhoodplan.odqwnb@gmail.com> 
To: undisclosedrecipients: 
 
Subject: Fwd: PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Have your Say...Now! 
Date: Fri, 28 Oct 2016 23:10 
Attachments: NPFlierOption2v5.pdf (681K), VocalEyesGuidanceNotes Old Dalby Oct 2016 (1).pdf (433K) 
 

Message to Residents of Old Dalby, Queensway, Nether Broughton and Six Hills 
 
We are sending you this email because you have said that you would like to know 
more about the Parish Neighbourhood Plan and also perhaps give us your 
comments and ideas. 
 
(Residents who do not use email are being offered a paper option) 
 
You should have received during October our first paper flier about the Plan but in 
case you haven’t or just want another copy, an electronic version is attached to this 
email. 
 
Now is your chance to: 
-give us your ideas about how we could and should develop our community over the 
next 20 years, and 
-comment upon and rate the views and ideas of others. 
 
You can do this simply by registering with VocalEyes, an internet tool developed to 
help organisations and communities share ‘ideas’ and ‘actions’ on particular ‘topics’. 
 
A special section of VocalEyes has been set up to help develop our Neighbourhood 
Plan. 
 
Here are some notes to help you use VocalEyes. 
 
(More detailed notes can be seen in the attached document) 
 
VocalEyes – How to Register and Login: 
 
Just click on the link below to get started: 
 
http://vocaleyes.org/GLL5E 
 
and then follow the few simple steps to register and log in. 
 
You only need to register once from each email address and you can then log in at 
any time. 
 
It is best to logout when you have finished your session, using the button at the top 
right of the screen. 
 
VocalEyes – How to review information and add your comments and ideas: 
 

http://vocaleyes.org/GLL5E
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Against each of the ‘topics’ you will see some ‘ideas’ which other people have put in. 
 
If you wish, you can rate any of those ‘ideas’ by selecting from a 5 point scale from 
agree to disagree by clicking on the appropriate star. 
 
You can also comment on any of the 'ideas' which are of interest to you by typing 
into the box marked ‘comment’. 
 
After you have typed in your 'comment', please show whether this is 'For', 'Neutral' or 
'Against' the 'idea' by clicking on one of the 3 coloured boxes. 
 
Then review each ‘topic’ and input any ‘ideas’ which you have and which you would 
like to share. 
 

VocalEyes – Ideas Do’s and Don’ts 
 
When inputting each ‘idea’, please do make sure that this: 
-relates to that particular ‘topic’, and 
-is clear to other users and brief in terms of: 
-what you are suggesting 
-why you are suggesting it 
-where is it that this should happen, and also if relevant 
-when it should happen and 
-who should action it 
 
For example, an ‘idea’ could be: 
We should have a larger Village Hall in Old Dalby so that we have somewhere for 
bigger social gatherings with better catering facilities and also somewhere to play 
indoor games and sport such as table tennis. It needs to be in walking distance to 
make it accessible to most Old Dalby residents. 
 
If it just said: 
The Village Hall is too small, 
We wouldn’t know which ‘village’ you were referring to, why you thought it was too 
small and what sorts of things you would want to use it for! 
 
In coming up with 'ideas', maybe have a think about why you prefer to live in a village 
rather than a town and what is it that you would like to try to protect to keep a 'village 
feel'? 
 
VocalEyes – Privacy and Security: 
 
Please do respect the views and ideas of others. 
 
Also, bear in mind that unless you choose to state your name with your ‘idea’ or 
‘comment’, the information is anonymous, other than to the system administrator. 
 
The system administrator reserves the right to remove comments which are 
considered to be defamatory. 
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Interested? Have a go! 
 
The software developers have said that you can't break it! 
 
If you get stuck or want help, just click the 'Support' button on the banner at the 
bottom of each page. 
 
If you register with VocalEyes, you will receive a ‘daily alert’ email with information 
about changes and additions to information within the system. 
 
The ‘ideas’ posted to VocalEyes and their ratings will be reviewed regularly by a 
member of the NP Team over the next few weeks. 
 
You can not input 'actions' yourselves but the NP Team will consider and post 
‘actions’ in response to 'ideas' as and when appropriate. 
 
We will use your ideas and comments to help develop the draft Neighbourhood Plan 
document in December/January so it can be ready for consultation in 
February/March. 
 

So even if you do not want to use VocalEyes, you can still review and comment on 
the draft Plan during the consultation phase. 
 
We hope to stimulate a lively, creative debate which will help to shape our 
community for the future. 
 
Thank You! 
 
This message is from the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee which has been established by 
the Parish Council to oversee the development of the Plan: 
Simon Proffitt, George Schmidt, Kym Barratt, Duncan Bennett, Graham Burton, Phil Dorn, John 
Harper, Sam Jones-Burton, Dan Wade, Gary Kirk, Lucy Flavin 
 
The cost of developing the Neighbourhood Plan is partly funded by a grant from the Big Lottery. 
 
If you no longer wish to receive information about the Neighbourhood Plan, please advise the Parish 
Clerk by sending an email to:broughtondalbypc@outlook.com 
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Appendix 6 – VocalEyes 10 ‘Topics’ and Paper Response Form 

BROUGHTON & DALBY PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

 

Name of Resident …………………………………………………………….. 

House Name/No ……………………………...... Street/Road ……………………………………………………………………… 

We are sending you this message either because when we called on you recently about the 

Neighbourhood Plan you said that you would like to be able to give us any ideas on paper (rather 

than via email) or because we have not been able to make contact with you. 

So, please have a look through the ‘topics’ below and if you wish, write your ideas in the blank 

section at the side and then return the piece of paper as shown at the end of this message. Just 

attach an additional piece of paper if you need more space to write your ideas. 

 

TOPIC 
 

YOUR IDEA 

How can we facilitate and 
encourage a more supportive 
community? 
 
 
 

 

Which open and green areas within 
the Parish are important and why? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

How can we improve public open 
spaces? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

What additional or improved 
amenities and facilities would you 
like to have in the Parish and 
where? 
 
 

 

What can be done to improve road 
safety for all users? 
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Given that we are obliged to find 
space to build more houses over 
the next 20 years, where are the 
most appropriate sites and why? 
 
 

 

Who should we be building houses 
for in our Parish? 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

How can we enhance the character 
of our built environment? 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Which forms of renewable energy 
should we support? 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

How can we enhance business and 
employment opportunities across 
the Parish? 
 
 

 

 

Any other comments: 

 

 

 

Please return this form by end November by putting it through the letterbox at one of: 

-Home Farm, 9 Church Lane, Old Dalby 

-35 Main Road, Old Dalby 

-The Lodge, 28 Middle Lane, Nether Broughton 

-Corner Cottage, 20 Church End, Nether Broughton 

-84 Queensway 

This message is being sent to you by the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee. 

Thank You! 

 

November 2016  
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Appendix 7 – Stakeholders (other than Residents) 

Consultation body 

b) A local planning authority, county council  or parish council any part of whose area is in or 
adjoins the area of the local planning authority: 

County Council - Nik Green, Communities and Places Officer, Leicestershire County Council,  
Nik.Green@leics.gov.uk  
 

James Beverley, Planning Policy Officer, Regulatory Services 
Melton Borough Council, 
Jbeverley@melton.gov.uk  
 

Grimston, Saxlebye and Hoby PC, Clerk: Mary Fenton, Saxelbye Road Farm, Asfordby, Melton 

Mowbray LE14 3TU. maryfenton@btinternet.com  

Hoby with Rotherby PC, Clerk: Vic Allsop, Clematis Cottage, 14 Church 

Lane, Hoby, Melton Mowbray, Leics LE14 3DR. clerk@hobywithrotherbypc.org.uk  

Clawson, Hose and Harby PC, Clerk: Liz Crowther, 11 Harby Lane, Hose, Melton Mowbray LE14 

4JR.  

clerk@chhparishcouncil.co.uk  

Ab Kettleby Parish Council, Clerk: Jill Palmer, 8 Queensway, Old Dalby, Melton Mowbray, Leics, 

LE14 3QH. abkettlebyparishclerk@virginmedia.com  

Willoughby on the Wolds Parish Council, Clerk: Mr Mike Elliott, 19/21 Main Street Keyworth 

Nottinghamshire NG12 5AA. 

elliotnews@btconnect.com  

Hickling Parish Council, Clerk: Jo Cartmell, 25 Harles Acres Hickling Melton Mowbray 

Leicestershire LE14 3AF. 

hicklingparishclerk@gmail.com  

Upper Broughton Parish Council, Clerk: Jo Cartmell, 25 Harles Acres Hickling Melton Mowbray 

Leicestershire LE14 3AF. 

upperbroughtonpc@gmail.com  

Wymeswold Parish Council, Clerk: Alice Gardam, 9 London Lane, Wymeswold Loughborough LE12 

6UB. 

wymeswoldpc@hotmail.co.uk  

 
Nottinghamshire County Council?  
enquiries@nottscc.gov.uk  
 

c) The coal authority 

Deb Roberts, Planning Liaison Officer, The Coal Authority, 200 Lichfield Lane, Mansfield, 
Nottinghamshire, NG18 4RG thecoalauthority@coal.gov.uk 

mailto:Nik.Green@leics.gov.uk
mailto:Jbeverley@melton.gov.uk
mailto:maryfenton@btinternet.com
mailto:clerk@hobywithrotherbypc.org.uk
mailto:clerk@chhparishcouncil.co.uk
mailto:abkettlebyparishclerk@virginmedia.com
mailto:elliotnews@btconnect.com
mailto:hicklingparishclerk@gmail.com
mailto:upperbroughtonpc@gmail.com
mailto:wymeswoldpc@hotmail.co.uk
mailto:enquiries@nottscc.gov.uk
mailto:thecoalauthority@coal.gov.uk
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d) The Homes and Communities Agency 

Homes and Communities Agency, 5 St Philip’s Place, Colmore Row 
Birmingham , B3 2PW 
 

e) Natural England 

Miss C Jackson, Consultation Service, Natural England, Hornbeam House, Electra Way, Crewe, 
Cheshire, CW1 6GJ enquiries@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

f) The Environment Agency 

Environment Agency : Trentside Offices , Scarrington Road , West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 5BR 
geoff.platts@environment-agency.gov.uk     
 
 

g) Historic England/English Heritage 

Historic England. 2nd floor, Windsor House, Cliftonville, Northampton, NN1 5BE 
eastmidlands@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
 

Ann Plackett, English Heritage, East Midlands Region, 44 Derngate 
Northampton, NN1 1UH 
 

h) Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited, Kings Place, 90 York Way 
London, N1 9AG 
 

i) The Highways Agency 

Ms Aoife O'Tool, Highways Agency, Level 9, The Cube  
199 Wharfside Street, Birmingham B1 1RN 
 

k) Any person i. to whom the electronic communications code applies ii. who owns or 
controls electronic communications apparatus in the area 

British Telecommunications Plc, Customer Wideband Planning Group 
Post Point BSTE 0301, Bath Street, Nottingham  NG1 1BZ 
 

li) Primary Care Trust 

East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG, Suite 2 and 3, Bridge Business Park 
674 Melton Road, Thurmaston, Leicester, LE4 8BL 
 

lii)Licence holder under the Electricity Act 1989 

FAO Mr D Holdstock, National Grid, AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited, Gables 
House, Kenilworth Road, Leamington Spa, Warwickshire, CV32 6JX 
 

liii)Licence holder under the Gas Act 1986 

British Gas Properties, Aviary Court, Wade Road, Basingstoke 
Hampshire, RG24 8GZ 
 

liv) Sewage Undertaker/lv) Water undertaker 

Mr Peter Davies, Severn Trent Water Ltd, Hucknall Road 
Nottingham, NG5 1FH 
 

mailto:enquiries@naturalengland.org.uk
mailto:geoff.platts@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:eastmidlands@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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Stuart Patience, Planning Liaison Officer, Anglian Water Ltd, Planning & Equivalence Team, Thorpe 
Wood House, Thorpe Wood, Peterborough, PE3 6WT  spatience@anglianwater.co.uk      
 

m) Voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit all or part of the 
neighbourhood area 

Voluntary Action Leicestershire  
admin@vasl.org.uk  
 

Roy Holland. Age UK Leicestershire and Rutland roy.holland@ageukleics.org.uk  
 

CPRE  
info@cpreleicestershire.org.uk / richardwindley@outlook.com  
 

n) Bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the 
neighbourhood area 

Leicestershire Ethnic Minority Partnership 
Prakash@lemp-leics.org.uk  
 

Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups  
natglg@outlook.com  
 

o) Bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the neighbourhood area 

Interfaith Forum for Leicestershire 
equality@leics.gov.uk  
 

St John the Baptist, Old Dalby: David Turbayne c.d.turbayne@btinternet.com  
 

St Mary the Virgin, Nether Broughton: Stuart Evans 
stuartevans4@gmail.com  
 

St Mary, Six Hills: Mr G Tuckwood 
lindatuckwood@googlemail.com  
 

p) Bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the neighbourhood 
area 

Melton Mowbray Chamber of Commerce. Harwood House Annex, 3C Park Road, Melton 
Mowbray, Leicestershire, LE13 1TT 
 
 

q) Bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the neighbourhood area 

Leicestershire Centre for Integrated Living. 5-9 Upper Brown Street, Leics, LE1 5TE www.lcil.org.uk  

Planning Specialist - Leicestershire 
Sustainable Places - Planning Team, County Hall, Glenfield, Leicestershire 
 

Melton Borough Access Group: Melton Borough Council 
normanslater482@btinternet.com  
 

Other bodies 

Leicestershire Police, Force Headquarters, St Johns, Enderby, Leicester,  
LE19 2BX 
 

mailto:spatience@anglianwater.co.uk
mailto:admin@vasl.org.uk
mailto:roy.holland@ageukleics.org.uk
mailto:info@cpreleicestershire.org.uk
mailto:richardwindley@outlook.com
mailto:Prakash@lemp-leics.org.uk
mailto:natglg@outlook.com
mailto:equality@leics.gov.uk
mailto:c.d.turbayne@btinternet.com
mailto:stuartevans4@gmail.com
mailto:lindatuckwood@googlemail.com
http://www.lcil.org.uk/
mailto:nslater@melton.gov.uk
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Leicestershire Fire and Rescue, 12 Geoff Monk Way, Birstall, Leicester LE4 3BU 
 

Councillors/MP 

 MP: Alan Duncan 
alan.duncan.mp@parliament.uk  
 

Councillor:  Joe Orson 

  joe.orson@leics.gov.uk  

Local Businesses: 

AA Training Centre: Six Hills (off B676) Melton Mowbray LE14 3PD 
 

Alpha Gary: Unit 9, Crown Business Park, Old Dalby 
 

The Anchor, 52 Main Road, Nether Broughton LE14 3HB 
 

Anigold Ltd: Unit 5B Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
info@anigold.co.uk 
 

Ask Engraving: Unit 13, Crown Business Park, Old Dalby 
sales@askengraving.com  
 

B2H Ltd: Unit 3 Old Dalby Business Park, Old Dalby LE14 3NJ 
 

Belmont Metal Finishings: Woodhill Industries, Unit 4b, Nottingham Lane, Old Dalby LE14 3LX 
 

Belvoir Brewery: Crown Park, Station Rd, Old Dalby, Melton Mowbray LE14 3NQ 
colin@belvoirbrewery.co.uk 
 

Bouverie Lodge Bison & Venison Meat: Nether Broughton LE14 3ES 
info@bisons.org  
 

Charles Austin Ltd: Unit 2, Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
 

Citroen Service Centre: 21 Main Rd, Nether Broughton LE14 3HB 
Citroenservicecentre46@yahoo.com  

@yahoo.icecentre46@yahoo.com 
City Traction: Fosse Way, Melton Mowbray, LE14 3PD 
 

Crown Business Park: Tony Postle 
agpostle@hotmail.co.uk  
 

The Crown Inn, Debdale Hill, Old Dalby LE14 3LF. M Jenkinson 
info@thecrownolddalby.com  
 

East Midlands Pharma Ltd: Unit 2A Old Daby Business Park, Old Dalby LE14 3NJ 
customerservice@empharma.co.uk  
Customerservice@empharma.co.uk 
Ecotricity: Dalby Wind Park 
home@ecotricity.co.uk 

 

mailto:alan.duncan.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:joe.orson@leics.gov.uk
mailto:info@anigold.co.uk
mailto:sales@askengraving.com
mailto:colin@belvoirbrewery.co.uk
mailto:info@bisons.org
mailto:Citroenservicecentre46@yahoo.com
mailto:agpostle@hotmail.co.uk
mailto:info@thecrownolddalby.com
mailto:customerservice@empharma.co.uk
mailto:home@ecotricity.co.uk
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Foyle Food Group: Six Hills, Melton Mowbray LE14 3PD 
info@foylefoodgroup.com 
 

FunBikes Ltd: Unit 5F Old Dalby Business Park, Old Dalby LE14 3NJ 
Info@funbikes.co.uk  
 

G C Waring: Unit 1 Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
 

Greenwood Stock Boxes Ltd: 42 Main Rd, Nether Broughton LE14 3HB 
sales@boxesdirect.co.uk  
 

Hales Storage & Distribution Ltd:The Warehouse, Six Hills Lane, Old Dalby LE14 3NB 
 

Hawthorne Theatrical Ltd: Unit 2 North End Building, Two Crown Business Park, Old Dalby LE14 
3NQ 
info@hawthorn.biz 
 

Highland Club: Unit 2, Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
 

Hodgson & Hodgson Ltd: Unit 15 The Crown Business Park, Station Rd Old Dalby, LE14 3NQ 
info@hodgsongroup.co.uk 
 

James Agger Autosport Ltd: Unit 6, Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
sales@jamesagger.com  
 

Jefferson Consulting: The Armoury, Crown Business Park, Old Dalby 
 

Kamili Safaris: Manor Farm Business Park, Nether Broughton  
info@kamilisafaris.com 

 

Kealy Garage: Main Rd, Nether Broughton LE14 3HB 
 

LE14 Clothing & Print Wear: Unit 13 Crown Business Park, Old Dalby LE14 3NQ 
 

Logistical Support UK: Unit 21 Old Dalby Business Centre, Old Dalby LE14 3NJ 
Ineedadriver@logistical-support.co.uk 

 

Melton Fibreglass Ltd: Unit 3 Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
 

Milestone Communications: Unit 1 Artisan Road, Crown Business Park, Old Dalby 
enquiries@milestonecomms.co.uk 

 

Millitec Food Systems Ltd: Woodhill Industries, Unit 7, Nottingham Lane, LE14 3LX 
sales@millitec.com 

 

Neerod Ltd: Unit 5 Manor Farm Business Park, Nether Broughton 
 

Old Dalby Business Park: Richard Norgrove 
rnorgrove@hortons.co.uk 

R & G Automotive Ltd: Woodhill Industries, Unit 7A, Nottingham Lane LE14 3LX 

RPC Containers: Unit 1, Crown Business Park, Old Dalby 

mailto:info@foylefoodgroup.com
mailto:Info@funbikes.co.uk?Subject=Website%20query
mailto:sales@boxesdirect.co.uk
https://www.endole.co.uk/explorer/postcode/le14-3nb
mailto:info@hawthorn.biz
mailto:info@hodgsongroup.co.uk
mailto:sales@jamesagger.com
mailto:tim@kamilisafaris.com
mailto:Ineedadriver@logistical-support.co.uk
mailto:enquiries@milestonecomms.co.uk
mailto:sales@millitec.com
mailto:rnorgrove@hortons.co.uk
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enquiries@rpc-group.com 
 

SERCO Rail Technical Services: Test Track, Old Dalby 
Paul.mcgeough@serco.com  

Simply Morzine: Manor Farm, 2 Main Rd, Nether Broughton LE14 3HB 
info@simply-morzine.co.uk  
 
info@simply-morzine.co.uk 
Simply Salema: Manor Farm, 2 Main Rd, Nether Broughton LE14 3HB 
info@simply-salema.co.uk  
 
info@simply-morzine.co.uk 
Sinful Foods Ltd: Unit 7 Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
 

Shoby Poultry (Paddys Lane Site): Correspondence – Loughborough LE12 6SA 

Six Hills Service Station: Burton on the Wolds, Six Hills  LE14 3 
 

Solworks Ltd: Unit 7 Woodhill Industrial Estate, Old Dalby 
 

Teen Challenge UK: Unit 7-8 Old Dalby Business Park, Old Dalby Le14 3NJ 

Toyota Material Handling UK: Unit 1 Old Dalby Trading Estate, Old Dalby Lane, Old Dalby LE14 
3NQ  

Truman Contractors (East Midlands) Ltd: Hill Top Farm, Lawn Lane, Old Dalby 

Vale View Equestrian: Nottingham Ln, Old Dalby LE14 3LX 
Julie@valeviewequestrian.co.uk 
 

Woodhill Industrial Estate: R J Fenton 
info@rjfenton.co.uk  
 

Statutory/Voluntary Organisations 

Old Dalby Primary School: Longcliff Hill, Old Dalby, LE14 3JY: Mrs Rosie Browne   
rbrowne@olddalbyschool.org.uk  

 RBrowne@olddalbyschool.org.uk 

Old Dalby Pre-school: Longcliff Hill, Old Dalby, LE14 3JY: Leonie Miller, 
olddalbypreschool@hotmail.co.uk  
 

Long Clawson Surgery: The Sands, Long Clawson, LE14 4PA 
 

1st Old Dalby Scout Group: The Scout Hut, Queensway, Old Dalby 
1stolddalbychairman@gmail.com  
 

Hunters Lodge Residential Care Home: Church Lane, Old Dalby LE14 3LB 
chris.perks@hunterslodge.org  
 

Landowners  

MOD Land: The Defence Infrastructure Organisation East Midlands 
DIOODC-LMSCenS1@mod.uk  
 

mailto:enquiries@rpc-group.com
mailto:Paul.mcgeough@serco.com
mailto:info@simply-morzine.co.uk
mailto:info@simply-morzine.co.uk
mailto:info@simply-salema.co.uk
mailto:info@simply-morzine.co.uk
mailto:Julie@valeviewequestrian.co.uk
mailto:info@rjfenton.co.uk
mailto:rbrowne@olddalbyschool.org.uk
mailto:olddalbypreschool@hotmail.co.uk
mailto:1stolddalbychairman@gmail.com
mailto:chris.perks@hunterslodge.org
mailto:DIOODC-LMSCenS1@mod.uk
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Appendix 8 

Pre-submission consultation responses: 18 April – 30 May 2017 (updated 29/06/17) 

 

No Chapter/ 
Section 

Policy 
Number 

From Comment Response Amendment 

1 N/A N/A Resident Having been a member of the environment group it is great to 
see a well-structured and complete NP. I fully support it. 

Noted None 

2 N/A N/A Resident The plan looks sensible and well thought through. I’m in 
agreement with it, and thanks for all the hard work that has 
gone into it. 

Noted None 

3 N/A N/A Leicestersh
ire County 
Councils 
Equality 
Dep’t 

While we cannot comment in detail, you may wish to note in 
your submission to MBC that they should bear the County 
Council’s Equality Strategy 2016-2020 in mind when taking 
the NP forward through the relevant procedures. 

Noted None 

4 Chapter 6 
(page 17) 

S1 Environme
nt Agency 

I am supportive of Policy S1: Sustainable Development.  Noted None 

5 Chapter 6 
(page 23) 

S3 Environme
nt Agency 

I am supportive of Policy S3 – Development in the 
countryside. Whilst the plan area only suffers a small amount 
of fluvial flooding – land to the NE of Nether Broughton and 
land to the east of the A46 to the SE of Broughton Lodge will 
be protected from development by this Policy.  

Noted None 

6 Chapter 6 
(page 27) 

H2 Environme
nt Agency 

I am supportive of Policy H2 Reserve site - Station Lane Old 
Dalby.  It is encouraging to see that a brownfield site has 
been allocated for re-development. In respect of the 
contamination on site it should be noted that according to our 
records the site is not underlain by aquifer and as such risk of 
pollution to that water resource is minimized.  

Noted None 

7 Chapter 6 
(page 33) 

H6 Environme
nt Agency 

I am very pleased to see that point e) of Policy H6 - Housing 
Design mentions rain water harvesting. Water is often 
overlooked as being a scarce resource. As part of the 
Agency's objective to further the sustainable use of our water 
resources we are promoting the adoption of water 
conservation measures in new developments. Such 
measures can make a major contribution to conserving 

Noted 

 

None 
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existing water supplies.  We recommend the installation of 
fittings that will minimise water usage such as low, or dual, 
flush WC's, spray taps and economical shower-heads in the 
bathroom. Power showers are not recommended as they can 
consume more water than an average bath. Water efficient 
versions of appliances such as washing machines and 
dishwashers are also recommended. In the garden consider 
installing a water butt to provide a natural supply of water for 
plants. Following the above recommendations will 
significantly reduce water consumption and associated costs 
when compared to traditional installations, reducing the cost 
to the environment and the householder.  

8 Chapter 6 
(page 57) 

ENV 3 Environme
nt Agency 

I am supportive of Policy ENV3 Wildlife corridors and habitat 
connectivity, particularly as it not only says protect but also 
enhance.  

Noted None 

9 Chapter 6 
(page 65) 

ENV 8   

 

Environme
nt Agency 

This Policy is not compliant with National Policy. National 
Policy does allow for development in Flood Zones 3 & 2 
subject to the development vulnerability classification and 
application of the sequential test and exception test as 
applicable. Within the Flood Risk and Coastal Change 
chapter of National Planning Practice Guidance Table 2 
details the Flood Risk vulnerability classification and Table 3 
Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone compatibility details 
what development is appropriate and what development 
should not be permitted.  Flood Zone 1 is only deemed an 
area at risk of flooding if it has a critical drainage problem. A 
critical drainage problem area is an area which has been 
notified by the Environment Agency to the Local Planning 
Authority. There are no “critical drainage problems” notified 
for the Melton Borough Council area. The sequential test and 
exemption test are applied to developments being proposed 
in areas of Flood Zone 2 or 3. National Policy prefers 
development in Flood Zone 1.  Development proposals in 
Flood Zone 1 do not require a sequential test but they do 
require a flood risk assessment which addresses surface 
water disposal from the site.  Surface water flooding lies 
within the remit of the Lead Local Flood Authority. The last 
bullet point of the Policy uses the word “adjacent”. All areas 
of land in Flood Zone 1 will be “adjacent” to Flood Zones 2 & 

Agreed. Policy to be 
amended. 

This policy to be amended to 
say as follows: 

Development proposals of 
appropriate scale and where 
relevant will be required to 
demonstrate that: 

a) Its location takes 
geology, flood risk and 
natural drainage into account, 
including undertaking a 
hydrogeological study whose 
findings must be complied 
with in respect of design, 
groundworks and 
construction; 

b) Its design includes, 
as appropriate, sustainable 
drainage systems (SuDS), 
other surface water 
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3 hence this is unclear as to what areas of land you would 
require climate change projections to be taken into account.  

management measures and 
permeable surfaces; 

c) It does not increase 
the risk of flooding 
downstream. 

10 N/A N/A Historic 
England 

Your Neighbourhood Plan includes the Old Dalby 
Conservation Area and includes a number of designated 
heritage assets including two Grade II* churches, twenty-
eight Listed Buildings, and one Scheduled Monument. It will 
be important that the strategy you put together for this area 
safeguards those elements which contribute to the 
importance of those historic assets. This will assist in 
ensuring they can be enjoyed by future generations of the 
area and make sure it is in line with national planning policy.   
  
The conservation officer at Melton Borough Council is the 
best placed person to assist you in the development of your 
Neighbourhood Plan They can help you to consider how the 
strategy might address the area’s heritage assets. At this 
point we do not consider there is a need for Historic England 
to be involved in the development of the strategy for your 
area.  
  
If you have not already done so, we would recommend that 
you speak to the staff at Leicestershire County Council’s 
archaeological advisory service, who look after the Historic 
Environment Record and give advice on archaeological 
matters. They should be able to provide details of not only 
any designated heritage assets but also locally important 
buildings, archaeological remains and landscapes. Some 
Historic Environment Records may also be available on-line 
via the Heritage Gateway (www.heritagegateway.org.uk). It 
may also be useful to involve local voluntary groups such as 
the local Civic Society, local history groups, building 
preservation trusts, etc.  in the production of your 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
  
Your local authority might also be able to provide you with 
general support in the production of your Neighbourhood 

Noted. Policy amendment 
to be made to strengthen 
the protection of heritage 
assets. 

‘Development proposals will 
be required to protect historic 
assets and their setting 
where appropriate’ to be 
added to design criteria. 
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Plan. National Planning Practice Guidance is clear that where 
it is relevant, Neighbourhood Plans need to include enough 
information about local heritage to guide planning decisions 
and to put broader strategic heritage policies from the local 
authority’s local plan into action at a neighbourhood scale. If 
appropriate this should include enough information about 
local non-designated heritage assets including sites of 
archaeological interest to guide decisions.  
  
Further information and guidance on how heritage can best 
be incorporated into Neighbourhood Plans has been 
produced by Historic England. This signposts a number of 
other documents which your community might find useful in 
helping to identify what it is about your area which makes it 
distinctive and how you might go about ensuring that the 
character of the area is retained. These can be found at:- 
<http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-
making/improve-yourneighbourhood/> 

11 Chapter 6 
(page 72) 

Env 11 
Section 2(c) 

Resident As the homes and businesses in the area take energy from 
the national grid there should not be an exclusion of 
developments for wind turbines that are linked to the grid. 

Noted. The 
Neighbourhood Plan does 
not exclude wind turbine 
development. 

None 

12 Chapter 6 
(page 88) 

BE4 Resident The implied opposition to the current test track being returned 
to passenger use is in contradiction to the plans approach on 
sustainability and controlling road traffic. 

The intention of the policy 
is to support this national 
asset and we consider it 
vital that it is supported, 
but in the unlikely event 
that testing stops then we 
would want to see it play 
its part in sustainability 
and helping to reduce 
traffic. 

None 
 

13 Chapter 6 
(page 72) 

Env 11 Resident Housing developments of greater than 6 dwellings should be 
required to make a contribution to the provision of increased 
renewable energy supply in the area to offset the inevitable 
increase in demand. 

Planning Practice 
Guidance on planning 
Obligations (Paragraph: 
031 Reference ID: 23b-
031-20161116) states that 
contributions should not 
be sought from 

None 
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developments of 10 units 
or less.   

14 Chapter 6 
(page 84) 

TR3 Resident While it is true that no accidents (to persons) have occurred 
so far on Main Road, Old Dalby, the level of noise intrusion 
(especially from large agri-vehicles) and the frightening 
speed at which cars are often driven, this dangerous reality 
needs to be taken more seriously in your document. 

Noted. The text will be 
amended to reflect this. 
Contributions should not 
be sought from 
developments of 10-units 
or less. 

Wording to be revised to 
reference concern about the 
potential for accidents on 
Main Road in Old Dalby. 

15 N/A N/A Resident In toto excellent document indicating a huge amount of 
thoughtful research. 

Noted None 

16 Chapter 6 General 
concerns re 
traffic 
 
Inc TA3 

Resident My main concern is that, although there are numerous 
concerns in the following pages about roads, traffic, HGV, 
agricultural vehicles, I would like to see more positive 
comments, such as, “more development should not go ahead 
or be allowed unless – roads are widened, pavements 
improved, parking restrictions or alternatives provided”. 
P83 – Traffic Management – “the impact in development will 
be considered – improvements may be required – concerns 
about HGV traffic and large agricultural vehicles”. 
P87/88 – The re-use of buildings will be supported – if the 
local road system is capable…… 
P101 n) – “Development that would give rise to…will not be 
supported” 
P102 y) – The local road system…. 
P103 g) to l) – should include M0 – improvement in roads 
P106 – Traffic Management TA3 should include road 
improvements 

It is not possible in the NP 
to be so prescriptive as 
required. Planning 
regulations state that the 
impact of additional traffic 
must be severe before it 
can affect the level of new 
housing. 
 
Reports from Highways re 
recent applications 
indicate that traffic levels 
although increasing are 
not yet at severe levels. 

None except comment at 
page 106 to be incorporated. 

17 Chapter 6 
(page 78) 

Health Resident On page 78 in the paragraph headed HEALTH, there is a 
sentence about the volunteer service run by residents from 
Old Dalby to Long Clawson Medical Practice.  If this refers to 
the Thursday morning service provided by Duncan Bennett 
and John Bairstow, it does not include Nether Broughton 
residents – just Old Dalby and Queensway. 

Noted Remove “and Nether 
Broughton” from the 
paragraph 

18 Chapter 6 Table ENV 
2 
D001 

Resident Old Dalby Play Park – The land belongs to the Church 
(Diocese) but is allocated to the Parish Council for 
maintenance etc 

It is the extension which 
the PC rents. 
 

Add reference to the Old 
Dalby Play Park being owned 
by the Church 

19 Chapter 6 CA ENV 1 
(page 49) 

Resident The cemetery is not a Parish Council cemetery it is a church 
cemetery managed and maintained by the Parochial Church 
Council.  

Agree Change reference to ‘church 
cemetery’. 
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20 Chapter 6  Green 
Spaces 

Resident I believe during the consultation period the land at the side of 
the old people’s home (at the rear of 6 Church Lane) was 
indicated as a possible green area by many residents 
attending the meeting.  I could not find any reference to this. 

The Environment Group 
were only aware of two 
comments to this effect.  
They were considered but 
this privately-owned land 
did not score highly in the 
environmental inventory.  

None 

21 Chapter 6 
(page 75) 

Community 
Facilities 

Resident I would support the development of a new village hall 
because the existing building is too small when future 
increase in housing is considered. 

Noted None 

22 N/A N/A Resident Some excellent work done by the committee in producing this 
plan. 

Noted. None 

23 Chapter 6 B&E1 
(page 85 & 
85) 

Martin 
Hawthorn 

Running Hawthorne Theatrical Ltd from Crown Business 
Park for 17 years, rather belatedly we have realised the 
development of new factories and the Brewery on what was 
parking is now causing issues and could cause both safety 
problems as well as limit future expansion.  This doesn’t 
affect just us but has also been problematic for Noise Control 
prior to their current downsizing, presumably temporary. 
Hawthorn now employ over 140 staff on the site and parking 
is now a major challenge for staff and customers, often 
resulting in cars being parked on the Estates Roadways. 
This policy makes no provision for the already 
overcrowded/lack of parking on Crown Business Park, all 
space is fully utilised. 
Whether the paragraph on page 82 (Policy T1: Public Car 
Parking) is supposed to apply to parking for workers I am 
unsure.  What I forsee is cars being parked along Station 
Road narrowing the traffic flow to being single was when 
passing the business park for both the existing and new 
residents in both Dalby and Queensway and their associated 
traffic.  If we don’t do anything I see highway pedestrian 
safety being compromised. 
I would like to explore whether the existing sidings north of 
Station Lane would make an appropriate car park.  
Taking the plan on page 20 (Figure 3) -As I understand it, the 
area currently field was former railway sidings so in fact 
brown field.  Would an area allocated for parking in this area 
be a sensible solution, or if not what is the proposal to reduce 
the chance of on street carparking which will create safety 

Overall the plan seeks to 
reduce car use and 
encourage cars to be 
parked off the road 
network, in line with 
consultation findings 
 
Applications on the 
business park were all 
granted on the 
understanding that all 
traffic required for the 
businesses could be 
contained within the 
application area.  This 
was also a consideration 
when the existing car park 
on the north side was 
granted permission for 
use as a depot by Fawkes 
– additional car parking 
was not considered 
necessary. 
 
In line with consultation 
and also with the draft 
Melton Local Plan, the 
business estates in the 
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issues, delay traffic and look unsightly compared with setting 
back behind hedges and trees freeing up space for truck 
movements on the industrial estate. 

 
 

 
 

Parish are not expected to 
expand significantly.  
Therefore, we would be 
looking for additional 
parking solutions to be 
contained within the 
existing business area, 
possibly the two business 
parks co-operating to 
provide adequate parking. 
 
The area north of Station 
Lane was reclassified to 
agricultural land when 
returned to the farmer 
therefore is now open 
countryside. 
 
Further car parking would 
discourage use of public 
transport and also 
employment opportunities 
for local residents who 
can walk. 
 
Policy BE1 requires any 
new business 
development to have 
adequate on-site parking, 
whilst policy T1 supports 
additional public car 
parking, so the NP 
addresses these issues. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
 

24 N/A N/A Resident 

I was looking at the conservation plans for Old Dalby and 
noticed that there was no reference to the Great crested 
newts presumably in the pond, in the corner of the paddock 
between the cricket club & Longfield Close.  I dug out some 
post holes in my back garden after the wind had blown over 
the fence in the spring and found the newts in the holes the 

This is covered by 
national policies 

None 
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next morning.  These (2) were carefully taken out before 
concreting the new posts in. I have also seen them at the 
bottom of my garden.  I just thought there should be some 
reference to them being there.   

25 N/A N/A Highways 
England 

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on 
the pre-submission version of the Broughton and Old Dalby 
Neighbourhood Plan. It is noted that this document provides 
a vision for the future of the Parish of Broughton and Old 
Dalby and sets out a number of key objectives and planning 
policies which will be used to help determine planning 
applications.  
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of 
State for Transport as strategic highway company under the 
provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway 
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic 
Road Network (SRN). It is the role of Highways England to 
maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRN whilst 
acting as a delivery partner to national economic growth. In 
relation to the Broughton and Old Dalby Neighbourhood Plan, 
Highways England’s principle interest is safeguarding a 
section of the A46 which borders the Neighbourhood Plan 
area to the west.  
Highways England understands that a Neighbourhood Plan is 
required to be in conformity with relevant national and 
Borough-wide planning policies. Accordingly, the 
Neighbourhood Plan for Broughton and Old Dalby is required 
to be in conformity with the emerging Melton Local Plan and 
this is acknowledged as a requirement within the document.  
It is noted that there is a residual requirement of 35 dwellings 
to be delivered in Broughton and Old Dalby over the Plan 
period in accordance with the emerging Melton Local Plan. 
To date 36 dwellings have been granted permission but have 
not yet been built and should therefore meet this 
requirement. Policy H2 sets out an allocation for a Reserve 
Site at Station Lane in Old Dalby with an allocation of 42 
dwellings should there be any issues with meeting the 
housing requirement.  
Highways England considers that, given the small scale of 
this growth, there should be no impacts upon the operation of 
the SRN. 

Noted Change reference to A606 
and A6006 from Trunk Road 
to Principal Road 
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Highways England also notes that reference is made in the 
Plan to a proposed housing development at Six Hills for 
3,000 dwellings. Whilst there is limited detail in the 
Neighbourhood Plan about this development, a site of this 
size in this location is expected to significantly impact upon 
the operation of the A46, particularly the Hobby Horse 
junction. The Plan indicates that the implications of this 
development will be considered at the next review stage of 
the Neighbourhood Plan and this is welcomed by Highways 
England as it will be important to ensure that impacts from 
this site on the operation of the A46 are considered and 
addressed through an appropriate transport assessment.  
The A606 and A6006 are referred to as trunk roads within the 
Neighbourhood Plan. However, whilst these may be Principal 
Roads they are not trunk roads, and thus do not form part of 
the SRN managed by Highways England. The 
Neighbourhood Plan should therefore be updated to reflect 
this position.  
Highways England has no further comments to provide but 
would welcome future engagement with Broughton and Old 
Dalby Parish Council as the Neighbourhood Plan progresses. 

26 Chapter 6 
(page 17) 

Limits to 
Developme
nt 

Resident Pleased to see some reigning in of boundaries.  Strong 
regulation is necessary, such a pity it does not follow through 
to the building stage.  Once planning permission acquired 
there is no legal stop on what is actually built and everything 
changes. 

Noted. None 

27 N/A N/A Resident I have been impressed by the detail and time that has 
obviously been dedicated to this project by the communities 
and feel it is worthy of comment and thanks. 
NB I have taken some copies of maps I felt worthy of 
retention for future reference.  Trust you have no objections 
to this. 

Noted. None 

28 Chapter 6 
(page 
54?) 

Fig. ENV 3 
 

Nottingham
shire 
County 
Council 

The document includes details of badger setts. This 
information should not be included in a publicly available 
document, and should be treated as confidential, due to the 
risk of persecution taking place (i.e. sett digging and badger 
baiting). NCC therefore request that any information (text of 
maps) that identifies the location of badger setts within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area is removed. 

Agreed. Remove Figure ENV 3 and 
reference to it. 

29 N/A N/A Resident Looks good to me Noted None 
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30 N/A N/A Resident If the village plan goes ahead without any forethought to 
future requirements what useful purpose will it be? 
After attending the meeting in the village hall and listening to 
the negative comments raised regarding the proposed re 
location I think it about time people realised that the facilities 
they were protecting have no car parking what so ever and 
with all the new planning that has already been granted the 
village will become totally blocked for through traffic twice a 
day for the school & whenever there is a function in the 
village hall.  The proposal of wasting money on a disabled 
toilet is completely stupid. 

The Plan provides an 
opportunity for the local 
community to take 
forward the possibility of a 
new VH. 

None 

31 Chapter 6 Limits to 
developme
nt 
 
 
 
 

Defence 
Infrastructu
re 
Organisatio
n – Ministry 
of Defence 

Comments made with reference to the MoD site known as 
Old Dalby, Old Dalby Lane being part of the Defence Animal 
Centre.  The Old Dalby site has been identified under the 
better defence estates initiative as a site that will be vacated, 
currently estimated to be in 2020.  Defence Infrastructure 
Organisation will be consulting with the LPA and 
stakeholders as to the future uses of the site in due course. 
 
We would like to make representations that this site be 
included within the settlement boundary for Queensway as 
the boundary stops at the edge of the MOD site which 
already had development within it. 

The uncertainty over the 
future of this site is noted 
as is the intention to 
consult on the future uses 
in due course. 
 
In view of this uncertainty 
over its future use the LtD 
will be kept as proposed 
and the situation 
considered at the first 
review of the NP. 

None 

32 Chapter 6 Fig ENV 10 
 

Defence 
Infrastructu
re 
Organisatio
n – Ministry 
of Defence 

A representation that we have an objection to Fig ENV 10 
which currently shows a Valued and Important View 
designation going across our site.  Given that there are 
existing buildings at the access to the MOD site, it is not 
appropriate that the designation covers our site, and should 
be shown to be further west. 

Agree. Move arrows further West. 

33 Chapter 6 B&E1 Defence 
Infrastructu
re 
Organisatio
n – Ministry 
of Defence 

A representation objecting to the Employment Policy B&E1.  
This requires that all existing business parks have to be fully 
utilised before new sites are permitted.  The site is 
considered suitable for residential development or enhanced 
employment as a site currently utilised and to wait for all 
other business parks to be fully developed before this site 
could be considered is not appropriate. 

The Parish has significant 
numbers of business 
parks given its size and 
the policy BE1 is intended 
to support businesses and 
business development in 
the right locations.  
 
The situation regarding 
the MOD land is to be 
considered at the first 

None. 
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review of the NP when the 
MODs intentions are 
clearer. 

34 N/A N/A Resident My only comment is a huge thank you to all concerned for 
producing an excellent plan in record time. Best wishes.  

Noted None 

35 Chapter 6 Pages 104 
& 49 

Resident I have read through the draft version of the Plan purely with 
respect to its historical accuracy.  I have no problems with 
this, except for one item under the heading “Other” on pages 
49 and 104.  It concerns the “Parish Council Cemetery”.  The 
cemetery was not provided by the Parish Council nor has it 
ever been maintained by them.  In 1909 the original 
churchyard was declared “full” but burials could still be 
allowed there is existing graves.  It was not declared “closed”.  
In June of the same year a new burial ground was 
consecrated.  This was a piece of ground which was part of 
the Manor, and it was given by C.J.Phillips, who was the Lord 
of the Manor.  He also paid for the walling, fencing and gates. 
 
When John Hooley (vicar 2001-2003) was trying to reduce 
the church running costs, he applied to have the churchyard 
declared “closed”, because the Parish Council has the legal 
responsibility for the upkeep of closed churchyards.  
However, it was then found that the cemetery had been 
registered by the diocese as a “churchyard extension” and 
had to be considered as a part of the churchyard.  Therefore, 
the churchyard could not be closed until the extension was 
also full and it remained the responsibility of the church and 
not the Parish Council. 
 
I think for the purposes of this Plan we can use the word 
“cemetery” as that is its popular name and could call it the 
Parish Cemetery, but please remove the word “Council”.  

Noted 
 
Agree 

Modify to accommodate  
 
Change reference to ‘church 
cemetery. 

36 Chapter 6 
(page 18) 

Limits to 
Developme
nt 

Resident Why is there no map available for Manor Farm Business 
Park? 

Unfortunately, maps were 
not available for Woodhill 
Industrial Estate; Manor 
Farm Business Park and 
Six Hills Farm Industrial 
Park but are provided 
within the Submission 
version of the NP. 

Maps to be provided 
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37 Chapter 6 
(page 21) 

Limits to 
Developme
nt (Fig 5) 

Resident Why is there a small map of existing settlement boundary 
place over Dairy Lane and adjacent field so it is not visible? 
There has already been development in this area and recent 
planning for the field has been refused? 

Dairy Lane is outside 
boundary and remains so. 
Map was placed in this 
spot as a convenient spot. 
Can be moved if needed 

Move inset map if possible to 
cover open fields 

38 Chapter 6 
(page 76) 

Policy CF2 Resident a) Will not result in unacceptable traffic movements, noise, 
fumes, smell or other disturbance to residential properties: 
How and who monitors this? And eventually enforce? 

b) Will not generate a need for parking that cannot be 
adequately catered for: 
How and who monitors this? And eventually enforce? 

MBC Enforcement Team 
would monitor ongoing 
compliance 
 

None 

39 Chapter 6 
(page 85) 

Policy 
B&E1 

Resident Release of land for is it purely for business development? 
May be subject to various changes during the various 
planning stages, or is it from live work units to residential use 
how will this be monitored? 

The plan aims to 
encourage small business 
development and control 
expansion of the larger 
business parks in the 
parish.  Monitoring is 
through the normal 
planning process  

None 

40 Chapter 6 
(page 87) 

Policy 
B&E3 

Resident d) The local road system is capable of accommodating the 
traffic generated by the proposed new use and adequate 
parking can be accommodated within the site.  
Who and how is the road system and traffic 
accommodation assessed? 
Who is responsible and accountable for any vehicles 
causing issues? 
e) There is no significant adverse impact on neighbours 
through noise, light or other pollution, increased traffic levels 
or increased flood risk, that has not been successfully 
mitigated. 
How is this monitored and dealt with? 
How is this enforceable and by whom? 
 
I would like to be kept updated on the progress of the plan. 

Assessment and 
monitoring are through 
the normal; planning 
process.  Policies set out 
the criteria for 
assessment and must be 
in conformity to the NPPF 
and Adopted MLP. 
 

None 

41 Chapter 6 
(page 22) 

Limits to 
Developme
nt 

1st Old 
Dalby 
Scout 
Group 

The plan designates "Limits of Development" and the map of 
Queensway shows the Scout Hut falling outside of this. The 
Scout Group are concerned that this delineation may prevent 
the Group being able to expand or upgrade the existing 
facilities on the site, which is necessary in order to provide 
the range of recreational facilities for young people in the 

The methodology followed 
guidance from best 
practice which suggested 
such facilities are 
excluded if on the edges. 

None 



Page 40 of 71 
 
 

Parish. We are currently developing proposals for replacing 
the 2 metal containers on the land with a store extension, and 
we would hope that the Plan would not prevent this going 
forward.  

The policy states that 
development of sporting 
or recreational facilities 
close to or adjoining the 
LtD will be supported, so 
the policy already covers 
this 

42 Chapter 6 
(page 82) 

Parking 
concerns 

1st Old 
Dalby 
Scout 
Group 

Although the plan makes observations on the shortage of car 
parking at certain locations in the Parish, including ‘the 
Northern end of Queensway’ the Group is concerned that the 
specific parking issue at the Scout Hut is not sufficiently 
highlighted in the Plan. There are issues for residents in 
terms of parking along Queensway, but there is also an issue 
specifically affecting users of the Scout hut due to the 
inadequacies of the current car park, which can only 
accommodate a handful of cars which are usually all filled by 
residents. The Scout Group is thriving, and since it serves 
young people from all 3 settlements, and beyond, transport 
by car is essential and car parking is becoming a serious 
hazard for our young people. We propose that the Plan 
specifically mentions the inadequacies of parking at the 
Scout Hut. We are also hopeful that additional parking 
provision can be secured from the surrounding area, but we 
are concerned that this may be more difficult if the area 
around the Scout Hut falls outside the limits of development. 
Is it possible for the Plan to state that additional car parking 
might be found on areas currently designated outside the 
“Limits of Development”?  

Agree that this is 
mentioned alongside 
other parking issues and 
the Policy TR1 is changed 
to suggest that it covers 
more than one location. 

The LtD will not prevent 
additional parking being 
secured 

Extra paragraph to be added 
to TR1 - A thriving Scout 
Group meeting in Queensway 
has similar problems 
especially at pick/drop off 
times. 

Alter TR1 to say ‘at suitable 
locations’. 

43 N/A General 
comments 

1st Old 
Dalby 
Scout 
Group 

We support the Plan. Noted None 

44 Chapter 6 Limits to 
Developme
nt 

Mr Mike 
Sibthorpe 
(Mike 
Sibthorpe 
Planning) 

It is considered appropriate in this case to modify the Limits 
to development to incorporate land at Limes Farm. Planning 
permission has been granted for the erection of 4 dwellings 
situated on the eastern side of Middle Street (MBC Ref: 
15/00220/OUT). The consented access for that development 
is from Nottingham Road, as illustrated on the attached plan. 
It is appropriate that this consented residential access is 
included within the planned Limits. It is also appropriate for 

The 4 granted houses are 
included.  Access roads 
(and gardens) do not 
have to be included in the 
limits.  Our methodology 
also followed best 
practice in excluding 

None 
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the Limes Farm complex, and the adjoining land to the south 
to be included in the Planned Limits. The farm group includes 
a number of buildings suitable for conversion and re-use, and 
the adjoining land to the south, which includes the consented 
access drive, offers the potential for a limited infill 
development in conjunction with the consented land and the 
Limes Farm complex.   

 The land to the north of Limes Farm, as identified on the 
attached plan is enclosed by residential curtilages and is 
considered to be appropriate for including within the Planned 
Limits. The land is not identified as an important open space 
area within the draft plan. 

 

farms, at edges of 
villages. 

45 Chapter 6 Policy H3 
Windfall 
Sites 

Mr Mike 
Sibthorpe 
(Mike 
Sibthorpe 
Planning) 

Policy H3 (a) references that windfall development sites 
within Nether Broughton will be limited to a maximum of three 
dwellings. There is no justification form this figure, or for 
different levels of provision in Old Dalby and Nether 
Broughton. We see no justification for a restriction to three 
dwellings. Windfall sites typically comprises up to 10 
dwellings; the point at which allocations are typically made. 
We consider that there should be a uniform provision for up 
to 10 dwellings across each of the defined area.   

The number comes from 
the classification of NB 
within the pre-submission 
draft Melton local Plan. 

The limits to development 
do not preclude 
applications outside the 
limit, which will be 
decided on their merits 
and policies. The LtD is a 

None 
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Development should not simply be confined to restricted 
gaps in the continuity of existing frontage development. The 
characteristics of Nether Broughton are such that a variety of 
development forms may be suitable (for example backland 
type development), and it would be inappropriate to include 
an infill only type stipulation. The definition of a settlement 
boundary should prove a sufficient policy tool to control 
windfall type development.   

We do not take issue with the other strands of the Policy. 

line which defines current 
development and 
allocated sites and were 
drawn following national 
guidance 

 

46 Chapter 6 Policy s2 
Limits to 
Developme
nt Nether 
Broughton 

Resident There is no justification for the removal of the “central field” or 
land to the west and south of this field from the limits to 
development. The land forms a natural infill site between 
Main Road and Middle Lane. The site is surrounded by 
development and would be ideally placed to be included 
within the limits to development.  

The updating of the LtD 
has followed best practice 
guidelines and a 
methodology as detailed 
on page 18 of the NP. 
The removal of the field 
reflects a consistent 
application of this 
methodology. 

None 

47 Chapter 6 Policy ENV 
1 Local 
Green 
Spaces 

Resident The designation of Central Field as a Local Green Space has 
not been sufficiently justified and does not meet the policy 
requirements of a Local Green Space.   

Central Field is not a recreational open space and is an 
agricultural field which can be used for grazing. There are 
two rights of way across the site but this does not allow 
access to the whole field for walkers or play area it is private 
land. The pond is not known as a great crested newt 
breeding pond and a recent ecological survey of the site has 
demonstrated that the pond is unlikely to be of importance for 
breeding great crested newts.  

Work undertaken as part of the new local plan has led to all 
current protected open areas being assessed by the Areas of 
Separation, Settlement Fringe Sensitivity and Local Green 
Space Study 2015. In this study, the strength of 
appropriateness for this site being protected as Local Green 
Space is assessed in line with the NPPF. This site did not 
meet the established criteria and therefore would not be 

The Environment Group 
assessed the area 
according to NPPF 
guidelines, the justification 
scores for which are given 
in the neighbourhood plan 
supporting information, no 
change is proposed. 
  
Whilst this parcel of land 
is privately owned it does 
have 2 pRoW with 4 
access points which are 
used by many in the 
community (specifically 
dog walkers and children 
running around ‘the loop’. 
During the pre-
consultation events, it was 
identified as important by 
multiple people on the 

None 
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considered worthy as designated as a Local Green Space 
when assessed against the NPPF. The report states;   

‘To the south of the village, the sites become more enclosed 
and secluded by the surrounding vegetation, with limited 
accessibility and visibility. There is little relationship to the 
wider village and they are not distinct or multi-functional 
spaces, although do contribute to the rural character of the 
village.’    

Therefore, in not meeting the policy test requirements of the 
NPPF the site referred to as Central Field should not be 
designed as a Local Green Space.   

maps provided. Whilst not 
subject to wide ranging 
views multiple households 
have this field as their 
prime rural outlook. The 
field also has a high 
biodiversity score due to 
its mature hedgerows, 
trees and secluded pond 
(one of very few natural 
ones in the village). Many 
have commented on the 
amount of birds, bats and 
hedgehogs seen in and 
above the field. In the 
2015 study, Nether 
Broughton only has a 
single nominated Local 
Green Space and during 
consultation it was clear 
that the community valued 
this area. We believe we 
have represented the 
views of the vast majority 
of the community whilst 
applying the scoring as 
per the NPPF 2012 
guidelines. 
 
The LGS sites have been 
assessed in a 
comprehensive manner 
by local people under 
guidance from an 
independent specialist 
and qualified geologist. 
Those sites proposed for 
designation as LGS are 
demonstrably special to 
the local community 
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having been ranked 
above the other open 
spaces in the Parish as 
confirmed by the 
environmental inventory in 
the supporting 
information. This process 
has been amongst the 
most comprehensive and 
thorough site assessment 
processes undertaken in 
any Neighbourhood Plan.  
The LGS assessments 
undertaken by MBC did 
not include reference to 
the community’s 
prioritisation of what 
makes the sites ‘special’. 
The NPPF enables local 
communities to ‘identify 
for special protection 
green areas of particular 
importance to them’. It is 
unclear how MBC 
undertook this process 
and incorporated the 
views of the community in 
their assessments.  The 
Areas of Separation, 
Settlement Fringe 
Sensitivity and Local 
Green Space Study 2015 
states ‘Neighbourhood 
Planning would enable 
further identification of 
Local Green Spaces that 
have not already been 
designated within this 
Local Plan period’ The 
Neighbourhood Plan 
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group has taken up this 
challenge. 

48 N/A General 
comments 

Resident I have now read through the draft Neighbourhood Plan and I 
would like to pass on my thanks and congratulations to 
everyone who has been involved in putting together this 
document, which has clearly involved a huge effort by a small 
number of people but also many hours of input by those 
involved to a lesser agree.  

Noted None 

49 N/A Matters of 
Principle 

Resident Station Road reserve housing site boundaries: wouldn't not 
be more logical to extend this reserve area to take in the 
triangular shaped area to the left between the designated 
area and the natural boundary of the railway 
line/embankment? Or is this area already subject to outline 
consent as one of the sites listed on page 27 para 2? 
 
Nether Broughton Limits of Development-is the line that runs 
parallel with Hecadeck Lane at the line to which the 
resolution to grant consent for development?  If so, that 
would be the sensible line.  
 
Page 24 para 4- reference to "the site" implies you know its 
extent.  Why not put this on the Queensway Limits of 
Development map and say it falls in or outside the Limits? 
 
Page 26 para 7: final sentence: how can you say that 42 
houses is the number of houses required to address the 
contamination issues? Have you had a detailed technical 
survey undertaken?  Have you had a detailed viability study 
performed?  If you have, then refer to these to give authority 
to the statement; if you haven't don't make a sweeping 
assertion that 42 houses is the number: why not 41 or 43? 
Given there are clearly known contamination issues, it does 
beg the question as to whether this is appropriate as a 
reserve site at all.  Personally, I think it is but I think this 
needs rewording to say it's the reserved site while 
acknowledging some remediation will be required which will 
in turn bring benefits.   
 
Pages 30-31: have you considered the combined effect on 
viability and hence deliverability of policies that require 37%+ 

This cannot be done as 
the extended site is in 
different ownership and 
there has been no 
expressed intention to 
develop this land. 

 

 

It is merely a possibility at 
this stage 

 

This was the figure 
identified by the developer 
as being necessary to 
address the 
contamination issues. 

 

 

The figure of 37% is a 
Local Plan policy that the 
NP cannot amend and the 
housing mix figures are in 
line with Local Plan. The 

None 
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social housing and give priority to 1, 2 & 3-bedroom 
housing?  You might well end up with numerous uneconomic 
sites none of which are then delivered (which might of course 
be the unofficial desired outcome). 

 

 
 
Policy H6- I am unconvinced about an inclusive road layout 
with short cuts linking existing roads together as that can 
result in the development of "rat runs" and increase traffic 
speed in high density residential areas, although I accept that 
it could result in reducing traffic flow on some of the more 
established roads. 
 
Policy Env 1- I find it surprising that the (1) green square 
bounded by Chapel Lane, Middle Lane and Blacksmiths 
Close and (2) the field immediately south of Hecadeck Lane, 
both in Nether Broughton, are not designated as local green 
spaces, while recognising that the former is a Community 
Action important open space. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Policy Env 9 does not seem to cover the view east from 
Nether Broughton church yard which falls between items 1 
(north from Nether Broughton rectory) and 3 east from King 
Street (and what is meant by "View from Clawson Lane": 
which view from where on Clawson Lane).  Would it not 
make more sense to extend the protected view 1 to the east 

housing mix targets cover 
all new residential 
development and will help 
meet a local need whilst 
being in line with the draft 
Local Plan.  

Noted – this will be tested 
through further 
consultation. 

This parcel of land was 
scored using the guidance 
provided. It had low 
scores for 
Recreation/Education (0) 
due to no access, 
Tranquility (1) due to 
roads on 3 sides and 
History (2) due to no 
known special features. It 
was, however shown to 
be valued by the 
community and scored 3 
out of 4 here. It therefore 
scored 21/32 overall and 
therefore merited an 
‘Important Open Space’ 
listing. 

Point 2 –the view across 
the whole Vale from East 
to North was deemed ‘too 
wide’ and more specific 
views were therefore 
stated. The view from 
Clawson Lane is towards 
Slyborough Hill and the 
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and that of 3 to the north so they overlap, thereby protecting 
the whole view across the vale? 
 
 

Have you considered the question of whether a shale gas 
extraction policy is also needed? 

Community Action CF1 - is this specific to Old Dalby - if so I 
think you should say so - or for a village hall for the entire 
area?   

 

 

 
 
Para 4 Page 90 refers to "the Plan [is required] to prioritise 
the infrastructure requirements" but it's not clear if this is the 
Neighbourhood Plan or the Local Plan.  If it's the 
Neighbourhood Plan you haven't specified your order of 
priorities just listed some types of new infrastructure. If the 
Local Plan, then I think you should say that. 

end of Broughton Hill 
escarpment. 

Mineral extraction is 
outside of the scope of 
the NP 

The wording of 
community action CF1 
was intended to cover any 
future proposals of any 
form or in any location 
over the life of the project.  
The situation with ODVH 
highlighted that this could 
occur and may be the first 
example. 

 
The Plan isn’t required to 
prioritise infrastructure but 
chooses to do so. Those 
listed are the priorities 
identified. 

 
50 N/A Drafting 

Points 
Resident Chapter 2 para 1: if the parish is northwest of Melton, it is 

southeast of Nottingham and northeast of Leicester not south 
and north respectively. 
 
Chapter 3 para 1, line 2 should be community was invited or 
communities were invited 
 
Chapter 4 first bullet: a parish cannot be a presence: it can 
have a presence so replace "and" in line 1 with "with" 
 
Page 14 para 3 under main objectives- the final sentence 
doesn't have a verb. Should it be another numbered para 
starting "Support and maintain at all times the cohesion..." 
 
Page 14 para 7: why the distinction between business in line 

Comments noted and 
amendments to be made. 

Amendments to be made as 
proposed 
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1 and businesses in line 2?  Say "Encourage local 
businesses to align with the objectives and support those 
with development needs that are in accordance with the 
Neighbourhood Plan in order...." 
 
Page 15 final para final line: replace "it" with "them" as you 
are talking about levels of employment not "the level of 
employment" 
 
Page 16, 3rd bullet: don't you mean "appropriate changes of 
use"? 
 
Page 16: environment role in line 2 change "helping" to "help" 
to tie in with subsequent verbs  
 
Page 16. 3rd bullet under environment, do you mean 
"villages'" identity'? 
 
Page 17 para 3 2nd sentence: should it be "The Plan..."? 
 
Page 17 final para- is there a distinction between the 
"Adopted Local plan for Villages", "the Local plan" and "the 
Local Plan"? If so, it's not clear. If not, be consistent. 
 
Page 24 para 4 "Further details are awaited" 
 
Page 24 para 5: this seems completely out of place or what 
relevance does it have? 
 
Page 24 para 7: Church is described as 13th century but on 
page 9 as 12th century? 
 
Page 24 para 7: last sentence could be better phrased: 
perhaps "Particularly noteworthy is Manor House Farm and 
its associated buildings on the A606.  Built around 1830, it 
was originally one of the....". 
 
Page 24 para 8: more consistent with rest of document to say 
"from the thirteenth century to the present day". 
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Page 33- top para- the sentence starting "Part 1 of the 
Building Regulations..." doesn't fit in with the rest of that 
paragraph and could do with more explanation 
 
Page 37- Old Dalby is described as being of Old Norse 
derivation but page 9 as Danish. The two are not the same. 
 
Pages 38, 59, 61, 62 - references to centuries are in numeric 
form (e.g. 12th) whereas elsewhere in the document they 
tend to be in letter form- i.e. Twelfth.... 
 
Policy Env 7- there is something awry in the last lines "...and, 
wherever possible and will be...."?  Not sure if something is 
missing or something needs deleting.   
 
Policy Env 8: the use of "lifetime"in the first bullet point is 
rather woolly: what is meant?  One in one hundred? 
 
Page 74 para 5 refers to Brinvale bird foods (also page 76 
para 1) but para 6 to Brinvale Bird Foods 
 
Page 81 para 4 references to photographs- what 
photographs? (same point page 82) 
 
Page 81 - section on parking at Old Dalby school 
substantially repeats points at pages 77-78 
 
Page 88- Old Dalby Test "Track" in title and replace NP with 
"Neighbourhood Plan”lan" 

51 N/A General 
Comments 

Resident Well done to all involved at NPAC in producing a 
professional, detailed, balanced and well thought out 
document. The amount of detail, care and thought that has 
gone into this piece of work is very impressive. Good luck 
with the next steps.  

Noted. None 

52 N/A N/A Natural 
England 

Natural England does not have any specific comments on 
this draft neighbourhood plan.  However, we refer you to the 
attached annex which covers the issues and opportunities 
that should be considered when preparing a Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

This classification was 
checked and no 
allocations present 

None 
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Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land We have not 
checked the agricultural land classification of the proposed 
allocations, but we advise you to ensure that any allocations 
on best and most versatile land are justified in line with para 
112 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

53  Forward Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

The Foreword states that the Neighbourhood Plan covers the 
period 2017-2036. We assume that 2017 reflects the 
envisaged date of adoption (although this is not made 
explicit) and 2036 has been selected as an end date to align 
with the emerging Melton Local Plan. However, the latter 
document actually proposes to cover the period 2011 to 
2036.  

In order that the Neighbourhood Plan is in general conformity 
with the strategic policies of the emerging Local Plan it 
should cover the same plan period; 2011-36. This is 
important in relation to monitoring the Parish’s past and 
future housing and employment development, and how this 
relates to the wider needs and requirements of the Borough 
as set out in the emerging Melton Local Plan.  

This comment suggests 
that the NP will fail to be 
in general conformity with 
the Local Plan unless it 
covers the same period 
as the emerging Local 
Plan. 
 
This is not the case. Many 
NPs have starting dates 
from the date they are 
‘Made’ (not ‘Adopted’). 
 
The regulations require 
the NP to state the period 
during which it is to have 
effect. The NP does this 
and therefore meets the 
Basic Conditions. 

None 

54 Pages 14 
85 
 

 Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

The vision on page 14 refers to a “…significant light 
industrial presence…” and page 85 refers to the “business 
parks” having permission for “light industrial or storage and 
distribution use” (emphasis added).  
Hortons’ Estate Ltd is the owner of the Old Dalby Industrial 
Estate on Station Road. This was the former Army Base 
Storage and Distribution Agency (ABSDA) which now 
comprises a significant industrial estate of circa 17.7ha and 
which accommodates a range of businesses within 
warehouses and office buildings. The site was historically 
owned and occupied by the Ministry of Defence (MOD) and 
used for the manufacture and repair of military vehicles, 
machinery and equipment which would be classed as a 
general industrial use (B2). Moreover, following the site’s 
transfer into private ownership it now benefits from a lawful 
use for warehousing and industrial purposes by virtue of 

Agreed 
 

The policy will be amended to 
restrict use to current uses in 
each Business Park (B1, B2, 
B8 & D2). 
 
The Vision Statement will be 
amended to say ‘mainly light 
industrial presence’. 
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planning permission Ref. 00/00117/REV which was granted 
by Melton Borough Council in 2000. The description of lawful 
use is not limited to “light” industrial uses (B1(c) Use Class) 
but rather permits B1 offices, B8 storage and distribution and 
B2 “general” industrial uses (in addition to a D2 social club) 
(a condition provides specific uses for specific buildings).  
Having regard to the historic and lawful use of Old Dalby 
Industrial Estate, the references to “light” industrial uses on 
pages 14 and 85 must be amended as they are factually 
incorrect and could lead to incorrect assumptions being made 
in the future about the lawful use of the site.  
This lawful use is an important consideration for the proposed 
“reserve” housing site under Policy H2 which adjoins Old 
Dalby Industrial Estate. Indeed, the draft policy refers to the 
industrial units that “bound” the reserve housing site. This is 
explained in more detail in our response to Policy H2.  

55 Chapter 6 
(page 18 
and Fig 2-
6) 

Limits to 
Developme
nt 

Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

The second paragraph on page 18 refers to the proposed 
designation of Limits to Development for the 
villages/settlements but does not refer to the proposed Limit 
to Development for the Old Dalby Industrial Estate and 
Crown Business Park. This should be added for 
completeness.  
Hortons’ Estate Ltd supports the proposed Limit to 
Development identified on Figure 3. This aligns with its 
landholding at the Old Dalby Industrial Estate and 
encompasses plots which are currently vacant but available 
for industrial/employment use so provides a rational area 
within which future use/development is justified (the emerging 
Melton Local Plan Proposals Map does not accurately reflect 
the boundary for Old Dalby Industrial Estate (Site Ref. 
EC3(vii))).  
As a point of detail, it is suggested that a key/legend should 
be provided for the Limits of Development as shown on 
Figures 2-6. As it stands, these are shown in different colours 
although the reason for this is unclear and we consider that 
they should be shown in a single colour to link to Policy S2 
and to avoid any potential confusion over their interpretation. 

Agree. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
agree 

Maps to be produced. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key to be provided. 
 
 
 
 

56 Chapter 6  Policy S2 Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 

Hortons’ Estate Ltd supports Policy S2 which provides in 
principle support for development within the defined Limits to 
Development. However, more explicit policy support should 

Agreed. Policy BE1 to start with ‘The 
NP supports the continued 
retention of the Business 
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(Hortons 
Estate) 

be provided in Chapter 5 in relation to the principal industrial 
sites (refer to our response to Policy B&E1).  
 

Parks within the Parish and 
the release of …’ 

57 Chapter 6 Policy H1 Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

As drafted, Policy H1 essentially states that the housing 
requirement has been exceeded and that new housing will be 
restricted to windfall development, subject to an increased 
housing need. The view is taken that this policy is ambiguous 
as drafted because it does not confirm what the residual 
housing requirement figure actually is. It is noted that some of 
this information is set out in the explanatory text but it is 
essential that it is clearly articulated in policy form for 
monitoring and implementation purposes. It must also be 
recognised that the emerging Melton Local Plan housing 
requirement in draft Policy SS2 is expressed as a minimum 
figure (“at least 6,125 homes”) so it follows that the 
requirement figure expressed in the Neighbourhood Plan 
should also be expressed as a minimum.  
Having regard to the above, Policy H1 should be reworded 
along the following lines:  
“The Melton Local Plan requires Old Dalby village to deliver 
at least 35 net additional dwellings between April 2016 and 
March 2036. Between April 2016 and March 2017 planning 
permission was granted for 36 dwellings within Old Dalby 
village and 37 dwellings elsewhere within the Parish. Further 
housing will therefore be restricted to windfall development in 
line with Policy H3 until such time as the Parish’s housing 
need increases or the housing commitments do not translate 
into actual dwelling completions.” 

Agreed Amendment to be made as 
proposed. 

58 Chapter 6 Policy H2 Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

The “Reserve Site” directly adjoins Old Dalby Industrial 
Estate. Mindful that the Estate includes industrial and 
warehousing uses it is important that any residential 
development on the adjoining site does not threaten the 
continued operation of the industrial estate through potential 
amenity impact complaints from any future residents (e.g. 
noise and air issues). Hortons’ Estate Ltd has formally 
objected to the pending outline planning application (Ref. 
17/00397/OUT) proposing 80 dwellings on this site given that 
this level of development would involve dwellings being 
constructed directly adjoining the boundary between the two 
sites. Old Dalby Industrial Estate has no restrictions on hours 

Agreed.  Policy amendment to be 
made as indicated 
‘appropriate mitigation will be 
required to safeguard future 
residents’. 
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of operation so there is potential for future residents to be 
affected by potential noise and air impacts in such close 
proximity. However, as a lawful existing use it is the 
responsibility of the Borough Council and developer to 
ensure that appropriate mitigation is delivered to safeguard 
future residents.  
It is, therefore, essential that this policy includes clear 
requirements for any residential development to deliver 
appropriate mitigation to safeguard against any amenity 
impacts potentially arising from the lawful and continued 
operation of the businesses within the industrial estate. 

59 Chapter 6 Policy H3 Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

Policy H3 allows for appropriate windfall development within 
the Limits to Development of Old Dalby, Nether Broughton 
and Queensway. The view is taken that this policy should be 
made more flexible to allow for potential windfall development 
within the defined Limit to Development identified for the Old 
Dalby Industrial Estate.  
Policy EC3 of the emerging Melton Local Plan recognises 
that there will be instances where existing employment sites 
will become obsolete and provides criteria to allow alternative 
uses such as residential windfall development. This is in 
accordance with national planning policy relating to 
alternative uses on employment sites (NPPF para. 22). It is 
therefore entirely appropriate for Policy H3 to allow for 
potential windfall development on any surplus/obsolete 
employment land at Old Dalby Industrial Estate given that it 
comprises accessible previously-developed land. Obviously, 
any such proposals would be subject to addressing the 
criteria within Local Plan Policy EC3 and other policies within 
the Neighbourhood  
Development Plan.  
This flexibility can be easily achieved with some minor 
amendments to Policy H3, as follows:  
“Small residential development proposals (up to 10 
dwellings in Old Dalby and up to 3 dwellings in Nether 
Broughtion and Queensway) within the Limits to 
Development will be supported…  
a) Comprises a restricted gap in the continuity of existing 
frontage buildings or on other sites within the built-up area of 

The NP seeks to 
maximise the employment 
potential of the existing 
employment sites and 
does not consider it 
appropriate to replace 
employment uses with 
residential development. 
 

None 



Page 54 of 71 
 
 

Old Dalby, Nether Broughton and Queensway where the 
site is closely surrounded by buildings…”  

60 Chapter 6 Policy B & 
E1 

Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

Policy EC3 of the emerging Melton Local Plan identifies “Old 
Dalby Trading Estate” and Crown Business Park as 
“Employment Facilities listed for Retention”. Policy EC2 
states that the expansion of existing rural businesses is 
acceptable in principle.  
The Neighbourhood Plan provides a Limit to Development 
boundary around these two sites which supports their 
continued retention and expansion, although the view is 
taken that a specific policy should be included within the 
“Business and Employment” section given that these are the 
two principal employment sites in the Parish. As it stands, the 
Neighbourhood Plan is only proposing a single policy (B&E1) 
within this chapter which relates purely to the release of 
new/further land for business development.  

Agreed Policy BE1 to start with ‘‘The 
Plan supports the retention  
of the Business Parks’. 
 
 

61 Chapter 6 Policy DC 1 Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

Policy DC1 relates to developer contributions. The view is 
taken that the first paragraph is unnecessary because it is 
simply duplicating national and Local Plan policy (e.g. Policy 
IN2).  
Emerging Melton Local Plan Policy IN2 provides an order of 
priority for developer contributions which can be summarised 
as essential utilities/facilities/access, other infrastructure 
(including affordable housing) and “desirable” infrastructure. 
It states that such infrastructure will be identified in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan or Neighbourhood Plan. Policy 
DC1 should therefore provide a clear breakdown of specific 
infrastructure priorities for the Parish to align with the 
categories listed in IN2. As it stands, the second part of the 
draft policy simply provides a list of what appears to be 
“desirable” infrastructure. 

The NP has identified the 
infrastructure 
requirements over and 
above those essential for 
the development which 
will be covered by the 
MLP. 
 
The requirements listed 
are drawn from the 
specific policies within the 
NP and indicate the local 
priorities for infrastructure. 

None 

62 N/A General 
comments 

Mr 
Matthew 
Fox 
(Hortons 
Estate) 

The Neighbourhood Plan currently includes no paragraph 
numbers which makes it difficult to reference. Paragraph 
numbers should therefore be included in the next version.  

Agreed Paragraph numbers to be 
introduced. 

63 Chapter 6 
(page 21) 

Limits to 
Developme
nt  

Resident With reference to the barn with access on to Hickling Lane, 
North side of the church. I would suggest that the barn is 
included in the new village envelope.  It has been used by 

In setting the limits of 
development, we followed 
best practice and 
excluded farm buildings 

None 
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farmers resident in Nether Broughton for many years and as 
such is part of the village community. 

(and farms) from LtD.  
Should any future 
development of these 
buildings be proposed, 
they would be judged 
under the relevant policies 
including re-use of farm 
buildings and 
development in the 
countryside. 

64 Chapter 6 
(pp26-28) 

H2: 
Reserve 
Site 

Resident 42 units are proposed, and this is stated (Para 3 of section) 
to be the number of units required to address the 
contamination issues. It is also stated (Para 5) that nineteen 
houses have already received outline planning permission 
and a further 25 houses have been approved. Is it correct to 
assume that these two developments, only when combined, 
meet the number of units required to address the 
contamination issues, and that neither development should 
continue without the other? 
The character of the Station Rd mini-settlement has been 
overlooked. This may have occurred because the number of 
residents here is very small in comparison to those in the 
other major settlements covered by this plan. 
 
My concern is that the mini-settlement on Station Rd has a 
distinct character which has not been considered by this plan 
and is at significant risk from Policy H2, despite the 
protections that this policy aims to apply.  
 
This mini-settlement is a row of detached 2-storey houses 
with substantial gardens in a rural setting affording views of 
open countryside as far as the horizon to both front and rear. 
The houses are not overlooked by any residences, including 
each other. (The mature trees and hedging on the north-
western edge of the land between Station Rd and Station 
Lane also provide an effective visual screen within the 
panoramic view to the rear, in addition to their intrinsic value.) 
 
This mini-settlement is distinct and separated by open 
countryside and intermittent pavement from both Old Dalby 

This comment is noted; 
however the site was 
selected as a reserve site 
above other available 
sites following a detailed 
independent assessment. 
 
 
 

None 
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and Queensway settlements. It is outside the 30mph limits 
and street lighting, and part of the open and largely 
undeveloped land between Old Dalby and Queensway. 
These are all positive attributes for this mini-settlement, 
which should be protected to preserve residents’ experience 
of the settings of their home. 
 
An additional 42 houses which may remove the geographical 
distinction and visual separation between the Station Rd 
mini-settlement and the (approximately 10 house) Station 
Lane mini-settlement would see the mini-settlement of 7 
houses on Station Rd become the edge of an effective 
settlement of about 59 houses: an expansion of over 700%. 
To compare, Nether Broughton has approximately 150 
properties (as stated on page 24) so use of this reserve 
would bring the mini-settlement of Station Rd to over a third 
of the size of that village. 
 
I fail to see how this expansion could be achieved without 
detriment to the character of the area. 
 

65 N/A General 
comments 

Resident I participated in both the online discussion and posters 
consultations, but did not, until this stage, appreciate that I 
would need to oppose the use of Station Road as a reserve 
site. I support the remainder of the plan.  
 

Noted. None. 

66 N/A Highways Nik Green 
(LCC) 

The County Council recognises that residents may have 
concerns about traffic conditions in their local area, which 
they feel may be exacerbated by increased traffic due to 
population, economic and development growth.  
Like very many local authorities, the County Council’s 
budgets are under severe pressure. It must therefore 
prioritise where it focuses its reducing resources and 
increasingly limited funds. In practice, this means that the 
County Highway Authority (CHA), in general, prioritises its 
resources on measures that deliver the greatest benefit to 
Leicestershire’s residents, businesses and road users in 
terms of road safety, network management and maintenance. 
Given this, it is likely that highway measures associated with 
any new development would need to be fully funded from 

This general comment is 
noted. 

None 
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third party funding, such as via Section 278 or 106 (S106) 
developer contributions. I should emphasise that the CHA is 
generally no longer in a position to accept any financial risk 
relating to/make good any possible shortfall in developer 
funding.  
To be eligible for S106 contributions proposals must fulfil 
various legal criteria. Measures must also directly mitigate 
the impact of the development e.g. they should ensure that 
the development does not make the existing highway 
conditions any worse if considered to have a severe residual 
impact. They cannot unfortunately be sought to address 
existing problems.  
Where potential S106 measures would require future 
maintenance, which would be paid for from the County 
Council’s funds, the measures would also need to be 
assessed against the County Council’s other priorities and as 
such may not be maintained by the County Council or will 
require maintenance funding to be provide as a commuted 
sum.  
With regard to public transport, securing S106 contributions 
for public transport services will normally focus on larger 
developments, where there is a more realistic prospect of 
services being commercially viable once the contributions 
have stopped i.e. they would be able to operate without being 
supported from public funding.  
The current financial climate means that the CHA has 
extremely limited funding available to undertake minor 
highway improvements. Where there may be the prospect of 
third party funding to deliver a scheme, the County Council 
will still normally expect the scheme to comply with prevailing 
relevant national and local policies and guidance, both in 
terms of its justification and its design; the Council will also 
expect future maintenance costs to be covered by the third-
party funding. Where any measures are proposed that would 
affect speed limits, on-street parking restrictions or other 
Traffic Regulation Orders (be that to address existing 
problems or in connection with a development proposal), 
their implementation would be subject to available resources, 
the availability of full funding and the satisfactory completion 
of all necessary Statutory Procedures. 
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67 N/A Flood Risk 
Manageme
nt 

Nik Green 
(LCC) 

The County Council are fully aware of flooding that has 
occurred within Leicestershire and its impact on residential 
properties resulting in concerns relating to new 
developments. LCC in our role as the Lead Local Flood 
Authority (LLFA) undertake investigations into flooding, 
review consent applications to undertake works on ordinary 
watercourses and carry out enforcement where lack of 
maintenance or unconsented works has resulted in a flood 
risk. In April 2015, the LLFA also became a statutory 
consultee on major planning applications in relation to 
surface water drainage and have a duty to review planning 
applications to ensure that the onsite drainage systems are 
designed in accordance with current legislation and 
guidance. The LLFA also ensures that flood risk to the site is 
accounted for when designing a drainage solution.  
The LLFA is not able to:  
• Prevent development where development sites are at low 
risk of flooding or can demonstrate appropriate flood risk 
mitigation.  

• Use existing flood risk to adjacent land to prevent 
development.  

• Require development to resolve existing flood risk.  
 
When considering flood risk within the development of a 
neighbourhood plan, the LLFA would recommend 
consideration of the following points:  
• Locating development outside of river (fluvial) flood risk 
(Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea)).  

• Locating development outside of surface water (pluvial) 
flood risk (Risk of Flooding from Surface Water map).  

• Locating development outside of any groundwater flood risk 
by considering any local knowledge of groundwater flooding.  

• How potential SuDS features may be incorporated into the 
development to enhance the local amenity, water quality and 
biodiversity of the site as well as manage surface water 
runoff.  

• Watercourses and land drainage should be protected within 
new developments to prevent an increase in flood risk.  
 

Noted None 
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All development will be required to restrict the discharge and 
retain surface water on site in line with current government 
policies. This should be undertaken through the use of 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). Appropriate space 
allocation for SuDS features should be included within 
development sites when considering the housing density to 
ensure that the potential site will not limit the ability for good 
SuDS design to be carried out. Consideration should also be 
given to blue green corridors and how they could be used to 
improve the bio-diversity and amenity of new developments, 
including benefits to surrounding areas.  
Often ordinary watercourses and land drainage features 
(including streams, culverts and ditches) form part of 
development sites. The LLFA recommend that existing 
watercourses and land drainage (including watercourses that 
form the site boundary) are retained as open features along 
their original flow path, and are retained in public open space 
to ensure that access for maintenance can be achieved. This 
should also be considered when looking at housing densities 
within the plan to ensure that these features can be retained.  
LCC in our role as LLFA will object to anything contrary to 
LCC policies.  
For further information, it is suggested reference is made to 
the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012), 
Sustainable drainage systems: Written statement - 
HCWS161 (December 2014) and the Planning Practice 
Guidance webpage. 

68 N/A Planning Nik Green 
(LCC) 

Developer Contributions  
If there is no specific policy on Section 106 developer 
contributions/planning obligations within the draft 
Neighbourhood Plan, it would be prudent to consider the 
inclusion of a developer contributions/planning obligations 
policy, along similar lines to those shown for example in the 
Draft North Kilworth NP and the draft Great Glen NP albeit 
adapted to the circumstances of your community. This would 
in general be consistent with the relevant District Council’s 
local plan or its policy on planning obligations in order to 
mitigate the impacts of new development and enable 
appropriate local infrastructure and service provision in 

General comments noted. None 
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accordance with the relevant legislation and regulations, 
where applicable.  
www.northkilworth.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/nk-draft-
low-resolution-1.pdf  
www.greatglen.leicestershireparishcouncils.org/uploads/1756
70305aeaf48650823074.pdf  
Mineral & Waste Planning  
The County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning 
Authority; this means the council prepares the planning policy 
for minerals and waste development and also makes 
decisions on mineral and waste development.  
Although neighbourhood plans cannot include policies that 
cover minerals and waste development, it may be the case 
that your neighbourhood contains an existing or planned 
minerals or waste site. The County Council can provide 
information on these operations or any future development 
planned for your neighbourhood. You should also be aware 
of Mineral Consultation Areas, contained within the adopted 
Minerals Local Plan and Mineral and Waste Safeguarding 
proposed in the new Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Plan. 
These proposed safeguarding areas and existing Mineral 
Consultation Areas are there to ensure that non-waste and 
non-minerals development takes place in a way that does not 
negatively affect mineral resources or waste operations. The 
County Council can provide guidance on this if your 
neighbourhood plan is allocating development in these areas 
or if any proposed neighbourhood plan policies may impact 
on minerals and waste provision. 

69 N/A Education Nik Green 
(LCC) 

Whereby housing allocations or preferred housing 
developments form part of a Neighbourhood Plan the Local 
Authority will look to the availability of school places within a 
two-mile (primary) and three mile (secondary) distance from 
the development. If there are not sufficient places then a 
claim for Section 106 funding will be requested to provide 
those places.  
It is recognised that it may not always be possible or 
appropriate to extend a local school to meet the needs of a 
development, or the size of a development would yield a new 
school. However, in the changing educational landscape, the 
Council retains a statutory duty to ensure that sufficient 

General comments noted. None 
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places are available in good schools within its area, for every 
child of school age whose parents wish them to have one. 

70 N/A Property Nik Green 
(LCC) 

Strategic Property Services  
No comment at this time. 

Noted None 

71 N/A Adult Social 
Care 

Nik Green 
(LCC) 

It is suggested that reference is made to recognising a 
significant growth in the older population and that 
development seeks to include bungalows etc. of differing 
tenures to accommodate the increase. This would be in line 
with the draft Adult Social Care Accommodation Strategy for 
older people which promotes that people should plan ahead 
for their later life, including considering downsizing, but 
recognising that people’s choices are often limited by the lack 
of suitable local options. 

The NP recognises this 
growth in the elderly 
population and addresses 
it in Policy H4. 

None 

72 N/A Environmen
t 

Nik Green 
(LCC) 

With regard to the environment and in line with the 
Governments advice, Leicestershire County Council (LCC) 
would like to see Neighbourhood Plans cover all aspects of 
the natural environment including climate change, the 
landscape, biodiversity, ecosystems, green infrastructure as 
well as soils, brownfield sites and agricultural land. 
Climate Change  
The County Council through its Environment Strategy and 
Carbon Reduction Strategy is committed to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions in Leicestershire and increasing 
Leicestershire’s resilience to the predicted changes in 
climate. Neighbourhood Plans should in as far as possible 
seek to contribute to and support a reduction in greenhouse 
gas emissions and increasing the county’s resilience to 
climate change.  
Landscape  
The County Council would like to see the inclusion of a local 
landscape assessment taking into account Natural England’s 
Landscape character areas; LCC’s Landscape and 
Woodland Strategy and the Local District/Borough Council 
landscape character assessments. We would recommend 
that Neighbourhood Plans should also consider the street 
scene and public realm within their communities, further 
advice can be found in the latest ‘Streets for All East 
Midlands’ Advisory Document (2006) published by English 
Heritage.  
Biodiversity  

This general guidance is 
noted. 

None 
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The Natural Environment and Communities Act 2006 places 
a duty on all public authorities in England and Wales to have 
regard, in the exercise of their duties, to the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity. The National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) clearly outlines the importance of 
sustainable development alongside the core principle that 
planning should contribute to conserving and enhancing the 
natural environment and reducing pollution. Neighbourhood 
Plans should therefore seek to work in partnership with other 
agencies to develop and deliver a strategic approach to 
protecting and improving the natural environment based on 
local evidence and priorities. Each Neighbourhood Plan 
should consider the impact of potential development on 
enhancing biodiversity and habitat connectivity such as 
hedgerows and greenways.  
The Leicestershire and Rutland Environmental Records 
Centre (LRERC) can provide a summary of wildlife 
information for your Neighbourhood Plan area. This will 
include a map showing nationally important sites (e.g. Sites 
of Special Scientific Interest); locally designated Wildlife 
Sites; locations of badger setts, great crested newt breeding 
ponds and bat roosts; and a list of records of protected and 
priority Biodiversity Action Plan species. These are all a 
material consideration in the planning process. If there has 
been a recent Habitat Survey of your plan area, this will also 
be included. LRERC is unable to carry out habitat surveys on 
request from a Parish Council, although it may be possible to 
add it into a future survey programme.  
Contact: planningecology@leics.gov.uk, or phone 0116 305 
4108 
Green Infrastructure  
Green infrastructure (GI) is a network of multi-functional 
green space, urban and rural, which is capable of delivering a 
wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for 
local communities, (NPPF definition). As a network, GI 
includes parks, open spaces, playing fields, woodlands, 
street trees, cemeteries/churchyards allotments and private 
gardens as well as streams, rivers, canals and other water 
bodies and features such as green roofs and living walls.  
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The NPPF places the duty on local authorities to plan 
positively for a strategic network of GI which can deliver a 
range of planning policies including: building a strong, 
competitive economy; creating a sense of place and promote 
good design; promoting healthier communities by providing 
greater opportunities for recreation and mental and physical 
health benefits; meeting the challenges of climate change 
and flood risk; increasing biodiversity and conserving and 
enhancing the natural environment. Looking at the existing 
provision of GI networks within a community can influence 
the plan for creating & enhancing new networks and this 
assessment can then be used to inform CIL (Community 
Infrastructure Levy) schedules, enabling communities to 
potentially benefit from this source of funding.  
Neighbourhood Plan groups have the opportunity to plan GI 
networks at a local scale to maximise benefits for their 
community and in doing so they should ensure that their 
Neighbourhood Plan is reflective of the relevant Local 
Authority Green Infrastructure strategy. Through the 
Neighbourhood Plan and discussions with the Local Authority 
Planning teams and potential Developers communities are 
well placed to influence the delivery of local scale GI 
networks.  
Brownfield, Soils and Agricultural Land  
The NPPF encourages the effective use of brownfield land 
for development, provided that it is not of high 
environmental/ecological value. Neighbourhood planning 
groups should check with DEFRA if their neighbourhood 
planning area includes brownfield sites. Where information is 
lacking as to the ecological value of these sites then the 
Neighbourhood Plan could include policies that ensure such 
survey work should be carried out to assess the ecological 
value of a brownfield site before development decisions are 
taken.  
Soils are an essential finite resource on which important 
ecosystem services such as food production, are dependent 
on. They therefore should be enhanced in value and 
protected from adverse effects of unacceptable levels of 
pollution. Within the governments “Safeguarding our Soils” 
strategy, DEFRA have produced a code of practice for the 



Page 64 of 71 
 
 

sustainable use of soils on construction sites which could be 
helpful to neighbourhood planning groups in preparing 
environmental policies.  
High quality agricultural soils should, where possible be 
protected from development and where a large area of 
agricultural land is identified for development then planning 
should consider using the poorer quality areas in preference 
to the higher quality areas. Neighbourhood planning groups 
should consider mapping agricultural land classification within 
their plan to enable informed decisions to be made in the 
future. Natural England can provide further information and 
Agricultural Land classification.  
Impact of Development on Civic Amenity Infrastructure  
Neighbourhood planning groups should remain mindful of the 
interaction between new development applications in a 
district area and the Leicestershire County Council. The 
County’s Waste Management team considers proposed 
developments on a case by case basis and when it is 
identified that a proposed development will have a 
detrimental effect on the local civic amenity infrastructure 
then appropriate projects to increase the capacity to off-set 
the impact have to be initiated. Contributions to fund these 
projects are requested in accordance with Leicestershire’s 
Planning Obligations Policy and the Community Infrastructure 
Legislation Regulations. 

73 N/A Communitie
s 

Nik Green 
(LCC) 

Consideration of community facilities in the draft Plan would 
be welcomed. We would suggest where possible to include a 
review of community facilities, groups and allotments and 
their importance with your community. Consideration could 
also be given to policies that seek to protect and retain these 
existing facilities more generally, support the independent 
development of new facilities and relate to the protection of 
Assets of Community Value and provide support for any 
existing or future designations.  
The identification of potential community projects that could 
be progressed would be a positive initiative. 

The NP addresses these 
points 

 

None 

73 N/A Economic 
Developme
nt 

Nik Green 
(LCC) 

We would recommend including economic development 
aspirations with your Plan, outlining what the community 
currently values and whether they are open to new 
development of small businesses, shops etc. 

The NP covers these 
issues 

None 
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74 N/A Superfast 
Broadband 

Nik Green 
(LCC) 

High speed broadband is critical for businesses and for 
access to services, many of which are now online by default. 
Having a superfast broadband connection is no longer merely 
desirable, but is an essential requirement in ordinary daily 
life.  
All new developments (including community facilities) should 
have access to superfast broadband (of at least 30Mbps) 
Developers should take active steps to incorporate superfast 
broadband at the pre-planning phase and should engage with 
telecoms providers to ensure superfast broadband is 
available as soon as build on the development is complete. 
Developers are only responsible for putting in place 
broadband infrastructure for developments of 30+ properties. 
Consideration for developers to make provision in all new 
houses regardless of the size of development should be 
considered. 
Mention of Broadband is very limited within the plan. The 
plan encourages home working and farm diversification but 
assumes access to fibre broadband. Although current 
provision may be available, regard to future requirements 
should be considered. 

Agreed. Policy to be 
introduced. 

Policy to say ‘Proposals to 
provide increased access to a 
super-fast broadband service 
and improve the mobile 
telecommunication network 
that will serve businesses, 
community facilities and other 
properties within the parish 
will be supported. This may 
require above ground 
network installations, which 
must be sympathetically 
located and designed to 
integrate into the landscape 
and not be located in or near 
to open landscapes. 
All new developments should 
have access to superfast 
broadband (of 30Mbps or 
greater taking into account 
future service improvements). 
Developers should take 
active steps to incorporate 
superfast broadband at the 
pre-planning phase and 
should engage with telecoms 
providers to ensure superfast 
broadband is available as 
soon as build on the 
development is complete. 

75 Chapter 6 Limits to 
Developme
nt 
(page 21) 

Resident The designated "Limits of Development" in Nether Broughton 
includes the “cricket field” off Hecadeck lane. Although 
outline planning has been discussed by Melton Borough 
Council it has not been ratified and is the subject of a legal 
enquiry. This planning application was significantly objected 
to by residents and the Parish Council for compelling 
reasons, including public safety. It was noted by Melton 
Borough Council that in a different time, this application 
would not succeed. There is a good possibility that this 
planning application will not be fulfilled, yet the designation of 

The Planning Application 
has been approved by 
MBC and therefore the 
LtD must reflect this. 

None 
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the limits of development could cement this field as a 
development site for the long-term. Could the plan identify 
that if the current planning application is not fulfilled, the limits 
of development will exclude this field. 

76 Chapter 6 Page 36 Resident It would be more accurate to use “historic environment”, 
instead of historical. 

Agreed Amend as proposed 

77 Chapter 6 Page 43 Resident The field off Hecadeck lane is of archaeological significance 
for the village. 

This field did not feature 
highly in the 
environmental 
assessments undertaken. 

None 

78 N/A General 
comments 

Resident I support the policies in the Plan. 
 

Noted None 

79 Chapter 6 Limits to 
Developme
nt 
(page 17) 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The LPA has recognised the ability for Neighbourhood Plans 
to reintroduce Limits for Development policies, given the 
removal of village envelopes from the Emerging Local Plan 
(this background could be made clearer in the NDP). 
However, the NDP group are reminded why this decision was 
made. Namely the negative effects of village envelopes on 
issues such as house prices and ‘garden grabbing’, 
notwithstanding compatibility with the NPPF and its aims. 
The Limits to Development whilst allowing room for the 
permissions in place, may not allow for ‘breathing room’ for 
the village, which could lead to urbanisation of the village 
centre from windfall development and place pressure on 
valued green spaces in the centre of the village. The LPA 
would also take this as an opportunity to point out potential 
conflicts with Policy SS3, which is considered by the LPA to 
be a strategic policy. The Authority also wishes to note that 
the additional maps ‘to follow’ have still not been received 
and as such concern is raised that individuals in those 
locations may feel prejudiced from the Limits of Development 
for those settlements not forming part of this consultation. 
Moreover, whilst they form different uses, could Figures 3+4 
not be combined? 

Policy SS3 is within the 
draft Local Plan which is 
subject to change prior to 
Adoption. 
 
The LtD methodology has 
been applied consistently 
and has been relaxed 
from the MBC settlement 
Boundaries which were 
contained in the 1999 
Adopted Local Plan. 
 
 
 

None, although the Limits to 
Development are to be 
adjusted to reflect other 
comments. 

80 Chapter 6 
(page 26) 

Policy H1: 
Housing 
Provision 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

Whilst the Authority accept the rationale the group have 
applied in that Old Dalby’s housing requirement has been 
met by extent permissions and the Limits to Development 
reflect this. The LPA are of the opinion that these should still 
be marked as Housing Allocations. It is felt this strengthens 

Noted. As the sites 
identified have either 
been approved or 
amended from the original 
site boundaries it is felt to 

None. 
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the rationale applied to the reserve site, as at present there is 
a reserve site in the plan and no actual allocations. 

be inappropriate to mark 
them as allocations 

81 Chapter 6 
(page 27) 

Policy H2: 
Reserve 
Site 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

Given the benefits of remediation of the site, and given its 
status as brownfield land, have the community considered 
allocating the site as a residential development site, not just a 
reserve? Asfordby have an example such as this which it 
does not count towards its numbers but the group agreed 
that development of the site in terms of benefits was worth 
the potential additional housing.  The group are reminded 
that the rationale for site selection should be clear within the 
plan or the supporting text, to demonstrate to any reader that 
the choices made are fair, comprehensive or the most 
sustainable option. 

This was considered by 
the housing theme group 
but rejected and this 
approach was endorsed 
through community 
consultation. 

None 

82 Chapter 6 Policy H6: 
Design 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

Whilst much of what is listed in the policy and supporting text 
is laudable, the group are reminded that requirements must 
not make development unviable, nor should policy place 
requirements which may be considered to be unreasonable. 

Agreed Replace ‘All new 

development proposals of 
one or more houses, 
replacement and extensions 
will need to satisfy the 
following building design 
principles’ with 

‘Development proposals are 

encouraged to have regard to 
the following building design 
principles to a degree that is 
proportionate to the 
development’. 

83 Chapter 6 Policy H7: 
Conservatio
n area and 
Listed 
Buildings 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The group are reminded that it is not necessary to repeat 
policies contained in existent local or national policy. 

Agreed The text to be kept but not as 
a policy. 

84 Chapter 6 2nd Para, 
Page 36 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

Reference the ‘Melton and Rushcliffe Landscape Sensitivity 
Study: Wind Energy Development, 2014’ which is the 
evidence document that identifies the LCUs. 

Agreed Change to be made 

85 Chapter 6 
(page 38) 

Policy 
ENV1: 
Local 
Green 
Space 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The group are reminded to, where appropriate make 
evidence to evidence documents. On this subject, the Local 
Authorities primary evidence is the AoS, Settlement Fringe 
Sensitivity and Local Green Space Study (Influence 2015). 
Specific comments about the various LGS follow, 
- D004 & N013: MBC considers these are extensive tracts of 

The 2015 AoS, 
Settlement Fringe 
Sensitivity & LGS Study 
states in sec 5.33 
'Neighbourhood planning 
would enable further 

None 
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land and therefore do not meet the criteria. This assessed 
the following areas and Rated them 2 i.e. they might have 
the potential to meet the LGS criteria in future 
 
D003 (nos. 12 & 13 in the Influence Study): 
Recommendation - Reinforce. 
D007 (no.19 in the Influence study): Recommendation - 
Reinforce. 
Q016/Q026 (nos. 6 & 7 in the Influence Study): 
Recommendation – Reinforce/enhance & Reinforce 
respectively. 
Q008 (nos. 1 & 2 in the Influence Study): Recommendation 
– Reinforce & enhance respectively. 
Q009 (no. 3 in the Influence Study): Recommendation 
Reinforce/enhance. 
MBC considers that all the above spaces (D003, D007, 
Q008,Q009) have the potential to be LGS subject to 
improvements being made.. 
The Influence Study also assessed N007a (no. 7 in the 
report) and rated it 3. Meaning it was the view of consultants 
that it does not have the potential for LGS designation. If the 
Neighbourhood Plan wishes to counter some of the 
conclusions reached by the Influence Study, it should be 
specifically raised and the reasons for coming to a different 
opinion made clear to aid any eventual examiner as to the 
reasoning of the two parties towards the two separate 
conclusions.  
 
Furthermore, the group are reminded that the Protected 
Open Area status of certain locations relates to the Melton 
Local Plan 1999 and carries little weight in the determination 
of planning applications. This is because the new criteria on 
which such locations can be designated was updated by the 
NPPF.  

identification of LGS that 
have not already been 
designated within this 
local plan period'. 
Consultations with the 
communities and 
subsequent strictly 
applied scoring using the 
NPPF 2012 guidelines 
resulted in the 
designations proposed in 
the NP.  It is noted that 
the respondent 
acknowledges the 
potential of many of the 
sites for Local Green 
Space designation. By 
way of individual 
justification details of 
these scores for each 
proposed Local Green 
Space are provided in 
the Neighbourhood Plan.   
 
 

86 Chapter 6 
 

Policy 
ENV2 & 
ENV3  

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The group are encouraged to use and reference the Melton 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity Study 2016 

Noted. The group has 
followed best practice and 
have referred to 
appropriate documents 
including the study 
referred to 

None 
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87 Chapter 6 Para 3, 
Page 63 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The Local Plan Policy is EN4 Accept Change 

88 Chapter 6 
(page 63) 

Policy EN7: 
Areas of 
Separation  
 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

MBC does not support the Areas of Separation identified. 
There is not the development pressure which could result in 
coalescence of these settlements or threat to individual 
character. The Melton AoS, Settlement Fringe Sensitivity and 
Local Green Space Study (Influence 2016) assessed an AoS 
between Queensway and Old Dalby Trading Estate and 
considered it to be unnecessary, partly due to limited inter-
visibility between the two settlements. 

The draft Local Plan 
identifies three reasons 
for introducing AoS’s – 
coalescence; retention of 
tranquillity and 
safeguarding character.  

The Local Plan will run for 
19 years during which 
time development 
pressures will increase. 

A fundamental objective 
of the Neighbourhood 
Plan from its initiation was 
to maintain three 
physically distinct rural 
settlements.  This 
principle has received 
overwhelming support in 
all consultations. In 
particular the AoS 
between Old Dalby and 
Queensway /Industrial 
Parks, and between 
Queensway and Nether 
Broughton, are 
considered to be very 
important. 

The AoSs between 
Nether Broughton and 
Long Clawson, and 
between Nether 
Broughton and Upper 
Broughton are considered 

Amendments to the text, 
policy and map to be made 
as indicated. 



Page 70 of 71 
 
 

of less importance and 
will be removed.  

89 Chapter 6 
(page 65) 

Policy 
ENV8: 
Flooding 
and 
Drainage 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The policy does not make sense in respect of requiring 
development of over 1ha in Flood Zone 1 to have applied the 
sequential test. There is no more sequentially preferable site 
than one in Flood Zone 1 (as long as it is at low risk of 
surface water flooding also). Policy requires refinement. 

Agreed. Text to be applied as 
indicated in 9) above. 

90 Chapter 6 
(page 69) 

Policy 
ENV9: 
Protection 
of Important 
Views 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

The wording of this policy is questioned, in particular the use 
of “in any adverse way”. This could be interpreted as 
meaning no visible development is permitted. This is not 
consistent with the principle of positive planning. Suggest the 
policy is reworded in a more positive way, whilst still 
preforming the same role. 

Agreed. Development that impacts 
significantly on the identified 
locally important and valued 
views (map above) will be 
strongly resisted, except in 
exceptional circumstances. 

91 Chapter 6 
(page 72) 

Policy 
EN11: 
Renewable 
Energy 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

In respect of wind energy development, the policy needs to 
state that the entire neighbourhood plan area is suitable for 
wind energy development subject to meeting the criteria in 
the policy.  If it doesn’t, it is not in conformity with national 
planning policy guidance (Paragraph:033 Reference ID: 5-
033-150618) which requires that a wind energy development 
site is in an area identified as suitable in a local or 
neighbourhood plan. This is important because the reasoned 
justification to the policy states that the policy does not 
identify any specific preferred sites for wind energy 
development. 

Noted Text to be amended to say, 
‘the entire neighbourhood 
plan area is suitable for wind 
energy development subject 
to meeting the criteria in the 
policy’. 

92 N/A General 
comments 

Melton 
Borough 
Council 

We have begun the process of SEA screening. We reserve 
the right to comment on any changes arising from this 
consultation or if there are changes at a strategic level arising 
from HEDNA or the Local Plan Consultations or subsequent 
IEP. Furthermore, MBC is currently working on updating its 
site selection work to ensure that the LP is based on the most 
up to date information, including sites submitted through the 
most recent Local Plan Consultation and also the SHLAA 
process This work may lead to changes in how the Authority 
ranks sites and thus suggested allocations. 
We will start the process of SEA screening imminently. 
Should you wish to discuss any of the points made in this 
correspondence, please do not hesitate to get in contact, as 
stated previously we are more than happy to meet with you at 
your convenience to discuss any matters in more detail so 
that together we can progress towards a Neighbourhood Plan 

Noted None 
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that will stand the test of examination and responds 
accordingly to the community’s desire for suitable, 
sustainable development.  

93 
 
 
 

N/A General 
comments 

Gladman In terms of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan that you raised 
with me on the telephone, I reviewed this and noted 
previously it is prepared in accordance with the adopted 
Local Plan, which is consistent with the regulations.  
 
It does also seem to be prepared with the requirements of the 
emerging Local Plan in mind and it references the Six Hills 
site at several points, which is now identified as a future 
development site in Policy SS6 of the emerging Plan; 
however, I couldn’t find the site on the plan maps (other than 
a ‘green wedge’ to the north east of the site)?  
 
Perhaps I have missed something and I would be really 
grateful if you could assist or put me in touch with someone 
who might be able to point me in the direction of the plan 
showing the site if there is one? 

Noted. The comments in 
relation to conformity with 
the Adopted Local Plan 
and taking the emerging 
Local Plan into account 
are appreciated. 
 
The potential 
development at Six Hills is 
referred to in the draft 
Local Plan as a potential 
long term or alternative 
option. It is therefore 
considered to be 
speculative at this stage 
and does not therefore 
merit stronger reference 
at this point than is given 
to it in the Submission 
version of the NP. 
 
 
 

 


