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1. Introduction 

1.1 Avison Young has been appointed as town planning adviser to the Ovens family and is instructed to make 

representations to Melton Borough Council (“MBC”) in respect of the Submission version of the Gaddesby 

Neighbourhood Plan (“the NDP”) under Regulation 16 of The Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 

2012. The Ovens family wishes to be kept informed of future decisions taken by MBC in respect of the NDP. 

1.2 The Ovens family owns some 8.6ha of land immediately adjacent to the village on its eastern side, stretching 

from Ashby Road in the south to the track to Church Lane in the north. In documents prepared to justify 

certain elements of the NDP, and in the NDP itself, this land is referred to as Field 198. Field 198 has been 

owned by the Ovens family for more than 70 years. 

1.3 Our Clients have raised serious concerns about the NDP previously, including in a comprehensive set of 

representations submitted in October last year by Chris McGough. Chris sadly passed away earlier this year, 

hence the need for the Family to appoint new advisers. The NDP has not been amended in any material or 

relevant way since then and so the concerns expressed back in October remain today. For this reason, we 

are attaching to our representations those October representations, so that these may be taken fully into 

account in due course by the NDP Examiner (see Appendix 1). We cross refer to these as appropriate so as 

to keep our submissions below as concise as possible and to avoid unnecessary repetition. 

1.4 Before we turn to the issues of most concern to our Clients, it is important that we explain the Family’s interest 

in the NDP and the recent planning history of its land. 

2. Background 

2.1 In The Ovens family has been promoting Field 198 for housing development since first drawing MBCs 

attention to its suitability, availability and deliverability in 2015. In November 2016, MBC published the Pre-

Submission Version of its Local Plan and, in that document, proposed to allocate part of Field 198 for a 

development of 30 homes (proposed allocation GADD2 – see Policies Map extract at Appendix 2). 

However, in the light of concerns raised by Historic England (“HE”) about impacts on the setting of the 

Church of St Luke (Grade 1 listed), MBC then deleted the GADD2 allocation when it published an 

Addendum of Focused Changes to the Local Plan in July 2017. The Family made representations challenging 

the evidence underpinning MBCs decision and re-examined the manner in which Field 198 could be 

developed so as to avoid any possible impact on the setting of the Church (in the process developing the 

masterplan included in Appendix 1), and was represented at Local Plan EiP Hearing Sessions in 2018. 

However, it was unable to persuade Historic England (and, therefore, MBC and the Inspector appointed to 

examine the Plan) that its concerns could be addressed. The site therefore remained ‘omitted’, but on 

heritage grounds only. 

2.2 The deletion of the GADD2 allocation meant that Gaddesby was unable to satisfy its OAN for housing. We 

return to this below.    



Client: Ovens Family Report Title: Gaddesby NDP Representations 

Date: April 2020 

2.3 After the Local Plan EiP, the Family continued to engage with HE and sought a formal dialogue on the 

heritage issues via a pre-application enquiry process. As part of this process, HE conducted an extensive site 

visit, during which it walked the entirety of the site and the village, as well as the approaches to it. As 

indicated above, HE was concerned only about development within Field 198 impacting on the setting of 

the Church and this meant views of it from Ashby Road and public footpaths to the east of the village.  

However, after having considered the heritage evidence and our Client’s proposals in more detail, HE 

agreed that pat of Field 198 could indeed be developed without causing harm. Had these discussions been 

had before or shortly after the publication of the Pre-Submission Local Plan in November 2016, we have 

absolutely no doubt that that part of Field 198 would have been allocated for housing development in the 

adopted Plan. Our Client’s plans for the south western corner of Field 198 (which show a development of 27 

homes), the independent heritage advice the Family obtained from Asset Heritage Consulting, and HEs pre-

app response are all included in the bundle of documents forming Appendix 1 referred to above. 

2.4 In the light of the agreement reached with Historic England, the Family re-engaged with MBC and sought 

the views of Officers on the planning potential of the south western corner of Field 198 via its pre-application 

process. The Council’s response is attached at Appendix 3. This confirms that there are now no technical 

obstacles to development here and no reason, other than housing need, why this part of the Family’s land 

should not be developed. Again, we return to the matter of housing need below. 

2.5 Our Client has attempted to engage in the NDP process from the outset (see email from Chris McGough to 

Parish Clerk dated 6 September 2017 and included in the bundle in Appendix 1) but has met considerable 

and irrational resistance. The Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee (“NPAC”) should have consulted 

with the Family from the outset and then repeatedly through the plan-making process but it did not. The 

Family hopes that as the NDP moves into a phase of independent examination, its submissions will be looked 

upon in a more appropriate and positive manner, in accordance with the relevant statutory provisions, the 

NPPF and NPPG. More specifically, it hopes that MBC and the Examiner will recognise the range of benefits 

that would flow from allocating and developing part of Field 198, including satisfying Gaddesby’s housing 

needs (which will not be satisfied as things currently stand) and delivering a much needed car parking 

facility for the village primary school.     

3. Procedural Matters 

3.1 In addition to concerns about the way in which it has been excluded from the plan-making process, our 

Client has serious reservations about the way in which NPAC has conducted itself through the plan-making 

process. Terms of Reference and Governance were published for the NPAC early on but these have, it 

appears, been ignored in a number of important respects, including the holding and minuting of meetings. 

So far as we can tell NPAC did not meet to discuss / agree NDP issues in the whole of the period between 23 

January 2019 and 6 January 2020. This included the period in which the Pre-Submission version of the NDP 

was published. In addition, the Chairman of the NPAC, whose house backs on to our Client’s land, declared 

a conflict of interest in respect of proposals for the development of part of Field 198 (which he publically 

opposed) in February 2018, but continued to lead on the preparation of the NDP and, it seems, involve 

himself in matters specifically concerned with Field 198 and other land to the east of the village. Another 

member of the NPAC declared a similar conflict of interest in respect of Field 148 but again it is unclear what 
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steps were taken to ensure that this did not impact on decisions taken subsequently. These various concerns 

are the subject of submissions made by Clyde & Co, attached at Appendix 4. 

3.2 It should also be noted that whilst the NDP claims, in numerous paragraphs, to be a Plan that is reflective of 

the Community’s views, aspirations and objectives, there is little evidence of anything other than limited 

community interest in the NDP and even less of widespread community involvement in the drafting and 

shaping of it. It seems to our Client that the NDP has been prepared by a small number of people with 

vested interests. Unfortunately, and as will become clearer when, below, we examine some of the evidence 

relied upon to justify certain NDP policies, this has infected the plan-making process and resulted in a 

document  that does not stand up to scrutiny and is not fit for purpose. 

4. The Significance of the Examination of the NDP and 

the Basic Conditions 

4.1 If the NDP is adopted in due course it will become part of the development plan for the Borough and 

potentially then a powerful factor in the determination of applications for planning permission. In the light of 

the status that it will achieve, and the role that it will play, it is critical that it is: 

a) based on robust and accurate evidence that appropriately justifies its policies and proposals and fully 

explains their rational for them as well as their intention; and 

b) subject to detailed and robust examination. 

4.2 In order for a Neighbourhood Plan to be put to referendum, it must satisfy a set of basic conditions. These 

are: 

a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it 

is appropriate to make the plan; 

b) the making of the plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development; 

c) the making of the plan is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development 

plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area); 

d) the making of the plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations; and 

e) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters have been complied with 

in connection with the proposal for the plan). 

4.3 These representations are concerned with conditions (a), (b) and (c), which are categorically not met by this 

NDP.  
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5. Chapter 1: Background and Context 

5.1 The NDP notes the need to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development and describes how it 

‘seeks to meet its commitment’ in this regard. Included in the list of ways in which the NDP purports to 

promote sustainable development is ‘ensuring that any new housing meets the needs of present and future 

generations’. But these are hollow words; a veneer designed to give the impression that a positive approach 

has been taken to addressing housing needs when this is plainly not the case. 

5.2 Those that have prepared the NDP are overtly against new housing development and have been 

attempting to resist growth in the NDP area, and Gaddesby in particular, for many years. The Chairman of 

the NPAC and the Chairman of the Parish Council both wrote in opposition to land being allocated for 

development within or adjacent to the village when the Local Plan was being prepared (as did the Parish 

Council as a body) and such objections were maintained through the EiP. And it is plain from Item 5 in the 

Minutes of the NPAC Meeting on 16 May 2018 (see Appendix 5) that the NPAC only had in mind conducting 

a Field Survey of the NDP area as a means of controlling future development (rather than identifying land 

that has special value locally). 

5.3 The opposition that the NPAC and Parish Council has to sustainable development is now evident also in the 

way that NDP has been compiled – the Foreword speaks of the key concerns being the protection of the 

character of the villages (not ensuring their sustainable growth) and the majority of the policies in the NDP 

are designed to prevent or severely limit new development, including a wholly inappropriate Local Green 

Space designation which is plainly a device to prevent development rather than preserve land that has 

genuine special qualities and interest. Such a negative approach is not appropriate and, importantly, is not 

consistent with the provisions of the Local Plan, the NPPF or the NPPG and we return to this below. 

6. Chapter 5: Policies 

Housing 

6.1 Current The NDP misdirects itself on housing need and how this should be addressed. As a consequence, the 

way in which the NDP deals with housing development is not consistent with the provisions of the NPPF and 

NPPG, is not in general conformity with the strategic policies sin the Local Plan and will not contribute 

appropriately to the achievement of sustainable development.   

6.2 The Local Plan 

6.3 The Local Plan was adopted in October 2018 and covers the period 2011 to 2036. Policy SS2 of the Local 

Plan specifies a housing requirement (for the Borough) of 6,125 dwellings and states that the Melton 

Mowbray Main Urban Area will accommodate approximately 65% (3,980) of this and that the Service 

Centres and Rural Hubs will accommodate approximately 35% (2,144). This 35%, it says, will be delivered by: 
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“planning positively for the development of sites allocated within and adjoining the Service Centres 

and Rural Hubs by 2036, and by encouraging small scale residential development, where it would 

represent sustainable development under Policy SS1 above [which reiterates the NPPF presumption 

in favour of sustainable development] or would enhance the sustainability of the community in 

accordance with Policy SS3 - Sustainable Communities.” 

6.4 The Plan also assumes that some 15% of the 35% (322 dwelllings) will be delivered in the form of windfalls (see 

Local Plan Table 5).  

6.5 Gaddesby is a Rural Hub and so one of the settlements that is expected to help accommodate the 35% of 

the housing requirement referred to in Policy SS2. 

6.6 The supporting text to Policy SS2 recognises the challenging nature of the Borough’s housing requirement (to 

satisfy the specified requirement, MBC will need to significantly increase the rate at which new homes are 

delivered, to levels far in excess of those achieved historically) and, at paragraph 4.2.4 makes it clear that 

the requirements: 

“are the minimum number of new dwellings that should be provided in the relevant period, and all 

stakeholders involved in the delivery of housing should play their part in seeking to exceed the 

requirements by bringing forward development in accordance with the plan policies as a whole.” 

6.7 The stakeholders referred to in this part of the Local Plan plainly include bodies responsible for the 

preparation of Neighbourhood Plans.    

6.8 Policy SS3 is concerned with development proposed on sites that are not allocated for development in the 

Local Plan. It states that: 

“In rural settlements outside the main urban area, the Council will seek to protect and enhance 

existing services and facilities and will support sustainable development proposals in accordance 

with Policy SS2 above which contribute towards meeting local development needs, contributing 

towards the vision and strategic priorities of the plan, and improving the sustainability of our rural 

areas. In addition to those sites allocated through the local plan, planning permission will be granted 

for new residential development in the rural area within or on the edge of existing settlements, 

provided it is in keeping with the scale and character of the host settlement and where: 

a) The development provides housing which meets a proven local need as identified by 

substantive evidence, for example within in a Neighbourhood Plan or appropriate community-

led strategy, or a housing assessment or other evidence provided by the applicant; and 

b) The development respects the Borough’s landscape and settlement character such that it 

conforms with policies EN1, EN4 and EN6; and that (where relevant), the design conforms with 

Policy D1 and applicable environmental policies in any relevant Neighbourhood Plan; and 

c) The development will be served by sustainable infrastructure and or provide new infrastructure 

or services to the wider benefit of the settlement; and 
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d) The development respects ecological, heritage and biodiversity features and where 

appropriate provides mitigation to prevent any potential harm; and 

e) Where possible the development does not result in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural 

land; and 

f) The development can be adequately drained and would not increase the risk of flooding, in 

accordance with Policy EN11.” 

6.9 Table 6 on page 33 of the Local Plan specifies housing requirements for each of the Borough’s Service 

Centres and Rural Hubs. The gross requirement specified in Table 6 is 1,831 dwellings (30% of 6,125) and the 

residual requirement (accounting for completions and commitments as at 31 March 2017) is 1,403 dwellings.   

6.10 Table 6 confirms that the residual housing requirement for Gaddesby is 47 dwellings (55 less 1 completed 

dwelling and 7 commitments). However, because (i) MBC had decided in the light of the Historic England 

representations to delete the GADD2 allocation; and (ii) it was unable to identify suitable land for 

development elsewhere in the village, MBC assumed that Gaddesby could not satisfy its 47 dwelling residual 

requirement in full and argued that any shortfall could be made up by over-providing in other settlements. 

Ultimately, the Local Plan allocated land in Gaddesby for 36 rather than 47 homes.   

6.11 If all of the sites that are allocated in the Service Centres and Rural Hubs in the Local Plan are developed, 

some 2,077 new homes will be constructed in these settlements (some 34% of the overall Borough 

requirement). If our Client’s land were to be developed with 27 dwellings, the total would increase to 2,104 

(still just 34% of 6,125) and so completely in accordance with the spatial strategy articulated in Policy SS2. 

6.12 Of course, we do not know whether all of the land that is allocated in the Local Plan for housing will be 

developed. What we do know, however, is that: (i) in the first 8 years of the Plan-period only 999 new homes 

have been instructed; that is 361 less than required; (ii) in the same period, only 187 affordable homes have 

been delivered (just 15% of all housing constructed) against an OAN for such homes of 560 dwellings); and 

(iii) although MBCs forward supply is starting to look healthier, it is heavily reliant on substantial levels of 

housing delivery coming from very large schemes planned on the edge of Melton Mowbray , which are still 

some way from implementation. 

NPPF 

6.13 The Government continues to try and tackle the housing crisis by ensuring that local authorities boost 

significantly the supply of new homes, including affordable homes (NPPF 59, 61 and 62). It now also requires 

local authorities to specify housing requirements for Neighbourhood Plan areas (NPPF 65) and acknowledges 

that small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing requirement 

of an area (NPPF 68). At paragraph 69, it provides specifically that Neighbourhood Planning Groups should 

consider the opportunities for allocating small and medium-sized sites suitable for housing in their area. 

 

 



Client: Ovens Family Report Title: Gaddesby NDP Representations 

Date: April 2020 

NPPG 

6.14 The NPPG provides specific guidance on the handling of housing requirements in circumstances such as 

those at Gaddesby. It states that: 

“Where neighbourhood planning bodies have decided to make provision for housing in their plan, 

the housing requirement figure and its origin are expected to be set out in the neighbourhood plan 

as a basis for their housing policies and any allocations that they wish to make. 

Neighbourhood planning bodies are encouraged to plan to meet their housing requirement, and 

where possible to exceed it. A sustainable choice of sites to accommodate housing will provide 

flexibility if circumstances change, and allows plans to remain up to date over a longer time scale. 

Where neighbourhood planning bodies intend to exceed their housing requirement figure, 

proactive engagement with their local planning authority can help to assess whether the scale of 

additional housing numbers is considered to be in general conformity with the strategic policies. For 

example, whether the scale of proposed increase has a detrimental impact on the strategic spatial 

strategy, or whether sufficient infrastructure is proposed to support the scale of development and 

whether it has a realistic prospect of being delivered in accordance with development plan policies 

on viability. Any neighbourhood plan policies on the size or type of housing required will need to be 

informed by the evidence prepared to support relevant strategic policies, supplemented where 

necessary by locally-produced information.” (Paragraph: 103 Reference ID: 41-103-20190509) 

Conclusions on Housing 

6.15 Part of our Client’s land would have been allocated for housing development in the Local Plan had the 

appropriate discussions been had with HE back in 2016 / 2017. HE’s concerns have since been addressed 

and there is now no technical reason why the land shown on the Illustrative Masterplan in Appendix 1 

cannot be developed. It is suitable for housing, including by virtue of being exactly the kind of site that is 

encouraged by NPPF 68 and 69, is available and achievable. 

6.16 There strategic policies in the Local Plan identify an overall housing requirement for the Borough, provide an 

indication as to how this should be distributed between Melton Mowbray and the Service Centres / Rural 

Hubs, and specify a residual housing requirement for Gaddesby of 47 dwellings. 

6.17 It is the responsibility of the NDP to ensure that the housing needs of Gaddesy are met and exceeded where 

possible. Doing anything less would render the NDP at odds with both national planning policy and Local 

Plan strategic polices.  

6.18 By allocating our Client’s land for a housing development of 27 dwellings, the NDP can meet and slightly 

exceed the housing needs of Gaddesby (including a critical need for affordable housing), in the process 

addressing the strategic policies in the Local Plan as well as the policy and guidance in the NPPF and NPPG. 

Moreover, it can do so without any risk of this additional allocation throwing the Local Plan spatial strategy 

out of kilter (as indicated above, a development of 27 homes would not threaten the 65% / 35% balance 

referred to in Policy SS2 and, in any event, these percentages are referred to in ‘approximate terms’ and 
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stakeholders are encouraged to exceed the Borough’s minimum housing requirements) and the 

development of our Client’s land would wholly accord with Policy SS3.  

6.19 The failure of the NDP to address fully the specified housing requirement for Gaddesby is a fundamental and 

fatal flaw and one that must be addressed through the allocation of our Client’s land in order for it to meet 

the basic conditions. 

Settlement Boundary 

6.20 Our Client has made detailed submissions on the settlement boundary issue previously (see Appendix 1 - 

Section 6) and these need not be repeated here. Suffice it to say that (i) it is not necessary for the NDP to 

define a settlement boundary for Gaddesby – the policies in the Local Plan and the NPPF already ensure 

that development is appropriately controlled around the edges of settlements as well as further afield (we 

note that the NPAC has taken precisely this view in respect of Ashby Folville and Barsby which lie to the south 

east of Gaddesby); and (ii) if a settlement boundary is to be defined in the NDP, the Examiner will need to 

ensure that it is robust and, therefore, based on sound technical analysis. Such evidence does not exist. 

6.21 So far as we can tell, the boundary as specified in the NDP has been defined without a robust and 

consistently applied methodology. As a consequence, and as will be noted by the Examiner when the 

boundary is inspected on the ground, there are plainly parcels of land included within the settlement that 

belong outside it, and vice versa. We note that since October last year, a number of changes have been 

made to the settlement boundary. Some of these are referenced in minutes of an NPAC Meeting held on 20 

January this year but the explanation provided in the minutes is very limited indeed (see Appendix 6). 

6.22 Two of the changes made since October are worthy of particular mention here. The first is the amendment 

made to the rear of 6 Church Lane (southernmost highlighted area in Appendix 7). At the Regulation 14 

stage, part of the rear garden of this property was inexplicably placed in the open countryside. It has since 

been brought back within the village but neither the original proposal nor the amendment have been 

adequately explained. The commentary in the 20 January Minutes is insufficient for plan-making purposes. It 

is perhaps noteworthy that the Chairman of the NPAC lives at 4 Church Lane to the immediate south. 

6.23 The second concerns the northernmost area highlighted in Appendix 7. This lay beyond the settlement 

boundary at the Regulation 14 stage but has now been brought within the village. This change is not 

explained in the Minutes of the 20 January Meeting (or anywhere else so far as we can tell). The absence of 

an explanation or rationale for this change is particularly curious given that this parcel of land appears to  be  

nothing more than an open field on the edge of the settlement and one that relates more to the agricultural 

hinterland than the built up parts of the village. 

6.24 The absence of robust evidence for decisions like these goes to the very heart of the credibility of the plan-

making process. 

6.25 We have not sought to unpick all issues with the settlement boundary, as most will be plain for the Examiner 

to see when site visits are conducted, but there are clearly issues here that mean that, as things stand, the 

proposed boundary is at odds with both the NPPF and Local Plan.     
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Windfall Development 

6.26 Policy SS3 of the Local Plan is quoted above and provides an appropriate basis for decision taking in respect 

of development proposed on unallocated sites. It has been subject to Examination in Public and has been 

found to be sound. 

6.27 Policy HBE3 of the NDP is at odds with Policy SS3, including by (i) restricting windfall developments in 

Gaddesby to sites ‘within’ the village only; and (ii) limiting windfall developments in Gaddesby to a 

maximum of 5 dwellings. Neither provision exists in Policy SS3 and the NPG has produced no evidence to 

demonstrate that there are special reasons in this neighbourhood plan are why more stringent policies 

should apply than apply elsewhere in the Borough under Policy SS3. We note that there is reference to 5 

dwellings in the supporting text to Policy SS3 but the Policy itself is quite rightly silent on dwelling numbers, 

leaving this to professional judgement applied on a case by case basis. 

6.28 Policy HBE3 must therefore be struck out of the NDP.  

Local Green Space (“LGS”) 

NPPF 

6.29 The NPPF provides that: 

“The designation of land as Local Green Space through local and neighbourhood plans allows 

communities to identify and protect green areas of particular importance to them. Designating land 

as Local Green Space should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and 

complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. Local Green Spaces 

should only be designated when a plan is prepared or updated, and be capable of enduring 

beyond the end of the plan period. 

The Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green space is: 

a) in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example 

because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), 

tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 

c) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 

Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent with those for 

Green Belts.” (paragraphs 99-101) 

NPPG 

6.30 The NPPG says little more than the NPPF but does provide the following: 
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There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are 

different and a degree of judgment will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 100 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green Space designation should only be 

used where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently blanket 

designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, 

designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to 

a new area of Green Belt by another name. (Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 37-015-20140306) 

Local Plan 

6.31 The designation of LGS is a matter that was considered in detail through the preparation of the Local Plan. 

Land close to the centre of Gaddesby was designated as LGS on adoption of the Plan. That land comprises 

Parcels 201 and 202 as shown in Figure 4 of the NDP. It is interesting to note that, in spite of the fact that this 

designation was subject to thorough scrutiny, and was found to be sound by the Inspector appointed to 

examine the Plan, the NPAC has made it clear that it does not support the designation of land parcel 201 

(see NDP Policy ENV1). Indeed, in its Field Survey, the NPAC scores this parcel 12 out of 25. This compares with 

the 18 out of 25 that it scores our Client’s land. We find this extraordinary and return to it below and in 

Appendix 8. It is instructive to note that no other land in Gaddesby was considered worthy of LGS 

designation in the Local Plan. 

The NDP 

6.32 The NDP proposes to designate as LGS a 17.7ha tract of land stretching along the entire eastern side of the 

village, from Ashby Road in the south, to Pasture Lane in the north, and extending some 360m from the 

proposed settlement boundary at its widest point. A large part of our Client’s land is included in the area 

that is proposed to be designated. 

Flaws in the Local Green Space Designation 

6.33 Our Clients made detailed representations on the proposed LGS at Gaddesby in October 2019. These 

included legal submissions by Clyde & Co. All of the comments made then remain relevant today. The key 

points against the LGS designation are as follows: 

a) the absence of robust evidence - the assessment of land parcels (the Field Survey) that underpins the 

proposed LGS designation: 

 has been completed by people that are not suitably qualified and have made inappropriate 

judgements; 

 is based on a scoring system that is not adequately explained and so is not transparent, cannot be 

appropriately tested / interrogated and so is not reliable as a basis for decision-taking. It is not clear, 

for example, why scoring categories are afforded different scoring ranges or what attributes land 

parcels must have in each category to achieve specific scores (i.e. why a parcel would be afforded 

a 2 in a particular category as opposed to a 4); 
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 it erroneously assumes that a land parcel that scores 70% qualifies as LGS. There is no national policy 

or guidance justifying the application of a 70% threshold, no justification for this in any other 

evidence, and no obvious and defendable rationale for it; 

 includes two scoring categories (practical accessibility and educational value) that are ignored 

when the scores for each parcel are calculated. Ignoring the scores for these categories 

inappropriately skews the percentages that are relied upon for justifying the identification of LGS. If 

the scores for these categories are taken account of, the scores for Fields 148, 197 and 198 fall below 

the 70% threshold used by the NPAC for designation (even applying NPACs unsound and over-

inflated scores for these parcels); 

 attributes scores to land parcels that are not explained and cannot be explained or justified on any 

sensible basis or by reference to robust and accurate evidence. We note that NPAC has scored 

Field 198 18 out of 25 (it also scores 18 out of 29 on NPACs analysis). Applying a more robust, 

professional assessment, we score the Field 9 out of 25 (or 10 out of 29) (see Appendix 8); 

 reaches inconsistent conclusions that again are not explained at all, including by reference to 

evidence. Just by way of brief example, we note that Field 204 (just 120m west of Field 198) is scored 

‘0’ for Richness of Wildlife, whereas Field 198 scores ‘3’ under this category. There is no discernible 

difference between the two in this respect. Field 198 has no ecological value, save within parts of its 

southern boundary where a hedgerow provides habitat and possibly also foraging routes for Bats. 

We note also that NPAC scores Field 198 ‘4’ for Historical Significance (when it has almost none) and 

yet it only scores Field 201 ‘3’ against this criterion (Field 201 comprises the Grade II listed Gaddesby 

Hall and its grounds and forms part of the setting of the Grade I listed Church – Note: Appendix 5 to 

the NDP incorrectly refers to the Church as Field 201 and Gaddesby Hall as 202 – the Field Survey 

and Figure 4 of the NDP has the numbering the other way around); 

 in short, does not stand up to even basic scrutiny, is fatally flawed and is not fit for purpose. As a 

consequence, the results of it cannot be relied upon; 

b) failure to demonstrate specialness and local significance – in addition to the assessment being flawed 

from a procedural and evidential perspective, it fails to demonstrate that the proposed LGS is 

demonstrably special and holds particular local significance. Indeed, the proposed LGS is 

indistinguishable from the open countryside that abuts the village on its other sides and, critically, the 

open countryside that surrounds most other settlements in the Borough. It is totally unremarkable. IN this 

respect it stands in stark contrast, for example, with Fields 281 and 501 (the Cricket Ground and Church 

in Ashby Folville) which are genuinely special local green spaces and yet are given scores of 18 out of 

25, lower than the 18 out of 25 given to Field 198. It is plain that the NPACs assessment of our Client’s 

land is totally flawed (again see Appendix 8); 

c) failure to demonstrate that the proposed LGS is not an extensive tract of land and is local in character – 

the proposed LGS has no specific ‘local character’ it is simply a collection of 3 large fields on the edge 

of a village (see aerial image at Appendix 9). Moreover, the proposed LGS extends to some 17.7ha 

which on any measure is a significant tract of land. By way of illustration, the land within the proposed 

settlement boundary extends to about 24ha and so the LGS is equivalent to about 72% of the size of the 
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village. Even our Client’s land alone is an extensive tract of land, extending to 8.6ha. Irrespective of 

what the Examiner makes of the way in which land parcels have been assessed, and whether any of 

them are demonstrably special, the proposed LGS must be struck out of the NDP because it fails to 

satisfy this clear, gateway test and so is in direct conflict with the NPPF. For the avoidance of doubt, only 

a striking out of the proposed LGS will remedy this failing, there is no evidence before the Examiner that 

would enable him / her to recommend modifications resulting in an alternatively configured 

designation;  

d) conflict with the NPPF and Local Plan – in addition to being in conflict with the NPPF because the 

proposed LGS is not demonstrably special and of local significance, it is in conflict with it because: 

 it is plainly an attempt to prevent the expansion of the village on its eastern side by introducing 

Green Belt policy by another name; 

 it serves to prevent rather than serve sustainable growth; 

 it prevents the village from accommodating the housing development that the Local Plan confirms 

is needed at Gaddesby and so is in direct conflict with the Government;s housing strategy as 

articulated in Section 5 of the NPPF; 

 prevents the delivery of a parking solution for the village primary school (see below); 

e) failure to consult / engage landwoners – the NPPG is clear that the NPG should have consulted with our 

Client from the very start of the plan-making process. However, it did not. Indeed, there has been no 

proactive engagement with our Client at all. It has been completely down to our Client to monitor for 

progress, press for information and then react when information has been made available. The 

seriousness of this failure on the part of the NPG is amplified in cases such as our Clients, where the NPG 

has been fully aware of the Family’s promotion of its land and yet, in the LGS, has proposed a device 

that is specifically designed to frustrate it. Such an approach is wholly inappropriate.     

6.34 Ultimately, the proposed LGS fails the basic conditions and the issues that lead to this conclusion are 

incapable of being addressed by amendments to the boundary / extent of the designation. Accordingly, 

the only way in which this matter can be satisfactorily addressed is by the LGS being struck out of the NDP.  

Non-Designated Heritage Assets 

6.35 Policies ENV3 and ENV4 of the NDP identify a range of ‘non-designated heritage assets’ and provide, 

amongst other things, that ‘their features and settings should be protected where possible’ and ‘their loss 

should be avoided’. We have two concerns about Policies ENV3 and ENV4. 

6.36 First, the NPPG makes it clear that: 

Irrespective of how they are identified, it is important that the decisions to identify them as non-

designated heritage assets are based on sound evidence. (Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 18a-040-

20190723) 
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6.37 Yet we can find no evidence of the manner in which each of the assets referred to in the NDP has been 

assessed (and by whom), other than that which appears in the NDP itself. This, we submit, is not sufficient and 

is not what is expected by the NPPG. The Examiner will need to be satisfied that all of the assets referred to in 

the NDP are worthy of identification as non-designated heritage assets by reference to clear and sound 

evidence.    

6.38 Secondly, the NPPF states that heritage assets should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their 

significance and, insofar as non-designated assets are concerned, provides that: 

The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken 

into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly 

affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the 

scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. (NPPF 197) 

6.39 Policies ENV3 and ENV4 go beyond the level of protection afforded by national policy and so are in direct 

conflict with it. 

6.40 Our client has no objection to Policies ENV3 and ENV4 identifying, on an appropriate evidential basis, non-

designated heritage assets in the NDP area, but the level of development control exerted in respect of such 

assets must not go beyond that specified in the NPPF and so the wording of ENV3 and ENV4 will need to be 

modified to ensure that there is no ambiguity and they are wholly consistent with NPPF 197.   

Protection of Important Views 

6.41 Our Client has no objection to the identification within the NDP of important views. However, the Family has 

two key concerns about Policy ENV7. 

6.42 First, it is not clear from Policy ENV7, Figure 11 and the descriptions and images at Appendix 8, exactly which 

views are important (from where and over what geography). By way of illustration, View 3 is inaccurately 

plotted on Figure 11. The valuable view along Ashby Road is from a point further to the east than shown on 

Figure 11 and follows the line of Ashby Road to the Church. This is the view that our Client has taken full 

account of when masterplanning the development of the south western corner of Field 198 and is shown on 

the Plans included at Appendix 1. There are also serious issues with View 2 (which, we note appears to have 

been changed without explanation since the Regulation 14 stage). The text of ENV7 appears to reference a 

‘series’ or a number of views that change as one moves north and south along footpaths, but this is not 

reflected in Figure 11 and is not adequately explained by the images in Appendix 8 of the NDP. It is also not 

clear why Appendix 8 contains images taken from a drone, which are plainly irrelevant and misleading. For 

the avoidance of doubt, neither Field 197 nor Field 198 are visible from Viewpoint 2 as shown on Figure 11. 

6.43 Given the fact that important views specified in an adopted NDP will have a material bearing of the 

determination of applications for planning permission, it is important that they are adequately defined. This 

means that both the point (or points) from which the views are available, and the extent of the important 

view corridor (length and width) need to be accurately plotted. The fact that they are not in this instance is 

a flaw that must be addressed. If it is not addressed, ENV7 and Figure 11 will have no credibility and will not 

stand up to scrutiny in the development management process. 
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6.44 Secondly, we are not convinced that all of the identified views are demonstrably important and, therefore, 

worthy of special protection. We would agree that views of the Church from land to the east of the village 

are important. As indicated above, our Client has discussed these extensively with HE and has taken 

account of them when designing their proposals for Field 198 as shown in Appendix 1. However, views from 

the village over the countryside to the east, as in other directions, are distinctly unremarkable and the 

available evidence does not suggest otherwise. Certainly, the majority of the images in Appendix 8 to the 

NDP do not show views that are demonstrably special. Accordingly, we are not satisfied that all are worthy 

of designation ion the NDP and are concerned that some may impact on the delivery of sustainable growth 

and, therefore, will be in conflict with the provisions of both NPPF and Local Plan.  

Transport and Traffic 

6.45 The NDP highlights significant local concerns about traffic volumes, congestion at peak times and car 

parking. The primary school is noted as a particular issue during drop-off and collection times. 

Notwithstanding this, the NDP contains no specific proposals for addressing these issues. We raise this matter 

because our Client has given specific consideration to how the primary school’s parking issues might be 

addressed and has discussed the matter directly with the Headmaster. In the light of those conversations 

and deliberations, our Client has made provision within the masterplan for Field 198 for a parking facility off 

Ashby Road (directly opposite the school) which the Family is prepared to deliver as part of their 27 home 

scheme. The design of such a facility would need to be agreed with the school, the local community and 

the Local Highway Authority, but would plainly address a serious issue that will not otherwise be tackled, 

easing traffic flows at peak times and improving safety. Given the clear importance of the traffic and 

parking issues to the local community, this positive benefit of our Client’s proposals is something that should 

afforded considerable weight in the NDP-making process.  

7. Next Steps 

7.1 We trust that these Representations will be taken fully into account during any examination of the NDP. Our 

Client continues to want to engage with the NPAC and the NDP and to agree a way forward that is mutually 

beneficial and enables the Plan to be progressed to referendum. To that end, should MBC, the Examiner or 

the NPAC require any further information at this or a future stage, please do not hesitate to contact Craig 

Alsbury of this practice in the first instance on 0121 609 8445 or by email at craig.alsbury@avisonyoung.com.     
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Introduction 
 

This statement is submitted on behalf of our client, the Ovens Family, in support of their 
objections to the Pre-submission draft of the Gaddesby Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2019-
2035 (dated September 2019) ("the Neighbourhood Plan"). It is in addition to the statement 
already submitted by Clyde & Co.  
 
Our client’s  representations are set out in the following sections: (which follow the order set 
out in the draft Neighbourhood Plan): 
 

- Section 1 - How the Plan fits into the planning system 
- Section 2 - How the Neighbourhood Plan supports sustainable development 
- Section 3 - The Neighbourhood Plan Objectives  
- Section 4 -  Community Engagement 
- Section 5 - Housing and the Built Environment 
- Section 6 - POLICY HBE1: SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY and Figure 2 – settlement 

boundary for Gaddesby Village  
- Section 7 - POLICY ENV 1: PROTECTION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACE 
- Section 8 -  Figures 5.1 & 5.2 
- Section 9 - POLICY ENV 4: RIDGE AND FURROW  
- Section 10 - POLICY ENV7: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT VIEWS, Figure 11 &  Appendix 

8 Important Views 
- Section 11 - Appendix 4 
- Section 12 - Appendix 5 

 
Mostly, the sections identified sets out our client’s comments and objections to the identified 
sections of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
In section 5, as well as their objection, we also take the opportunity to put forward a parcel 
of their land (within the land which the plan identifies as ref 198) as a proposed housing 
allocation for inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan. In support of this the following documents 
have been attached for information and consideration: 
 

- a land-ownership plan; 
- a site analysis; 
- a copy of a heritage assessment (the Doggett Report); 
- a development framework plan; 
- an illustrative masterplan;  
- a copy of Historic England’s consultation response; and 
- a copy of the call for sites form. 

 
These documents, and the explanatory text in section 5 make up our client’s representation 
concerning  the inclusion of their land as the housing allocation they wish to be considered as 
part of the Neighbourhood Plan process. 
 
The last document our client wishes to submit is their analysis of the sites within appendix 5. 
Of the seven sites in appendix 5, our client has  incorporated the  two categories from 
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appendix 4 that are excluded in Appendix 5. Our client’s revised document clearly shows the 
major inconsistencies, when comparisons are drawn between the sites allocated by Melton 
Council in  the Local Plan (Neighbourhood Plan  ref 201,281,409,and 202) and  the new sites 
(Neighbourhood Plan ref 148,197,198 and 501) being put forward in Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
In its way, our client’s analysis  illustrates their deep concern about the way the plan has been 
put together and the potential impact of the policies it sets out. In our  view, the Pre-
submission draft of the Neighbourhood Plan is a fundamentally flawed document, in that it is 
promoting a policy framework that seeks to stifle sustainable development as opposed to 
encouraging it, which is contrary to national and local planning policy and guidance. 
 
Even though there has been no discussion with our client  to date, given the impact on their 
land it is incumbent on the  Parish Council to engage with our client at the earliest opportunity 
to discuss ways that their objections could be overcome. 
 
Section 1 - How the Plan fits into the planning system (page 6) 
  
The Neighbour Plan states: 
 

“One of the main rules governing the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan is that it 
must comply with European regulations on strategic environmental assessment and 
habitat regulations. It must also be in general conformity with national, county and 
district wide (i.e. Melton) planning policies. This means that it cannot be prepared in 
isolation. It will need to take into account, and generally work with, the grain of the 
district wide and national policies unless there are good reasons for not doing so.” 

  
Our client  agrees that  this statement relates the requirements for neighbourhood plans  in 
respect of the environmental assessment of its policy and proposals and how it accords with 
national and local plan policy. However, we disagree that the Pre-Submission draft of 
the  Neighbourhood  Plan meets these requirements.  We can find no evidence of any 
appropriate or  adequate environmental assessment within the consultation documentation, 
nor any statement of reasons explaining why strategic environmental assessment is not 
required (as required by the SEA regulations).  
  
The Neighbourhood Plan states: 
  

The NPPF requires the planning system (including Neighbourhood Plans) to encourage 
sustainable development and details three dimensions to that development:  
  

• An economic dimension – policies should contribute to economic development;  

• A social dimension – policies should support strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities by providing the right supply of housing and creating a high-quality 
built environment with accessible local services; and  

• An environmental dimension – policies should contribute to protecting and 
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment. 
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Our client  agrees that  this paragraph accurately sets out the requirements for 
neighbourhood plans  in respect of national and local planning policy and guidance. However, 
the Neighbourhood Plan is at odds with national and local planning policy and guidance in 
that, when looked at as a whole, it is apparent that it has been produced with the intention 
of creating  a device intended to stymie future sustainable development, particularly in and 
around Gaddesby. 
  
Section 2 - How the Neighbourhood Plan supports sustainable development (page 7) 
  
The Neighbourhood Plan sets out the ways it will meet its commitment to promoting 
sustainable development. Our client further objections to the Neighbour Plan will show how 
it fails to meet the identified tests. For example:   
 

- the Neighbourhood Plan does not support the continuation of the allocation/ 
designation of the Grounds of Paske Grove (plan ref 202) as a Local Green Space. This 
is at odds with safeguarding/ protecting important and existing opens space from 
development and for the enjoyment of residents. It is also at odds with the protection 
of community assets, insofar as Paske Groves contribution to the character of the 
Conservation Area, as well as the recently adopted Melton Local Plan; 

  
- the Neighbourhood Plan fails to address  how it will meet the identified objectively 

assessed need for housing within Gaddesby itself. Instead, it is based upon the false 
assumption that Gaddesby is incapable of any further sustainable development 
beyond the 36 dwellings identified in the local plan - it merely replicates the housing 
allocation from the recently approved local plan and makes no attempt to consider 
any  at other suitable sites that would enable Gaddesby to meet even the minimum 
objectively assessed need, let alone providing for future generations; 
 

- the plan seeks to protect existing employment but fails to give any guidance on how 
sustainable employment could develop; and 

  
- the protection of community assets, such as the Gaddesby’s school,  will be 

undermined as a result of the policies of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 

The phrasing of the objectives shows  a fundamental misunderstanding of the wider 
community benefits that would accrue from sustainable development on our client’s land, 
such as meeting the identified housing requirement for Gaddesby and by providing much-
needed facilities for the local school, a village green and preventing traffic congestion in the 
area, as it will have less reliance on pupils from outside the area being driven in to fill its roll 
– our client’s proposals are set out in more detail in Section 5 below.   
 
Section 3 - The Neighbourhood Plan Objectives (page 8) 
  
Whilst our client supports the identified objectives, we are concerned that the 
Neighbourhood Plan’s policies conflict, in fundamental respects, with national and local 
planning policy  and would serve only to sterilise any potential for further sustainable 
development, particularly in and around Gaddesby. The objectives should be extended to 
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encourage sustainable growth in Gaddesby by meeting, at a minimum, the objectively 
assessed need for housing and seeking proportionate growth that would enhance the future 
of the village’s of community assets, like the school, through sustainable development. 
 
Section 4 -  Community Engagement (page 12) 
  
Contrary to the advice set out the NPPG, the Parish Council made no effort to involve  our 
client in the  preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan before producing the Pre-submission 
draft. Given our client’s clear and obvious interest in the emerging policy framework, and our 
specific request to be fully involved in the Neighbourhood Plan process (as set out in our email 
to Parish Clerk, Mrs Trudy Toon, and Melton BC’s policy team in September 2017, referred to 
in Clyde & Co’s submission on behalf of our client),  it was incumbent on the Parish Council to 
involve our client from the outset of the plan-making process or, at the very least, from the 
time when it became clear to the Parish Council that it was proposing to designate their land 
(identified as field 198 in figure 4 of the plan) as Local Green Space. It is noteworthy that the 
Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee undertook the survey of our client’s land  (plan ref 
198) without consent or notification. 
  

The failure to consult our client is  bewildering given that members of the Neighbourhood 
Plan Advisory Committee and the Parish Clerk were fully aware of attempts to bring forward 
part of the land as a housing allocation through the Local Plan process – to which the Parish 
Council objected at the time – further details of this are set out below. 

Had our clients been consulted, the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee would have 
discovered that since the Local Plan examination, an illustrative layout plan has been 
produced in consultation with Historic England for development of part of our client’s land, 
which  includes 27 dwellings, a new village green and a turning facility to serve the local 
primary school and alleviate traffic congestion on local roads at peak (school) time (a copy of 
which is attached for information and is set out in further detail at Section 5 below). This 
submission  has also formed part of  Melton Council’s recent call for sites in August 2019. 

The unfairness of the failure to consult our client  is exacerbated by the implications of the 
designation of their land  as Local Green Space. As is made clear by paragraph 101 of the NPPF 
(and draft Policy ENV1), such a designation would result in our client’s land being managed in 
accordance with Green Belt policies i.e. a strong presumption against development (only 
permitted in exceptional circumstances). 

Section 5 - Housing and the Built Environment (page 15) 
  
“The Local Plan establishes a hierarchy of settlements to help to determine the most 
appropriate locations for the remaining development. Within this hierarchy, Gaddesby is 
classified as a Rural Hub. The Local Plan identifies a residual housing requirement for 
Gaddesby of 47 dwellings, although provision is made for only 36 dwellings reflecting the 
capacity in the village.” 
  
This paragraph is a clear statement of the status of Gaddesby as a Rural Hub. Our client 
welcomes this and, for the avoidance of doubt, would object to any attempts to reverse/ 
undermine Gaddesby’s  status as a Rural Hub.   
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The paragraph also clarifies  Gaddesby’s  share of the housing requirement  and that it 
currently falls short of meeting that requirement. It should be noted that the housing 
requirement for Gaddesby is based upon the adopted Local Plan strategy for Melton and an 
assessment of the minimum objectively assessed need for housing. 
  
This is an appropriate point to set out our client’s proposals for the development of  part of 
their land and its inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan as an allocation for residential 
development. Our client’s proposal set out in the attached illustrative plan layout for 27 
dwellings, a new village green and a turning facility to serve the local primary school and 
alleviate traffic congestion on local roads at school pick up and drop off times. We also attach 
the accompanying architectural and heritage analysis and a letter from Historic England 
confirming their view on the proposal.  Before looking at this in more detail, we feel it would 
be useful to review how the current scheme came about. 
  
In November 2016, the Pre-submission version of the Local Plan included our client’s 2ha 
parcel land off Ashby Road (part of your field ref 198) as a housing allocation for 30 dwellings 
– the Pre-submission Local Plan referred to the proposed allocation as  GADD2.   
 
Unfortunately, in June 2017, we discovered that officers had changed their view and were 
now seeking to recommend our client’s site was deleted as a housing allocation. The site had 
received objections from the Parish Council (who objected to all the housing allocations 
throughout the Local Plan process, including at the  Examination),  Leicestershire County 
Council’s Archaeological Service (LCAS) and Historic England.  
 
In July 2017, Melton Council approved the officers’ recommendation to delete our client’s 
site’s housing allocation as part of the focused changes to the Local Plan. The officers’ 
committee report provided a useful summary:  
  

- At Paras 3.22.1 – 3.22.3 - “It is proposed to remove site GADD2 from the site allocations 
after a large number of objections from both residents and Historic England who 
objected strongly to the proposal. Its allocation would have a significant impact on the 
setting of heritage assets, and it may not be possible to appropriately mitigate impact 
on landscape character, and as such, it cannot be considered suitable for development. 
A small replacement site to the north of the village is proposed, with site specific 
wording to ensure it is developed appropriately. Other concerns raised related 
primarily to the amount of growth proposed, existing highways issues, lack of public 
transport, village services and facilities, and impact of development on environmental 
factors, such as flood risk. It is recommended that GADD 2 is deleted; insertion of new 
site to become GADD3, former GADD3 to become GADD2”;  
 

And  
 

- At para5.7.1 – “Further information has been received in respect of previous site 
GADD2, Land off Church Lane and Ashby Road, Gaddesby, in terms of impacts on 
landscape character and significant heritage assets. Historic England have registered 
objection to the allocation of the site due to the fact they consider that development 
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of that particular site could not be mitigated for or designed in such a way to limit 
detrimental impact on the setting of the Grade I listed Church of St Luke and the historic 
landscape setting around it which comprises of earthwork remains of medieval and 
later cultivation. Therefore, the site assessment has been updated to take this into 
account and it is now considered in light of this information that the site is no longer 
considered suitable for allocation. It is therefore 15 suggested that this site is removed 
from the site allocations under policy C1(a)”.  

  
Our client objected to the deletion of their site, which was principally a result of 
representations received from Historic England (HE) and Leicestershire CC Archaeological 
Service (LCCAS). Based on HE/ LCAS’ objections, officers carried out a reassessment of our 
client’s site. This was set out in various documents, including the Rural Hubs Update 
document (Rural Hubs Update to site assessments including information on the availability of 
land, the suitability of site, viability and deliverability timescales Part 3 of 3 –  May 2017), 
which can be summarised as follows:  
  

- “The original site submitted (8.6ha) was reduced to the site area identified above (2ha) 
to lessen the impact on the character of the settlement and the landscape. The 
southern area (off Ashby Road) was identified as the best option due to the potential 
access constraints at the north of the site (off Church Lane). The south-eastern corner 
of the site is within flood risk zone 3b (0.16ha) and therefore was removed from the 
developable area. The capacity was reduced from 45 to 30 to allow for a lower density 
development in order to lessen the impact on the character and setting of the village. 
However, impacts identified in the Landscape Character Assessment and further 
reinforced by the representations received from Historic England mean that it is now 
suggested to remove this site from the allocations as it is not considered the 
detrimental impacts can be adequately mitigated.”  

  
As a result of the officers’ reassessment, our client instructed Asset Heritage Consulting to 
provide heritage and landscape advice concerning their site and specifically to examine and 
respond to Historic England’s/ LCCAS views. This is set out in the attached Doggett Report, by 
Dr Nick Doggett.  
 
Dr Doggett carried out a thorough heritage assessment of the site itself, the church and 
churchyard. His assessment also looked at the village of Gaddesby as a whole and the 
surrounding landscape. In relation to the potential impact on the listed church Dr Doggett 
concluded, “I can see no justifiable or sustainable ground for removing GADD2 as a housing 
allocation on the basis that it would have any adverse impact on the setting of St. Luke’s 
Church as a Grade I listed building.”  
  
Concerning the landscape impact, Dr Doggett concluded, “there is no legitimate reason why 
the District Council should regard the presence of unprotected earthworks, associated with 
either ridge and furrow ploughing or the later (Victorian) steam ploughing system, as a 
justifiable ground for not allocating GADD2 as a housing site.”  
  

Our expert heritage advice was clear; the development of our client’s site would have no 
detrimental impact on the setting of the listed church or the features in the landscape that 



-7- 

officers are now looking to protect. In our view, officers appeared to have decided to 
recommend de-allocation based on incomplete and/or inaccurate evidence.  
  
In September 2017, a report on the consultation responses to the focused changes was 
considered by Melton’s full council. The agenda included the Officers’ response to our client’s 
objection to the deletion of their site; now identified as GADD 4 (but formerly known as 
GADD2), as part of the focused changes consultation. Melton Council’s agreed position on our 
client’s site and representations were that set out at page 1 of Item 3b Appendix 1 (d)(viii) 
site-specific policies, which reads as follows:  
 

- “Conservation supports HE's view with regards to its objection for the allocation of 
30/40 houses at GADD2, however in line with additional responses for further 
allocations at present, it recognises the opportunity to mitigate the impact of the 
new dwellings through carefully considered design. There are well preserved ridge 
and furrow earthworks in this location (medieval and later C19 industrialised) and they 
would be significantly disrupted by the development. However, Conservation does not 
consider this to be sufficient justification alone to withdraw the allocation, as 
Borough of Melton has one of the largest and well-preserved remains of medieval 
earthworks in the country, and there are a wide number of further allocations that 
have been included that will involve development on such historic earthworks. 
However, cumulatively, the impact on the setting of the church and the historic 
earthworks are considered to cause harm, although Conservation considers that this 
may be possible to mitigate through well considered design and ensuring static views 
to the church are not impacted upon. The issues of kinetic views are more difficult, and 
Conservation defers to HE in its assessment of this impact.”  

  
We emailed officers on 12th October agreeing with the Council’s adopted position, i.e. it was 
possible to mitigate the impact of the site’s development on the listed building and 
earthworks “through well considered design”. We submitted a townscape/ visual analysis of 
the site and plans of one such proposal that demonstrated very clearly how this can be 
achieved.  In November 2017, having not received a response, we emailed again, trying to 
arrange a meeting to agree on common ground, and, on 9th November, officers emailed 
declining our request to meet.  
  
For completeness, we have also tried to meet with Historic England to discuss their objections 
to our site and they finally declined by email on 20th December 2017.  
  
As members of the Parish Council will recall, we made representations to the Local Plan and 
attended the Examination hearing on February 2018.  
  
In the report on the Examination of the Melton Local Plan, issued on  September 2018, the 
Inspector concluded:  
 

- “118. The Focused Changes to the Plan removed the originally numbered GADD2 
allocation, given the potential for harm to the village’s heritage assets and landscape 
character. Evidence provided in support of re-instating the allocation does not lead me 
to disagree with the Council or Historic England that the impact of residential 
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development of the site on the setting of the Grade I Listed church would be 
unacceptable. Any benefits arising from the development would not clearly outweigh 
the harm that it would cause.”  

  
In August 2018, we made a pre-application submission to Historic England in respect of the 
original GADD2 site. As part of this process, Historic England clarified their view on the 
development potential of our client’s land and agreed that it was possible to bring forward 
development without affecting the views of the listed church or the landscape surrounding 
it.   
 
At the end of 2018, Historic England agreed that the revised site identified in the plan Ashby 
Road-Gaddesby- Development Framework Option 3-2000 at A3-Rev C  (see attached) could 
be developed for housing in such a way that would not have any detrimental impact on the 
view of the listed church or the surrounding landscaped.  Following this, a revised housing 
layout proposal was produced to enable them to give a more detailed and considered view. 
This plan,  Ashby Road-Gaddesby- Illustrative Masterplan Option 3-2000 at A3-Rev C, is the 
illustrative  layout already referred to and attached. 
 
Historic England’s formal response was received on 5th February 2019  (see attached). This 
letter confirmed that:  
  

“Historic England is broadly content in principle with the indicative plan outlined in 
'Development Framework Option 3' (drawing DF-03 Rev C’, dated 22/12/18) and 
‘Illustrative Masterplan Option 3’ (drawing ‘IM-03 Rev C’, dated 22/12/18) regarding 
its:  
 

1) Extent, which largely respects the historic agricultural landscape and land 
allocation systems / parcels of ridge and furrow thus preserving the 
character of the historic landscape, its evolution and relationship with the 
church;  

2) Boundary treatment (of indigenous tree and hedge species), which would 
be in-keeping with the wider environs; and,  

3) Layout, as the density and scale / massing of housing would not impinge on 
the visual amenity of the historic landscape and its relationship with the 
church.  

 
As previously stated, the proposed turning-circle (‘new village green’) opposite the 
school and village hall is the single-most harmful aspect of the development proposal 
for the reason outline above. Historic England would, however, accept its inclusion in 
the development proposal if there were compelling reasons for keeping it, such as 
community support for it as an amenity or highways safety issues with alternatives.”  

  
The comments of Historic England set out above were based on the illustrative masterplan 
attached as Ashby Road-Gaddesby- Illustrative Masterplan Option 3-2000 at A3-Rev C. This 
masterplan shows the proposed development area has the potential for 27 houses (in a mix 
of types and sizes of dwellings to be provided) in line with the residential context. The 
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proposal is for mainly two-storey with lower 1-1.5 storey houses closest to the rear of existing 
houses on the southern boundary to minimise neighbour impact. A proposed new village 
green is also shown. The in/out access around village green allows turning space and parking 
which can serve the school opposite to remove any need for three-point turns at peak times.  
  
The proposed housing has been located west of the footpath as agreed with Historic England 
to minimise heritage impact. The illustrative masterplan demonstrates interesting views to 
and through the scheme including reinforcing view corridors to the church with building 
alignment and planting. Frontages behind landscaping provide a positive edge to the setting 
of the church as well as overlooking the pedestrian route. Distance separation, building 
placement, orientation and planting minimises the impact on the setting of the church as well 
as neighbour amenity.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, the attached plans, assessments and consultation response all 
form our client’s submission for the inclusion of this part of their land within the 
Neighbourhood Plan as a new housing allocation. 
  
Since the Examination, our client has had a lengthy engagement with Historic England through 
their pre-application process. As a result, Historic England  has clarified their view on the 
impact of housing development on the view of the listed church and the surrounding 
landscape. Historic England has agreed that the housing development, as set out in the 
illustrative masterplan, demonstrates it is possible to bring forward housing development in 
a way that “would not impinge on the visual amenity of the historic landscape and its 
relationship with the church”.  
  
It is clear that but for Historic England’s advice on the original housing allocation proposed (at 
Pre-Submission stage), our client’s site would have retained Council support. Similarly, the 
Local Plan Inspector also followed Historic England’s advice in rejecting that allocation. Given 
Historic England has now clarified its position and accepts the new site can be developed 
without affecting the listed church and surrounding landscape, and that the Council’s 
previous sustainability assessment of our client’s original site applies equally to the new one, 
we believe our site should go forward as a housing allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
  
Section 6 - POLICY HBE1: SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY and Figure 2 – settlement boundary for 
Gaddesby Village (page 18). 
  
Our client objects  in principle to establishing a settlement boundary. National and local 
planning policy more than adequately meet the objectives of draft policy HBE1 without the 
need to draw artificial or arbitrary  settlement boundary lines.  
 
The proposed settlement boundary  was purportedly drawn (amongst other things) to take 
account of “Clearly defined physical features such as walls, fences, hedgerows and roads”. 
This is clearly not the case as the proposed settlement boundary cuts through the rear 
gardens of houses in the village at several points on the east, west and south sides of 
Gaddesby.  
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Additionally, the proposed boundary excludes half of  the school’s field despite this having 
an obvious and strong boundary treatment. This peculiarity is equalled in its eccentricity 
where the proposed boundary appears to take in a parcel of undeveloped land to the east 
of St Lukes  Church, yet another parcel of land (the field behind Holme Farm) is placed 
outside the boundary even though it is  almost enclosed by the proposed  boundary 
contriving to exclude it. This happens again with the pond and field off Park Hill.  
 
Another oddity is  the treatment of Woodbine Cottage, on the north side of Pasture Lane, 
which is outside the boundary but sandwiched between two housing sites and opposite a 
street of houses that make up the south side of Pasture Lane. 
 
In relation to our client’s land (ref 198), the proposed boundary does not accurately reflect 
the boundary on the side adjacent to Church Lane, which has an easily identifiable strong 
existing boundary feature.  

Finally, the  proposed settlement boundary appears to have been drawn to form a visibility 
splay from the rear of no4 Church Lane over the neighbouring garden of no6 and then  over 
our client’s land (the field referred to as 198). Other than the benefits to No4 Church Lane, 
we can see no justification for this whatsoever. 

The Neighbourhood Plan states that “the purpose of the newly drawn settlement boundary 
is to ensure that sufficient land is identified to meet residential need and that this is 
available in the most sustainable locations.” However, it is clear that  the settlement 
boundary has been drawn tightly with the intention of stopping any  development beyond 
the 36 dwellings the Local Plan requires the Parish to accept, leaving no realistic prospect of 
sustainable development delivery in the future. 
  
Our client strongly objects to draft policy HBE1 and the boundary shown in Figure 2; it is 
contrary to the Local Plan in significant respects: 
  

• it fails to respect the promotion of sustainable development in respect of the 
presumption in favour, particularly within an acknowledged rural hub (contrary to 
Policies SS1 & SS2 Development Strategy); 

• it has undoubtedly been designed to prevent any further growth  at Gaddesby  beyond 
the 36 dwellings noted above (contrary to Policy SS1 & SS2 and the policy and 
guidance relating to meeting the objectively assessed need); 

• it is based on the false assumption (and one that is inconsistent with the LPA's strategic 
vision) that Gaddesby is incapable of accommodating any further sustainable 
development beyond the 36 dwellings; 

• it demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of the wider community benefits 
that would accrue from sustainable development of part of our client’s land (as set 
out above) such as meeting the identified objectively assessed need for housing in 
Gaddesby and by providing much-needed facilities for the local school and preventing 
traffic congestion in the area (contrary to Policies SS1 – 3 and Policy C7); and 

• it fails to acknowledge that Melton Council has undertaken a review of the settlement 
boundary and removed it around Gaddesby.  
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Section 7 - POLICY ENV 1: PROTECTION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACE (page 26) 
  
Our client objects strongly to the policy as set out and to the allocation of their land (identified 
as Eastfield Bottom, Gaddesby, your reference 198) as Local Green Space. 
  
The draft Policy ENV1 is contrary to the Local Plan in several  meaningful respects and fails to 
have regard (either properly or at all) to the clear local policy framework as set out within the 
adopted local plan, for example: 
  

- it fails to respect the promotion of sustainable development, in respect of which there 
is a presumption in favour (contrary to Policy SS1 - Presumption in favour of 
Sustainable Development); 

- it fails to encourage sustainable residential development within an acknowledged 
rural hub (contrary to Policy SS2 Development Strategy); 

- it has undoubtedly been designed to prevent any further growth of Gaddesby  beyond 
the 36 dwellings noted above (contrary to Policy SS1 & SS2 and the policy and 
guidance relating to meeting the objectively assessed need); 

- it is based upon the false assumption (and one that is inconsistent with the LPA's 
strategic vision) that Gaddesby is incapable of accommodating any further sustainable 
development beyond the 36 dwellings: and  

- it demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of the wider community benefits 
that would accrue from sustainable development of part of the site (as set out above) 
such as meeting the identified housing requirement for Gaddesby and by providing 
much-needed facilities for the local school and preventing traffic congestion in the 
area (contrary to Policies SS1 – 3 and Policy C7). 

- it fails to acknowledge that Melton Council would have undertaken a review of the 
land’s potential for Local Green Space as part of the Local Plan process, as it did with 
the nearby adjacent Grounds of Paske Grove (Neighbourhood Plan ref 202); which was 
designated as Local Green Space in the Local Plan; and now the Neighbourhood Plan 
is all but inviting the owner to make representations to have that allocation removed. 
Not only did Melton Council not seek to put forward our client’s land as an allocation 
for Local Green Space, the Council put it forward as an allocation for housing in the 
Pres-submission Local Plan. But for objection from Historic England, the Council would 
have continued to support the allocation because they assessed it as the most 
sustainable site in the village (see the Pre-submission Draft Local Plan’s Sustainability 
Appraisal). 

Draft Policy ENV1 is also in clear conflict with the guidance for Local Green Space set out in 
the NPPF in paragraphs 99 and 100. 
 
Contrary to paragraph 99 of the NPPF, the draft policy: 

- fails properly to adequately explain any legitimate basis on  which our client’s land is 
found to be of particular importance to the local community; 
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- is inconsistent with the planning for sustainable development in the local area; 

- would frustrate, as opposed to complement, investment in sufficient homes and other 
essential services in the local area;  

- fails to take account that the development potential has been acknowledged by 
statutory consultees, including Historic England; and 

- is not capable of enduring beyond the end of the Neighbourhood Plan period. 

Contrary to paragraph 100 of the NPPF, it: 

- omits to demonstrate that the land making up the proposed Local Green Space is 
demonstrably special to the local community and/or holds any particular local 
significance. It appears that one of the categories by which the land has been 
identified as a potential Local Green Space relates to heritage interests.  In which case, 
it would appear that policy was drafted unaware of recent submissions made in 
relation to Melton’s call for sites following extensive discussion with Historic England; 
following which, Historic England confirmed that it is broadly content with the 
proposed development of the part of our client’s land as per the  illustrative 
masterplan referred to above; and 

- our land clearly comprises an extensive tract of land in its own right. This is even more 
so when our client’s land is combined with the other field forming the proposed Local 
Green Space, which extends along the full length of the eastern boundary of the 
village.  By way of illustration, we calculate the area of Gaddesby village within the 
proposed settlement boundary is around 24.4 hectares, whilst the area of land of  the 
proposed Local Green Space on Gaddesby’s eastern side measures around 17.7 
hectares. In other words, the proposed Local Green Space would be equivalent to over 
72.5% of the area of Gaddesby village. 

Draft Policy ENV1 is contrary to the advice set out the NPPG. 
  
The Parish Council made no effort to involve  our client in the  preparation of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. Given our clients clear and recognisable interest in the emerging policy 
framework, and our specific request to be fully involved in the Neighbourhood Plan process 
(as set out in our email to Parish Clerk, Mrs Trudy Toon, and Melton BC’s policy team in 
September 2017, referred to in Clyde & CO’s submission on behalf of our client),  it was 
incumbent on the Parish Council to involve our client from the outset of the plan-making 
process or, at the very least, from the time when it became clear to the Parish Council that it 
was proposing to designate their land as Local Green Space. 
  
The failure to consult our client is  bewildering given the Parish Council was fully aware of our 
attempts to bring forward part of the land as a housing allocation through the local plan 
process – to which the Parish Council objected at the time. Had our clients been consulted, 
the Parish would have discovered that since the local plan examination an illustrative layout 
plan has been produced in consultation with Historic England for development of part of our 
clients land, which  includes 27 dwellings, a new village green and a turning facility to serve 
the local primary school and alleviate traffic congestion on local roads at peak (school) times 
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(a copy of which is attached for your information). This submission  has also formed part of 
the submission to Melton Council’s recent call for sites in August 2019. 

The unfairness of the failure to consult our client  is exacerbated by the implications of the 
designation of their land  as Local Green Space. As is made clear by paragraph 101 of the NPPF 
(and draft Policy ENV1), such a designation would result in our client’s land being managed in 
accordance with Green Belt policies i.e. a strong presumption against development (only 
permitted in exceptional circumstances). 

The NPPG makes clear there are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space 
can be because places are different, and a degree of judgment will inevitably be needed. 
However, paragraph 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green 
Space designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an extensive 
tract of land. Consequently, a blanket designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements 
will not be appropriate. In particular, the NPPG advice is designation should not be proposed as a 
‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name 
(Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 37-015-20140306). 
 
Draft Policy ENV1 is also contrary to the advice set out in “Neighbourhood Planning Local Green Space: 
A toolkit for neighbourhood planners”,  which can be found on https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/ 
  
On page 7 of the guide, the section headed “Planning for Local Green Space” states, 

“Designation of Local Green Space must be done in accordance with the criteria contained 
with the National Planning Policy Framework 2018… 

Good Planning requires that green infrastructure be considered in terms of its values to the 
local community, local environment and local economy. This can be demonstrated by 
providing a clear rationale and evidence for the Local Green Space designations and policies 

In addition to a robust and proportionate evidence base, it is necessary to engage with local 
communities and stake holders… 

Care is required to ensure that the green space policies are not being misused, for example 
through making designation to stop development, rather than ensure proper green space 
provision.” 

- The reasons Draft Policy ENV1 and the designation of our client's land (and the other 
connected landholdings for that matter) do not meet the requirements of the NPPF 
are set out above.  

- It is also clear that the Neighbourhood Plan fails  to provide a clear rationale and 
evidence to justify the policy and designations around Gaddesby, in terms of its value 
to the local community, environment or economy.  

- Curiously, insofar as the draft policy opens the door to the de-allocation of the current 
area of Local Green Space (the Grounds of Paske Grove ref 202), the policy similarly 
fails to provide a clear rationale or evidence for that either. 

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/
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- It is evident that the Parish Council has made no attempt to contact out client, despite 
knowing of our plans to bring forward housing and our client’s written request to be 
involved in the Neighbourhood Plan.  

- Our client feels there is clear evidence that the Parish Council is seeking to  use the 
Neighbourhood Plan, and particularly draft policy ENV1, to stop any further 
development rather than ensure proper green space provision. 

On page 14 of the guide, in the section headed “Local Green Space implications:”, 

“Where there is no green belt, it would not be appropriate to try and use Local Green 
Space designation to attempt to impose green belt protection of land around an urban 
area. This would be a misuse of the designation and would be likely to result in the 
neighbourhood plan running into difficulties in meeting the basic conditions at the 
independent examination stage.”  

Given the size of the area of land identified by draft Policy ENV1 as Local Green Space 
extending along the full length of the eastern boundary of the Gaddesby, it is clear that  the 
Parish Council is effectively trying to introduce an area of green belt (or certainly green belt 
controls)  by the “back door” without proper justification.  There has been no attempt to 
explain why such an extensive tract of land (equivalent  to 72.5% of the area of Gaddesby) is 
required or justified. 

Section 8 -  Figures 5.1 & 5.2 (page 28) 

It is noteworthy that our client’s land is neither a site of historical environment significance 
nor  is it a site of natural environment significance as set out in these figures. It is also 
noteworthy the Grounds of Paske Grove (which is an existing allocated Local Green Space and 
is not supported by the Parish Council) is identified as a site of natural significance, but the  
Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee does not support it continued designation as Local 
Green Space. 

Section 9 - POLICY ENV 4: RIDGE AND FURROW (page 33) 

Our client’s  objection to this policy relates to its general effect as well as its particular 
relevance to their land.   
  
As our heritage consultant, Dr Nick Doggett, makes clear (see his attached letter), ridge and 
furrow earthworks on our client’s land have no statutory protection. He goes further: 
  

“Ridge and furrow earthworks are plentiful in the Midlands and Leicestershire is no 
exception. Indeed, there are several other fields on the edge of Gaddesby that have 
such earthworks, including the housing allocation site on the northern side of Pasture 
Lane.” (They now form the housing allocations Gadd2/3). 

 
Moreover, Melton Council’s agreed position on ridge and furrow in relation to our client’s 
previous site allocation (referred to in section 5 above) was: 
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“Conservation does not consider this to be sufficient justification alone to withdraw the 
allocation, as Borough of Melton has one of the largest and well-preserved remains of 
medieval earthworks in the country, and there are a wide number of further allocations that 
have been included that will involve development on such historic earthworks” 
  
As we have set out above, we have had lengthy and detailed discussions with Historic England 
and they concluded that  they were  “broadly content in principle with the indicative plan” ( 
the illustrative layout referred to earlier), including  the “Extent, which largely respects the 
historic agricultural landscape and land allocation systems / parcels of ridge and furrow thus 
preserving the character of the historic landscape, its evolution and relationship with the 
church”. 
  
Our client’s objection to this policy is that it fails to take account of: 
  

- the extent of ridge and furrow fields locally and in the wider area;  

- the significance of there being no statutory protection regime in place;  

- Historic England view on our client’s proposals for the development of 27 
dwellings on their land; and 

- Draft Policy ENV4 seeks to place a blanket protection on all 
the  identified areas of ridge and furrow (including our client’s land), 
without  properly investigating whether such protection is justified.  

  
Our client objects to this policy as it affects their land  in particular. Our client also questions 
whether such a policy is required given their pre-application and local plan experience of how 
Melton Council and Historic England deal with heritage issues.   As it stands, it is a further 
example of how the Neighbourhood Plan is promoting policy in an effort to stifle sustainable 
development as opposed to encouraging it, which is contrary to national and local planning 
policy and guidance. 
 
Section 10 - POLICY ENV7: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT VIEWS (page 37), Figure 11 

&  Appendix 8 Important Views. 

Our client objects to draft policy ENV7; specifically, to  the identified view 3 within the policy 
and as shown in Figure 11.  

Draft policy ENV7 seeks to protect view 3 “From Ashby Road beside field 198 at the approach 
into Gaddesby from Ashby and Barsby, west across a good ridge and furrow ‘parkland’ field 
to St Luke’s Church and the village.” 
  
Our client has taken considerable care, in discussion with Historic England,  to establish where 
the important views across their land are. This relates essentially to the view from Ashby Road 
as it crosses over Gaddesby Brook looking back over their land up a tree-lined  grassed avenue 
back up the hill to St Luke's Church. There is also a secondary view of the Church from the 
field gate opposite the school, although this gives a view of the bungalow at the top of Church 
Lane, behind which is St Luke's (a grade I listed church). 
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The important view is not where it is indicated in Figure 11, which seems to be pointing from 
Ashby Road  to the  rear of the houses along Church Lane (which are examples of quite recent 
house-types), particularly numbers 4 & 6. The way the Parish Council has drawn the view 
arrow 3 fails to take account of the fact that this view is obscured by trees and hedges along 
Ashby Road for some way and does not take account of the view of  St Luke's. It also fails to 
take account of our client’s discussions with Historic England. 
  
The photographs in Appendix 8 are misleading:  

- one shows a view of Ashby Road only (not across the so-called ridge and furrow 
parkland), although this does show the extent of the hedge and tree belt on 
Ashby Road frontage of  our client’s land , which obscures the view from Ashby 
Road; and 

- the other is a picture taken from our client's land, inside the line of the hedge 
and tree belt to Ashby Road, facing up to the St Luke's Church and not in the 
direction of the arrow in Figure 11. 

More widely, as it is, draft Policy ENV7 is a further example of how the Neighbourhood Plan 
is drafting policy in an effort to stifle sustainable development as opposed to encouraging it, 
which is contrary to national and local planning policy and guidance. 
 
Section 11 - Appendix 4 
 
Our client has strong concerns about the integrity and transparency of the survey of the 
sites  and the adopted scoring system listed in Appendix 4.  
 
It  has proved challenging to map which sites have been surveyed across the Neighbourhood 
Plan area. This is important because it would give an insight into the selection process and 
allow us to determine whether those sites going forward for assessment were chosen in a 
robust, transparent and fair way. 
 
In addition, the adopted scoring  system also lacks transparency. It  appears to be partially 
based on some of the factors listed in NPPF paragraph 100. In particular, 
 

- paragraph 100a, which requires the proposed local Green Space to be reasonably 
close proximity to the community it serves; and 
 

- Paragraph 100b, which lists some examples of the characteristics of the proposed local 
Green Space that would make it demonstrably special to a local community and holds 
particular local significance”. Examples cited are its beauty, historic significance, 
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife). 

 
However,  the survey provides no assessment of whether the proposed Local Green Space is 
“local in character and is not an extensive tract of land”, as required by paragraph 100c. This 
is clearly a test that has to be applied i.e. it not an optional requirement. There has to be an 
assessment of whether the proposed area is local in character and not an extensive tract of 
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land. Without this, the assessment fails to meet the tests for assessing Local Green Space as 
set out in the NPPF. 
 
Moving on to the scoring system itself, it is a matter of considerable concern to our client that 
we are not able to identify the assumptions the adopted scoring system is based upon or the 
expertise of the  surveyors who undertook the assessments. 
 
Whilst it may seem obvious to the Parish Council, and those members of the Neighbourhood 
Plan Advisory Committee whose properties adjoin site 198, what constitutes beauty 
or  tranquillity in terms of the marks given, it is not. These matters are inherently subjective, 
which is why a clear and transparent scoring system is required.  
 
The same goes for the other factors identified as a way of assessing why prospective sites are 
“special to the community”. For example, the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee 
probably does understand why it is that the curtilages of listed churches,  an established and 
iconic village cricket ground and working farmland/ pasture fields bordering Gaddesby all 
achieve the same score for beauty, but we do not. Nor do we understand how the Grounds 
of Paske Grove (a listed Hall and an allocated Local Green Space) is given a lesser score.  
 
Nor does our client understand how the score given for their farmland/ pasture field relates 
to the  low scores given for the majority of working farmland/ pasture fields assessed in the 
survey; in most cases, a nil score is  given, but our client’s field scored 3. 
 
We have similar concerns with the scoring for tranquillity, where all the  fields and listed 
curtilages proposed for local green spaces around Gaddesby achieved a score of 1 or 2 (out 
of a maximum of 1 2), but the Grounds of Paske Grove was scored nil. 
 
It may be obvious that well-used parks or playing fields have a high recreational value, but it 
is not so clear why working farmland/pasture fields with a footpath (like our client’s) would 
have a similar recreational value, particularly where the overwhelming majority of the other 
farmland/ pasture fields assessed have low value or nil. It is also noteworthy (and 
incomprehensibly so) that the Grounds of Paske Grove was considered to have nil value. 
 
Similarly, with historical value, it may seem obvious to why the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory 
Committee   gave the curtilages of listed churches high values, but it is not so clear why the 
curtilage of a nearby listed hall (in the case of the Grounds of Paske Grove) has significantly 
less value, still less why it is the fields identified proposed Local Green Space (including our 
client’s land ref 198) have greater values – in fact, the same value as the curtilage of one of 
the listed churches. The scoring is made even more opaque when it is considered that the 
majority of the other working farmland pasture fields were assessed as having lower values 
or nil. 
 
We consider the scoring for the richness of wildlife to be as vague and ambiguous as the other 
factors. For example, most of  the Local Green Space proposed allocations have the same 
score (for reasons that are not at all clear), except for the Community Gardens at Barsby and 
the Grounds of Paske Grove, which have the same lower scores. The score given to the 
curtilage of St Marys is the lowest and, again, there is no clear reason why this should be. The 
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is also no clear reason why the other working farmland/ pasture fields assessed almost 
uniformly have lower scores than the fields around Gaddesby proposed for Local Green 
Space. 
 
Lastly, the assessment includes scoring for practical accessibility  and educational value. It is 
not clear what is meant by either category, but we note that two of the fields proposed for 
Local Green Space (including our client’s ref 198) score nil on both (i.e. no practical 
accessibility and no educational value), whilst the most northerly one  is considered to have 
high practical accessibility and no educational value. Again, the Grounds of Paske Grove also 
achieve the lowest marks – nil for both. In the context of other working farmland/ pasture 
fields, they are marked the same as our client's land – nil for both almost across the board. 
 
We have provided clear reasons for our client’s misgivings about the lack of  transparency in 
the way the sites were chosen for inclusion in the assessment, the nature of the scoring 
system, the expertise of the assessors and, very importantly, the probity of the scoring that 
would have  been carried out by the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee, particularly  in 
relation to their land ref 198, and more generally in relation to all the sites.  Our client is 
concerned that all this has served to corrupt the Parish Council’s data and assessment and, 
therefore,  the choices of sites being put forward as allocations for Local Green Space (as well 
as the one seemingly  being offered for de-allocation – the Grounds of Paske Grove ref 202). 
 
Given the allocations for Local Green Space are ostensibly based upon the assessment, we 
agree with the assertion made by Clyde & Co, who submitted an objection on behalf of our 
client  to Policy ENV1, in that “it is plain that the scoring system relied upon by the Parish 
Council does not withstand even cursory scrutiny: it is not fit for purpose and its basic failings 
fatally infect draft Policy ENV1.” 
 
Section 12 - Appendix 5 
 
The entry for the Grounds for Paske Grove (ref 202) states that it was “not survey for 
inventory”. This appears to be a mistake because  the land was surveyed, and the marking 
given appears in Appendix 4 with a score of 12. 
 
Our client undertook their own analysis of the site in appendix 5 and their  summary is 
attached. Of the seven sites in appendix 5, our client has  incorporated the  two categories 
from appendix 4 that are excluded in Appendix 5. Our client’s revised document clearly shows 
the major inconsistencies, when comparisons are drawn between the sites allocated by 
Melton Council in  the Local Plan (Neighbourhood Plan  ref 201,281,409,and 202) and  the 
new sites (Neighbourhood Plan ref 148,197,198 and 501) being put forward in 
Neighbourhood Plan. This analysis also forms part of our client’s objection to draft Policy 
ENV1 and the allocation of their land as Local Green Space.  
 



 

POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SITES PROPOSAL FORM                                                                          

CONTACT DETAILS                                                                                                                                         

Title: Mr  

Name:  Christopher McGough                                            

Interest*: Planning Consultant 

Other (Please specify): Click here to enter text 

Address:  10 Ambassador Place, Stockport Road, Altrincham, Greater Manchester  

Postcode:  WA15 8DB 

Telephone number: 07858058098 

Email:  chris.mcgough@mcgoughplanning.com 

If you are not the landowner, on behalf of (if relevant) (1): The Ovens Family  

       - Email:  markovens@ribston.com         

- Telephone number:  07971 857399 

If you are not the landowner, on behalf of (if relevant) (2): Click here to enter name  

         - Email:  Click here to enter email         

- Telephone number:  Click here to enter number 

 

SITE DETAILS                                                                                                                                        

Settlement: Gaddesby 

Address:  Land north fo Ashby Road 

Postcode: LE7 4WF Click here to enter text 

Size (ha): 1.25                                  

Number units proposed:  27 

Northing coordinates:  North coordinates here              

Easting coordinates:  East coordinates here 

Proposed use. Please tick all that apply (please refer to the key above):  

R/S☒; AGRIC☐; LEIS☐; EMP☐ ; AH☐; EDUC☐; ENERGY ☐; Other: Click here to add 

 

 

R/S. Residential.  AGRIC. Agricultural 

LEIS. Leisure.  EMP. Employment/Commercial 

AH. Affordable Housing.  EDUC. Educational 

   

  

 

Key 

*If you are a part owner, please provide 

names and address of other landowners.  



 

Current use:  

R/S☐; AGRIC☒; LEIS☐; EMP☐ ; AH☐; EDUC☐; ENERGY ☐; Other: Click here to add 

Predominant adjoining use:  

R/S☒; AGRIC☒; LEIS☐; EMP☐ ; AH☐; EDUC☐; ENERGY ☒; Other: Church 

Alternative use proposed:  

R/S☒; AGRIC☐; LEIS☐; EMP☐ ; AH☐; EDUC☐; ENERGY ☐; Other: Click here to add 

Relevant Planning History (please, attach additional notes at the end if necessary): 

 See attached letter 

 

                

Units type:  Mix    

If other, please specify unit types:   Other type of unit 

 

CONSTRAINTS                                                                                                                                                

Biodiversity Are there any biodiversity constraints? Choose an item 

 If there are, please specify: none  

Contamination Are there any contamination constraints? Choose an item 

 If there are, please specify: none 

Landowner consent Yes   

Landowner constraint None 

 If other, please specify: Click here to enter text 

Flood Risk  None 

Will the proposed development impact the character significantly?  No 

 If there are, please specify: Click here to enter text 

Is there a direct access from public highway? Yes 

 If there isn’t, how do you propose to access? Click here to enter text 

Are there any trees and / or mature hedges on site? Yes, both 

Are there any TPO designations? No  



 

Are there any heritage designations? (Please, tick all that apply) 

Listed Buildings ☒; Conservation Area ☒; Scheduled Monument ☐; Don’t know ☐ 

Are there any Local Plan designations? No 

Are there any interventions available to overcome any constraints? none 

Are there any infrastructure requirements? none 

Agricultural Land  No 

Mineral Consultation Area No 

Are there any other physical constraints (i.e. topographical, undulating land)  No 

If there are, please, specify: Click here to enter text 

 

SITE AVAILABILITY                                                                                                                                                

Time frame 0-5 years 

 

 

 

 

 

Please, complete and return this form including a map that clearly identifies the site to 
planningpolicy@melton.gov.uk 

  You must give your name and contact details for your site to be considered. 

This information along with details of ownership will be used for the local 

planning process in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. We will add 

your details to our consultation database. If you do not wish to be contacted 

regarding the Melton Local Plan please, tick this box:  ☐ 

Thank you. 

Notwithstanding any questions 

asked in this document, please 

feel free to provide any further 

technical evidence which will 

support the assessment of your 

site through the Local Plan 

process. 

mailto:planningpolicy@melton.gov.uk




DESIGNATED BY MELTON BOROUGH COUNCIL IN THE LOCAL PLAN AND SUPPORTED IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
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Evidence

202 21 5 3 2 3 5 3 21 2 2 4 Y Y Y

Ancient (pre-Domesday Survey) area.  Contains Grade 1 listed Monument. 

Contains marked burials from at least late C17. Views over countryside to 

South.

Current burial ground and location for scattering of ashes. Knights Templar

grave markers.

Managed wildlife meadow to North side of church yard.

281.0 17 5 3 1 4 1 3 17 2 0 2 y y Y

Carington cricket field holly hedge to the north and east boundary.   Species 

rich hedgerow, historic chestnut and oak trees along north and east border.  

Well established Ash trees from which the village gained its name.  Gaddesby 

brook runs along the south west boundary - crayfish and kingfishers are seen in 

and along the

brook. On Priority Habitat inventory.  Iconic view of Ashby Folville.

409.0 18 5 3 2 4 3 1 18 2 1 3 Y Y N

Community Garden well used by village.     

Villagers were involved in its development from 1996 and now in its upkeep. 

Wide range of species logged and observed

Popular village green space with various trees and habitats tailored for wildlife

SPECIAL TO LOCAL OTHER NOTES



DESIGNATED BY MELTON BOROUGH COUNCIL IN THE LOCAL PLAN AND NOT SUPPORTED IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
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201.0 12 5 2 0 0 3 2 12 0 0 0 Y N Y

Priority Habitat.

Grounds to The Hall, Gaddesby.  Managed park garden with specimen trees 

and ornamental pond.

SPECIAL TO LOCAL OTHER NOTES



DESIGNATED BY PARISH COUNCIL AND THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
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Evidence

148.0 18 4 3 1 3 4 3 18 2 0 2 N Y Y

Arable field with Spinney.     

Boundaries: N, E and W Hedgerow. S Fence with standard Oak. NE Corner 

Copse with Older standards.

Foraging area for Bats, frequent grass snakes from colony near old fish pond in 

neighbouring garden. High aspect so views of countryside to East and South  

sides. Views

Part of Leicestershire Round Footpath.

MLE6023 - suspected Roman site

197.0 19 4 3 2 3 4 3 19 0 0 0 N Y Y

Pasture with Ridge & Furrow.     

Boundaries: N Post and Wire Fence, E mixed hedge, S Fence, W Fence with 

Ash and Pine Standards.

Contains horse graves in NE including that of famous Victorian racing 

champion Bendigo.

Foraging area for Bats, frequent grass snakes from colony near old fish pond in 

neighbouring garden.

Views

Part of Leicestershire Round Footpath.

198.0 18 4 3 1 3 4 3 18 0 0 0 N Y Y

Pasture with Ridge and Furrow.  Boundaries N Hedge, E Post and Wire Fence, 

S Species Rich Hedgerow and Bramble. W Fence.

Foraging area for Bats. Regular Feeding place by ditch for Jack Snipe. Views

Part of Leicestershire Round Footpath.

501.0 17 5 3 1 3 4 1 17 2 2 4 Y Y Y

Contains Grade 1 listed Monument.     

Contains marked burials from at least late C17.     

Bounded by local stone walls to North and West and former almshouses to 

south. Mature yew and lime trees on western border.

Part of iconic view of trees, pub and church from cricket ground. Current burial 

ground and location for scattering of ashes.

Neatly mowed and maintained churchyard

SPECIAL TO LOCAL OTHER NOTES



PROJECT

Land North of Ashby Road, 
Gaddesby

Ovens Family

208 Lightwoods Hill, Smethwick, West Midlands, B67 5EH       
E: kbrown@townscapesolutions.co.uk
t: 0121 4296111, f: 0121 2268789

SITE ANALYSIS
CLIENT Drawing 

Number
Rev.

SA-01 B 24-09-17

Date

Landmark Building 
(Grade I Listed St Lukes Church)

View corridor to church

4+ storey buildings

2 storey buildings

Prominent houses with views

Listed buildings

Conservation Area boundary

Existing pedestrian routes

Existing ponds/watercourses

Existing trees/vegetation

Contours

Slope direction 
(arrow pointing downhill)

Land ownership
(8.6 Ha/21.25 Acres approx) 

Single storey buildings

School/community uses

Site: GAAD2 (Now GAAD4)
(2.0 Ha/4.94 Acres approx)

Scale 1:2500 at A3



PROJECT

Land North of Ashby Road, 
Gaddesby Ovens Family

208 Lightwoods Hill, Smethwick, West Midlands, B67 5EH       
E: kbrown@townscapesolutions.co.uk
t: 0121 4296111, f: 0121 2268789

DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
OPTION 3

CLIENT Drawing 
Number

Rev.

DF-03 C 22-12-18

Date

Land ownership
(8.6 Ha/21.25 Acres approx) 

Scale 1:2000 at A3

Site (1.25 ha/3.09 acres approx)

Nether End

C
hu

rc
h 

La
ne

New Village 
green Ashby Road

Landmark Building 
(Grade I Listed St Lukes Church)

View corridors to church

Listed buildings

Conservation Area boundary

Existing pedestrian routes

Existing ponds/watercourses

Proposed vehicular access 
points and main routes

Proposed secondary routes

Development (1.025 ha/2.53 acres approx.)

Open space (0.225 ha/0.55 acres approx.)

NewVillageNew Village
greenAshby Roadoad



PROJECT

Land North of Ashby Road, 
Gaddesby Ovens Family

208 Lightwoods Hill, Smethwick, West Midlands, B67 5EH       
E: kbrown@townscapesolutions.co.uk
t: 0121 4296111, f: 0121 2268789

ILLUSTRATIVE MASTERPLAN
OPTION 3

CLIENT Drawing 
Number

Rev.

IM-03 C 22-12-18

Date

Landmark Building 
(Grade I Listed St Lukes Church)

View corridors to church

Listed buildings

Conservation Area boundary

Existing pedestrian routes

Existing ponds/watercourses

Land ownership
(8.6 Ha/21.25 Acres approx) 

Scale 1:2000 at A3

Site (1.25 Ha/3.09 Acres approx)
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C
hu

rc
h 

La
ne

3

1

2

6

45

7

12

13 14

15

8
9

18

17
16

20 21 22

23

24

19

10

25
26

27
11

New Village 
green 

FEATURES
Use and Amount
Proposed development area with the potential for 
approximately 27 houses in line with the residential context. 
Close proximity to the school and community centre. Mix of 
types and sizes of dwellings to be provided.  
Layout
Housing area located west of the pedestrian right of way as 
agreed with Historic England to minimise heritage impact.  
The illustrative masterplan offers interesting views to and 
through the scheme including reinforcing view corridors to 
the church with building alignment and planting. 
Frontages behind landscaping provide a positive edge to the 
setting of the church as well as overlooking the pedestrian 
route. 
Distance separation, building placement, orientation and 
planting minimises impact on the setting of the church as well 
as neighbour amenity.  
Scale and Appearence
Mainly 2 storeys with lower 1-1.5 storey houses closest to 
the rear of existing houses on the southern boundary to 
minimise neighbour impact.  
Appearance will reference local examples including 
appropriate building types such as cottages, ‘farm houses’ and 
‘barns’. 
Landscaping/Open Space
New village green focused on the school and community 
centre with green corridor alongside.  
Buffer space with new planting on the edge of the scheme 
and alongside the existing footpath. 
Access
In/out access around village green allows turning space and 
parking which can serve the school opposite to remove any 
need for three point turns at peak times. 
Existing pedestrian right of way incorporated. 

Ashby Road
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By e-mail only 

 

Chris McGough 

McGough Planning Consultants Ltd. 

10 Ambassador Place 

Stockport Road 

Altrincham 

WA15 8DB                                                                             Our ref: ND/9603 

 

 

                                                                                               21 August 2017  

 
Dear Chris, 

RE: Land off Church Lane and Ashby Road, Gaddesby: Proposed 

allocation for 30-40 houses (GADD2) in the Melton Mowbray Local 

Plan 

I am writing following my instruction from the Ovens family to provide them 

with heritage advice relating to the above, with specific reference to the 

objections raised by Historic England and Leicestershire County Council 

Archaeological Service (LCAS) to the potential allocation of the above site in 

Melton Borough Council’s emerging Local Plan. This instruction will include giving 

evidence to the Local Plan Examination should this prove necessary. 

I am a heritage consultant with around 35 years’ experience of working in the 

historic environment in both the public and private sectors. Since going into the 

private sector in 2002, my clients have included a number of Oxford colleges 

and organisations such as the Bournville Village Trust, The Ministry of Justice, 

the Universities of Bristol & Coventry, and independent schools such as 

Abingdon School (see my qualifications and experience at Annexe 1). 

My visit to the site was made on 15 August at which time I made myself familiar 

not only with the site itself, the church and churchyard, but also with the village 

of Gaddesby as a whole and the surrounding landscape.  

In her comments, Emilie Carr of Historic England states that: ‘The proposed 

allocation GADD2 will be harmful to the significance of the Grade I Church of St 

Luke. The church gains significance from its historic landscape setting which to 
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Land at Gaddesby, Leics 

 

 

 
                   www.assetheritage.co.uk 

 
                  Wolfson College, Linton Road, Oxford, OX2 6UD T: 01865 310563 

 
 

                  Asset Heritage Consulting Ltd: Registration No: 07502061 

its east comprises the earthwork remains of medieval and later cultivation. Both 

in static and kinetic (moving) views one can appreciate the evolution of the 

agricultural and land allocation systems which supported the parish community 

and their clergy. Of particular interest are the apparent phases of cultivation 

between straighter steam ploughed ridges and earlier horse and oxen ploughed 

strips. The proposed development would not only cause direct loss to earthwork 

remains but would also extend the impact of existing bungalow development 

into main views from the east side of the churchyard and gated lane. As such, 

the allocation is not considered to be sound in respect of heritage assets’. 

 

These comments are, in my opinion, wide of the mark. While I would be among 

the first to acknowledge the historic and architectural importance of St. Luke’s 

Church, which clearly fully merits its Grade I listing (a status it has held since 

1968),  Ms Carr is simply incorrect when she implies that development of 

GADD2 would be visible ‘from the east side of the churchyard’. 

 

In fact, GADD2, while it is visible from parts of the ‘gated lane’ (really a 

trackway) to the south of the churchyard, is not visible from any point of the 

churchyard. This means that in both its existing and potentially developed form 

GADD2 makes no contribution to the setting of the Grade I listed church as this 

is perceived from within its churchyard. 

 

As far as views from the trackway on the south side of the churchyard are 

concerned, it is true that GADD2 can be seen from there (as can the wider 

countryside beyond), but so can much of the modern development running all 

the way up Church Lane from Ashby Road and which now forms the immediate 

setting of St. Luke’s Church on the main approach to its churchyard. 

 

Strangely however, Ms Carr makes no comment about this large area of 

‘standard’ modern development, which (quite rightly in my view) is excluded 

from the Gaddesby Conservation Area, first designated in 1976. Not 

inappropriately, this modern development is also described as ‘incongruous’ in 

the Council’s own Conservation Area Character Appraisal. 

 

Ms Carr’s statement that the allocation of GADD2 for 30-40 houses would 

‘extend the impact of existing bungalow development into main views from the 

http://www.assetheritage.co.uk/
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east side of the churchyard and gated lane’ is open to different interpretations. 

Hers is clearly that it would be harmful, but mine is otherwise. Indeed, as I point 

out above, GADD2 is not visible at all from the churchyard and although from 

the ‘gated lane’ it can be seen, this is in the context of much else that is visible 

from here, including the ‘incongruous’ modern development along Church Lane 

that the Council itself chose to exclude from the Gaddesby Conservation Area. 

 

With regard to Ms Carr’s specific reference to  ‘existing bungalow development’, 

this must be that off Ashby Road directly adjoining GADD2 as the majority of the 

dwellings on the east side of Church Lane visible from the trackway to the south 

of the churchyard are actually substantial houses not bungalows. 

 

In this connection it is therefore perfectly reasonable to suggest that, although 

the allocation of GADD2 would ‘extend the impact of (the) existing bungalow 

development’ off Ashby Road, this would not be at the expense of the setting of 

the church. Furthermore, with careful attention to site layout, density and 

design at planning stage, extension of built development could actually help to 

mitigate the unfortunate ‘incongruous’ form and appearance of the bungalows 

and the nearby modern development along Church Lane. 

 

In wider historic landscape terms too, the impact of 30-40 houses on GADD2 

would be minimised by its low-lying location adjoining the bungalows off Ashby 

Road. This is important because, although the views of the tower and spire of 

St. Luke’s Church on the descending approach to the village from the south-east 

along the dead straight section of Ashby Road, beyond the bridge over 

Gaddesby Brook to the point where Ashby Road meets Gaddesby Lane, are 

almost certainly accidental rather than planned, these views are nevertheless 

striking even in summer when trees and other vegetation to some extent 

obscure them. 

 

These views would effectively be preserved if GADD2 were to be developed, as 

owing to its low-lying location, it falls outside the line of sight from this section 

of Ashby Road and would therefore not impinge upon the views obtainable on 

the descending approach to the village from this direction. Likewise, once the 

traveller from this direction is over the bridge the land is level and even the 

http://www.assetheritage.co.uk/
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tower and spire of St. Luke’s are less prominent in views from the road than 

they are from the higher ground to the south-east. 

 

This all means that I can see no justifiable or sustainable ground for removing 

GADD2 as a housing allocation on the basis that it would have any adverse 

impact on the setting of St. Luke’s Church as a Grade I listed building. 

 

Historic England’s other objection (and that made by LCAS) relates to the loss of 

some of the earthworks associated with the medieval ridge and furrow ploughing 

and later (Victorian) steam ploughing systems. This is all very well, but fails to 

acknowledge the critical point, an error also made by LCAS, that the earthworks 

on GADD2 enjoy no statutory protection whatsoever. 

 

Ridge and furrow earthworks are plentiful in the Midlands and Leicestershire is 

no exception. Indeed, there are several other fields on the edge of Gaddesby 

that have such earthworks, including the housing allocation site on the northern 

side of Pasture Lane. In addition, the earthworks on GADD2 extend without a 

break well beyond the site’s confines to the rest of the large pasture field owned 

by your client’s family, including the portion closest to the church. 

 

In short, there is no legitimate reason why the District Council should regard the 

presence of unprotected earthworks, associated with either ridge and furrow 

ploughing or the later (Victorian) steam ploughing system, as a justifiable 

ground for not allocating GADD2 as a housing site. 

 

I hope you find these observations, which I trust demonstrate that the allocation 

of GADD2 for housing would not cause any harm in heritage terms, helpful in 

the representations you will shortly be making to Melton Borough Council on the 

suitability of GADD2 as a housing allocation site. 

  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

http://www.assetheritage.co.uk/
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Dr Nicholas Doggett, FSA, MCIfA, IHBC 

Managing Director 
 
 
Email:  nicholas.doggett@assetheritage.co.uk  

http://www.assetheritage.co.uk/
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Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any 
Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation. 

We respect your privacy and the use of your information. Please read our full privacy policy for more information 
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Mr Christopher McGough Direct Dial: 01604 735460   
McGough planning consultants Ltd.     
10 Ambassador Place Our ref: PA00879988   
Stockport Road     
Altrincham     
Greater Manchester     
WA15 8D8 5 February 2019   
 
 
Dear Mr McGough 
 
Pre-application Advice 
 
LAND OFF CHURCH LANE AND ASHBY ROAD, GADDESBY, LEICESTERSHIRE 
 
In response to our letter (HERef_PA00879988_L337566), dated 1/2/19, providing pre-
application advice on an indicative plan for a housing development on land adjacent to 
Church Lane and Ashby Road in Gaddesby, you have requested clarification 
regarding one particular statement (‘We are broadly content with your proposals in 
principle, subject to you addressing the issues as outlined above before any statutory 
approval is sought.’). 
 
This letter should therefore be read in-conjunction with our previous letter 
(HERef_PA00879988_L337566). 
 
I can confirm that Historic England is broadly content in principle with the indicative 
plan outlined in 'Development Framework Option 3' (drawing DF-03 Rev C’, dated 
22/12/18) and ‘Illustrative Masterplan Option 3’ (drawing ‘IM-03 Rev C’, dated 
22/12/18) regarding its: 
 
1) Extent, which largely respects the historic agricultural landscape and land allocation 
systems / parcels of ridge and furrow thus preserving the character of the historic 
landscape, its evolution and relationship with the church; 
 
2) Boundary treatment (of indigenous tree and hedge species), which would be in-
keeping with the wider environs; and, 
 
3) Layout, as the density and scale / massing of housing would not impinge on the 
visual amenity of the historic landscape and its relationship with the church. 
 
As previously stated, the proposed turning-circle (‘new village green’) opposite the 
school and village hall is the single-most harmful aspect of the development proposal 
for the reason outline above. Historic England would, however, accept its inclusion in 
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the development proposal if there were compelling reasons for keeping it, such as 
community support for it as an amenity or highways safety issues with alternatives.( 
 
I trust this provides the desired clarification, and please contact me if I can be of 
further assistance. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Dr Andy Hammon 
Inspector of Ancient Monuments 
E-mail: Andy.Hammon@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
 



From: chris mcgough chris.mcgough@mcgoughplanning.com
Subject: Gaddesby Neighbourhood Plan: area designation consultation

Date: 6 September 2017 at 11:57
To: gaddesbypc@hotmail.co.uk
Cc: Planning Policy planningpolicy@melton.gov.uk, Mark Ovens markovens@ribston.com

Mrs. Toon
 
McGough Planning is instructed by owners of the site formerly allocated for
housing in the draft local plan and known as GADD2 Church Lane/ Ashby Road.
Our client supports the Parish Council in the designation of the neighbour plan
area and is keen to be fully involved in the Neighbourhood Plan process.
 
Please keep us informed of consultations as they arise.
 
We are sure you will be aware of our client’s submission to the local plan. Should
the Parish Council wish to discuss the how our clients’ land can help in the future
development of the village, please do not hesitate to get in touch.
 
Kind regards
Chris
 
Christopher McGough BA(hons) Pg Dip MRTPI
Director
McGough Planning Consultants Ltd.
Mobile: +44(0)7858058098 | Direct Dial: +44(0)161 928 0834
 
This email is sent on behalf of McGough Planning Consultants Ltd, a limited company registered in England
and Wales under number 07891225 and with its registered office at 10 Ambassador Place, Stockport Road,
Altrincham, Greater Manchester, WA15 8DB.The information contained in or attached to this email is
intended only for the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain confidential information. If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the message from
your computer. You must not use, disclose, copy or alter this message for any unauthorised purpose. No
employee or agent is authorised to conclude any binding agreement with another party by email unless
such agreement is entered into on the standard terms and conditions notified by the McGough Planning
Consultant Limited’s employee or agent to the counterparty. Although we have taken steps to ensure that
this email and its attachments are free from any virus, neither McGough Planning Consultants Limited nor
any of its subsidiaries will be liable for any direct, special, indirect or consequential damages as a result of
any virus being passed on, or arising from the alteration of the contents of this message by a third party.
The views and opinions expressed in this email may not be those of McGough Planning Consultants
Limited or any of its subsidiaries
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Pre-Application Response from MBC   
  



 

 

 

 

 

   

 

The Ovens Family 

c/o Craig Alsbury 

Avison Young 

Craig.Alsbury@avisonyoung.com 

 

 

Direct Line: 01664 502453 

  

Please ask for: Amanda Haisman 

  

E-mail: ahaisman@melton.gov.uk 

  

Date: 19
th
 February 2020 

 
Dear Mr Alsbury 
 
Land north of Ashby Road Gaddesby –27 dwellings and associated infrastructure  
Ref: 19/01263/ENQGMG 
 
With reference to the above pre application enquiry and my meeting with Mr McGough and 
Mr Ovens on 7th January, please be advised as follows: 
 
Planning applications are required to be determined in accordance with the policies of the 

development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this case the 

relevant policies of the adopted Melton Local Plan 2018 are SS1 (Sustainable 

Development), SS2 (Development Strategy), SS3 (Sustainable Communities) C1(A) 

(Housing Allocations), C2 (Housing Mix), C3 (Space Standards), D1 (Raising the Standard 

of Design), EN1 (Landscape), EN2 (Biodiversity), EN6 (Settlement Character), EN9 (Low 

Carbon development), EN13 (Heritage Assets - and their setting), IN2 (Transport, 

Accessibility and Parking),  IN3 (Infrastructure Contributions). 

The relevant parts of the National Planning Policy Framework should also be taken into 

account as a material consideration. 

Gaddesby Neighbourhood Plan is at an early stage (Regulation 4) and so has no weight. 

However, I understand the Ovens family have made representations (through Mr McGough) 

and you would like an update on current progress from our Policy colleague’s perspective.  

A response to the Regulation 14 plan was given by MBC Planning Policy to the 

Neighbourhood Plan group last October. It is not a public document at present but I can 

confirm the designation of the large area to the east of the village as Local Green Space 

was identified as a possible ‘extensive tract of land’. Advice was also given on the wording 

of policies relating to the Settlement Boundary and Windfall Development (amongst other 

things). 

The Council has adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPD) Housing Mix and 

Affordable Housing https://www.meltonplan.co.uk/spd 

mailto:Craig.Alsbury@avisonyoung.com
https://www.meltonplan.co.uk/spd


 

The proposal is for 27 dwellings, access is from Ashby Road and a ‘turnaround’ is included 

to facilitate parking for parents dropping off their children and visitors to the primary school. 

As this would be an outline application, the main issues are therefore:  

 The matter of principle, bearing in mind this is not an allocated site in the Local Plan 

 Highways 

 Flood risk 

 Heritage assets 

 Layout and visual impact / amenity 

 Ecology 

 Financial contributions and affordable housing 
 

Principle 

Prior to the adoption of the Melton Local Plan in October 2018, this site was considered as 

part of a potential allocation, but was not confirmed due to concerns regarding the visual 

impact on the area and setting of the listed church. This proposal is for a smaller number of 

dwellings on part of that original site and this reduced scale appears to have allayed the 

concerns of Historic England. Their response to the current proposal is detailed later in this 

report. 

However, three alternative sites are allocated for housing in the adopted Local Plan with a 

total of 36 dwellings. This site is not needed to fulfil the housing requirement of 36 identified 

in the Local Plan. The Local Plan has only been adopted for little over a year and there is 

no reason to believe the allocated sites in Gaddesby will not come forward. Whilst I 

understand it is frustrating that this site is no longer an allocation, particularly as the original 

visual concerns may well have been addressed, but the Local Plan is now adopted. It has 

undergone considerable scrutiny prior to its adoption and we must necessarily determine 

applications in accordance with its policies. There are no material considerations which 

indicate an alternative decision in this instance. The Council currently has in excess of a 

five year housing land supply and the policies for the supply of housing are up to date.  

I acknowledge, as Mr McGough pointed out at our meeting in January, not all settlements in 

the borough have sufficient capacity to meet their residual requirement. Gaddesby being 

one of the two Rural Hubs in this position. However, the total capacity provided by the 

remainder of the Rural Hubs cover the shortfall and provide an additional capacity of 78 

dwellings borough wide (which represents a 17.5% buffer)  ensuring the Rural Hubs can 

make their contribution to the housing need. The school drop off facility may clearly address 

some existing parking issues but does not in itself make the development acceptable. 

Unfortunately, there is nothing which indicates this development of 27 units could be 

supported in principle as a departure from policy. 

Notwithstanding the in principle issues of a development of 27 dwellings, Housing needs 

figures across the plan period are not a maximum and Gaddesby is identified as a Rural 

Hub (Policy C1(A)) in the Local Plan. It is a reasonably sustainable location, where the 

Local Plan indicates that small windfall developments of up to about 5 units can be 

supported on the edge of the village, where these represent sustainable development or 



 

sustain local services or facilities. This site could potentially provide a small windfall scheme 

in accordance with the above.  

The housing mix requirement across the borough is for smaller 2/3 bed units and 

bungalows. A Rural Housing Needs survey for Gaddesby parish was undertaken in 2017. 

Although this is not particularly recent and is necessarily a snapshot in time, smaller homes 

and bungalows were also identified as being the main shortfall by respondents. 

Highways 

The highways response is provided in full but the management of the un-adopted area is 

questioned, together with concerns regarding restricted visibility. The ‘village green’ area 

would not be adopted by the LHA, although a private facility is not ruled out. Subject to the 

requirements and advice outlined by the LHA there appear to be no in principle highways 

objections. 

Flood Risk 

The site is in flood zone 1 (low risk). A Flood Risk Assessment would be required with an 

application of this scale. A SUDs facility would be appropriate for a development of this 

scale. 

Heritage 

Our conservation officer has forwarded the below response from Historic England. 

Generally his view is that HE’s response addresses the GI and GII* listed heritage assets 

as they are satisfied that the development will not negatively impact on the character or 

appearance of these buildings, most significantly the GI listed church adjacent to Gaddesby 

Hall. Conservation furthermore does not object in principle to the development with regards 

to its impact on the setting of the Gaddesby Conservation Area.  

There are a range of modern C20 buildings that screen the development from the fringes of 

the CA and as such the impact will be neutral. It is recommended that materials are 

carefully scrutinised at detailed design stage as the roofing materials will need to be blend 

into the surrounding area. However conditions on materials can be considered when the 

scheme is submitted for approval. 

Historic England do not object to the proposal as far as: 

*Extent, which largely respects the historic agricultural landscape and land allocation 

systems / parcels of ridge and furrow thus preserving the character of the historic 

landscape, its evolution and relationship with the church; 

*Boundary treat.0ment (of indigenous tree and hedge species), which would be in-keeping 

with the wider environs; and, 

*Layout, as the density and scale / massing of housing would not impinge on the visual 

amenity of the historic landscape and its relationship with the church. 

I would recommend a preliminary archaeological investigation is carried out prior to 

submission of any application. Depending on the results, further archaeological 

investigation may be required. 



 

Layout and visual impact / amenity 

An indicative layout is provided which appears to show a mix of house types and addresses 

the public footpath positively. Previously, the larger site was removed as an allocation from 

the Local Plan following a Landscape Character Assessment which indicated that some 

harm would occur to the setting of the village and the listed church. In reducing the site and 

addressing the concerns of Historic England the development now proposed sits more 

comfortably in the landscape and relates better to the existing built form. The density is 

quite low and provides opportunities for soft landscaping which is largely absent from the 

site at present. However, I note some hedge/trees would need to be removed along Ashby 

Road to facilitate the access visibility and school parking area which is unfortunate as this is 

quite a key characteristic of the entrance to the village. Mature tree planting along the back 

of the green could help to mitigate this. 

The rear gardens of the properties on Ashby Road are quite small and so the distances 

between the buildings need to ensure these do not impact on their outlook to the extent that 

there would be a significant loss of amenity. At least 12m should be provided between the 

rear windows of these properties and two storey buildings. This should be increased where 

there are windows proposed, to avoid a loss of privacy. 

Ecology 

An application of this scale would require an ecological report and ecological 

enhancements. There is a pond identified as having good potential for Great Crested Newts 

to the north east. Tree removal needs to consider their bat roosting potential and 

replacement opportunities if appropriate. 

Developer contributions 

The housing policy officer’s comments are provided in full. A development of 27 units would 

require the provision of 40% affordable units (11 dwellings). Smaller units and bungalows 

would meet the identified need across the borough. However, you will note the officer’s 

comments regarding other developments in Gaddesby and so an off site commuted 

financial sum could be agreed. 

A recent consultation from the education authority indicated that both primary and 

secondary schools serving Gaddesby have capacity and no education contributions were 

required. Obviously this can change but that is the current situation. 

A libraries contribution of approximately £30 (per 2+ bed dwelling) may be requested to 

improve facilities at East Goscote. 

To summarise, a development of 27 dwellings could not be supported as it would not 

represent a sustainable development for the village in accordance with the Local Plan and 

would undermine the Council’s housing strategy. However, we could support a small 

windfall development on this site of around 5 units which reflect an appropriate housing mix 

and provide a high quality design and layout, in keeping with the character of the village. 

Affordable Housing and financial contributions would not apply to a development of under 

10 units. 



 

I hope the above advice is helpful. Should an application be submitted, it will need to be 

supported by a series of background information in addition to the requirements of NPPF, 

and in this respect I refer you to the Council’s adopted ‘local list’ of validation requirements 

as follows: 

http://www.melton.gov.uk/environment_and_planning/planning/submitting_an_application/v

alidation_requirements/local_list_requirements.aspx 

The comments outlined in this letter represent the views of the Officer only and are not 

prejudicial to the views of the Borough Council. Should you wish to discuss this matter 

further please contact me at these offices. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Amanda Haisman 
Planning Officer 
 

http://www.melton.gov.uk/environment_and_planning/planning/submitting_an_application/validation_requirements/local_list_requirements.aspx
http://www.melton.gov.uk/environment_and_planning/planning/submitting_an_application/validation_requirements/local_list_requirements.aspx
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Clyde & Co LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales under number OC326539 and is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority under 
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Planning Policy Team
Melton Borough Council
Parkside
Station Approach
Burton Street
Melton Mowbray
Leics, LE13 1GH

By email only

Our Ref Your Ref Date:

IG/429466 27 April 2020

Dear Sirs

The Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 2012 ("the Regulations")
Gaddesby Neighbourhood Plan – Regulation 16 Consultation
Representations on behalf of the Ovens Family

1 Introduction

1.1 We act on behalf of the Ovens Family ("the Objectors") in support of their objection to 
the Gaddesby Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2020 – 2036 ("the NDP") that was 
published in March 2020 and has been submitted to Melton Borough Council ("MBC")
under Regulation 16 of the Regulations.

1.2 The Objectors are the freehold owners of land at Eastfield Bottom, Gaddesby ("the 
Land") that draft Policy ENV1 of the NDP purports to designate (amongst others) as 
Local Green Space (in the context of the NDP the Land is known as field 198).

1.3 The Objectors maintain their strong objection to this draft Policy (amongst others) 
and, in this context, this letter should be read in conjunction with:

(a) the detailed objections that have been submitted by Avison Young on behalf of 
the Objectors; and 

(b) our previous representations dated October 2019 that were submitted to 
Gaddesby Parish Council ("the Parish Council") in response to the pre-
submission draft of the NDP as published in September 2019 (for 
completeness, these representations are appended to this letter). 

1.4 Quite apart from the fundamental policy flaws in the NDP, which are addressed in 
detail by Avison Young and by themselves demonstrate that the NDP is not fit for 
purpose and should be rejected, the Objectors have very serious reservations about 
the manner in which the Parish Council's Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee 
("NPAC") has conducted itself to date. 

Clyde & Co LLP

The St Botolph Building

138 Houndsditch

London

EC3A 7AR

United Kingdom

Telephone: +44 (0) 20 7876 5000

Facsimile: +44 (0) 20 7876 5111

DX: 160030 Lime Street 5

www.clydeco.com
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1.5 We make the following preliminary observations:

(a) the NPAC reports directly to the Parish Council;

(b) in January 2018, the NPAC published 'Terms of Reference and Governance for 
the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee to Gaddesby Parish Council' ("the 
ToR");

(c) the ToR govern the operations of the NPAC;

(d) paragraph 2 of the ToR notes that the NPAC's role is to (amongst other things)
'undertake the preparation of an NP [Neighbourhood Plan]' and 'to liaise with 
relevant authorities, organisations and identified Stakeholders to ensure the NP 
[Neighbourhood Plan] is comprehensive and inclusive';

(e) the NPAC is, therefore, the body with responsibility for developing the NDP and 
reports to the Parish Council accordingly;

(f) paragraph 3 of the ToR confirms that the NPAC shall comprise 15 members 
including 2 members of the Parish Council;

(g) paragraph 4 of the ToR refers to the conduct of meetings of the NPAC and
(amongst other things) states that: (i) a quorum comprises a minimum of 7 
members including the Chairman and a member of the Parish Council; and (ii) 
the NPAC shall meet at least every 2 months or more frequently if necessary;

(h) paragraph 7 of the ToR refers to the general conduct of the NPAC and is worth 
reciting in full as follows:

'General Conduct of NP Advisory Committee Members.
a) Members are expected to conduct themselves when working on the
NP in a manner consistent with the standards of conduct required
for those in public life, i.e. selflessness, integrity, objectivity,
accountability, openness, honesty and leadership.

b) Members, including co-opted members, should declare an interest
at the beginning of a meeting if the member has a disclosable
pecuniary or non-pecuniary interest relating to an agenda item to be
discussed.'

(i) paragraph 8 of the ToR states that the agendas, relevant papers and minutes of 
all meetings of the NPAC would be available on the Parish Council's web-site 
and accessible by the general public.

1.6 Regrettably, the NPAC has failed in various fundamental and important respects to 
comply with its own procedural requirements and governance. Given that its 
recommendations have been accepted by the Parish Council, without being tested 
(either properly or at all), these failings serve only to further undermine the credibility 
of the NDP. Moreover, it calls into question the legal basis on which the NDP has 
been promulgated and then submitted to MBC.

1.7 The conduct of the NPAC is particularly egregious because it has the benefit of 
professional advice from YourLocale whom we note have advised other Parish 
Councils about the risks associated with a failure to comply with adopted terms of 
reference1.

                                               
1

See, for example, advice given by YourLocale to the Somerby Parish Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee at 
a meeting held on 8 August 2016.
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1.8 We would highlight the following principal concerns.

2 Conflicts of Interest

2.1 Given the standards prescribed by paragraph 7 of the ToR, the Objectors have 
serious concerns about the propriety of the NPAC's decision-making process, 
particularly with respect to draft Policy ENV1 and the proposed settlement boundary 
identified in Figure 2. Before articulating the detail of these concerns, we would refer 
to the following trite legal principles:

(a) a decision-maker should not be a 'judge in his own cause' and should be 
disqualified if he has a relevant interest in the subject matter unless he has 
made sufficient disclosure (see R v Bow Street Metropolitan Stipendiary 
Magistrate, ex parte Pinochet Ungarte (No. 2) [2001] 1 AC 119);

(b) it follows that a decision-maker with a pecuniary or proprietary interest in the 
outcome of a decision should not be involved in the decision-making process;
and

(c) a declaration of a less direct interest before a decision is made may also
disqualify a decision-maker from taking part in the decision-making process
and, in such circumstances, those taking part in this process should decide 
whether the connection would lead a fair minded and informed observer to 
conclude that there was a real possibility that the decision-maker would be 
biased if they took part (see, for example, Magill v Porter [2001] UKHL 67). 

2.2 We are instructed that no less than 9 members of the NPAC submitted objections to 
MBC when it proposed to allocate the Land for residential development in a draft 
version of its Local Plan. Whilst this allocation was removed from the adopted version 
of the Local Plan (arising from objections made by Historic England), it provides 
important context for the later deliberations by the NPAC as to which please see 
further below.

2.3 We are also instructed that, at a meeting of the NPAC on 19 February 2018, 8 of the 
10 members present had submitted objections to MBC in respect of its then proposal 
to allocate the Land for residential development (as above). Whereas, the minutes of 
this meeting simply record that Janette Gadd and John Simon – both of whom are 
members of the NPAC, the latter being the Chairman – stated that their respective 
houses back onto open fields and that they 'would oppose development in those 
areas' (see paragraph 4 of the minutes). We understand that Mr Simon is also a 
member of the Parish Council and was present at its meeting (on 13 January 2020) 
when it resolved to submit the NDP to MBC, having accepted (without amendment) 
the recommendations of the NPAC.

2.4 We are advised that the Land is part of the open field behind Mr Simon's house. It is 
clear, therefore, that from the outset Mr Simon has made plain his intention to oppose 
any development of the Land for personal reasons i.e. its proximity to his residence. It 
is equally clear that this 'in principle' objection has coloured Mr Simon's approach 
including the proposal to include the Land as part of draft Policy ENV1 (or, at least, it 
is reasonable to assert that Mr Simon's mind is so coloured in the mind of a fair-
minded and informed observer, as above). 

2.5 Similarly, at a meeting of the NPAC on 23 January 2019 (at which only 6 members of 
the NPAC were present contrary to the ToR), the minutes ("the January 2019 
Minutes") record that Ms Gadd and Mr Simon again declared these interests (in fields 
146 (albeit, we think this was meant to be a reference to field 148) and 198 
respectively) in the context of draft Policy ENV1. It is also important to note that: (i) all 
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6 members had submitted objections to MBC when the Land was identified for
residential development; and (ii) contrary to the ToR, the January 2019 Minutes were 
not uploaded to the Parish Council's web-site until March/April 2020 and no 
explanation has been given for such inordinate delay.

2.6 The January 2019 Minutes further record that 'After discussion it was agreed that both 
146 [sic] and 198 should be included [in Policy ENV1]'. Put another way, the NPAC
voted to prevent development on land where 2 members had declared interests and 
had confirmed they would oppose development for personal reasons (and a number 
of other members had publicly objected to development of the Land). Even leaving 
aside that this meeting of the NPAC was not quorate and had no mandate to make 
any decision, conspicuous by its absence from the January 2019 Minutes is any
rationale (less still any policy-related rationale) for including these 2 sites in draft 
Policy ENV1.

2.7 Indeed, we have been unable to identify any such rationale in all other minutes of the 
very limited NPAC meetings that have been held to date (as to which see further 
below). 

2.8 Moreover:

(a) there is no evidence (either in the January 2019 Minutes or elsewhere on the 
Parish Council's web-site) that, when considering draft Policy ENV1 – where 2
members of the NPAC have declared a conflict of interest (and not for the first 
time) and a number of other members had publicly objected to development of 
the Land – the NPAC made any attempt to consider whether this clear and 
obvious prejudicial connection would lead a fair minded and informed observer 
to conclude that there was a real possibility that these members would be 
biased if they took part in the related discussion and decision;

(b) no explanation is given as to why those members who had objected publicly to 
development of the Land (in addition to Ms Gadd and Mr Simon) did not declare 
a conflict of interest;  

(c) nor is any explanation is given as to why members who had declared a conflict 
of interest with draft Policy ENV1 and/or had publicly objected to development 
of the Land were subsequently allowed to participate in the decision-making 
process as to its contents; and

(d) reference to 'after discussion' in the January 2019 Minutes is palpably 
insufficient because no detail is provided as to what was discussed.

2.9 These are serious procedural issues that bear directly upon the propriety, 
transparency and fairness of the decisions and recommendations made by the NPAC. 
It is obvious that members who had declared a conflict of interest and/or should have 
(but failed to) declare such a conflict (e.g. in view of previous objections to 
development of the Land) should not have been permitted to debate and vote on draft 
Policy ENV1.

2.10 But, even leaving this aside, the failure by the NPAC to explain to the public why 
these members were permitted to participate is inherently unfair, wholly undermines 
the robustness and transparency of its decision-making and is contrary to its own 
governance (per paragraph 7 of the ToR).

2.11 For completeness under this head, we also note that the agenda for a meeting of the 
NPAC, which was scheduled to take place on 13 April 2018, recorded there were 
declarations of interest to be disclosed at the meeting. Unfortunately, the NPAC has 
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failed to upload any minutes of this meeting to the Parish Council's website. This 
denies the public any opportunity to identify what conflicts of interest exist and to what 
extent these could have influenced the content of the NDP. Again, this further 
contravenes the ToR (per paragraphs 4i), 7 and 8c). 

3 Duty to Consult

3.1 Given the statutory duty on the Parish Council to consult on the NDP, Regulation 15 
of the Regulations provides that submission of the NDP to MBC must be 
accompanied by a consultation statement that describes how the main issues and 
concerns raised by those consulted have been addressed and, where relevant, 
addressed in the NDP itself.

3.2 At the outset, we emphasise that, notwithstanding the minutes of a meeting of the 
NPAC on 16 May 2018 and the meeting of the Parish Council on 9 July 2018, the 
Objectors have not been contacted directly by the NPAC about the NDP. Given that 
the Objectors are a directly affected landowner, this is a clear failure to respect due 
process and carry out mandated actions.

3.3 Indeed, whilst the NDP purports to reflect the views, aspirations and objectives of the 
Gaddesby community, this does not withstand scrutiny. In fact, there is no meaningful 
evidence of community involvement in the drafting and evolution of the NDP. To the 
contrary, the Objectors are concerned that the NDP has been prepared by and (in 
part, at least) reflects the interests of, a very small section of the community some of 
whom have clear and obvious conflicts of interest with some key policies of the NDP: 
it is neither comprehensive nor inclusive, contrary to paragraph 2 of the ToR.

3.4 These concerns are elaborated further in the representations submitted on behalf of
the Objectors by Avison Young.

3.5 By way of example only, the settlement boundary identified at Figure 2 of the NDP 
has been varied from the pre-submission version of the NDP dated September 2019
in two respects:

(a) the northern boundary has been extended to include a further parcel of land; 
and 

(b) the eastern boundary has been extended to include another parcel of land,

neither of which has the benefit of any explanation or rationale (see, for example, the 
minutes of the meeting of the NPAC on 6 January 2020). Indeed, even the original 
alignment of the boundary was inexplicable in various respects. 

3.6 The purported importance and control of the boundary is evident from draft Policy 
HBE1 of the NDP. Quite apart from the absence of any justification for including a 
boundary at all (as to which we would refer to the representations submitted by 
Avison Young), this reinforces the need to ensure that it is drawn with care, objectivity
and transparency, as indeed is exhorted on the NPAC by paragraph 7 of the ToR.

3.7 Regrettably, however, the approach of the NPAC to the issue of the settlement 
boundary lacks clarity and, in the absence of any explanation and/or proper 
consultation, it is impossible to understand the underlying rationale. Instead, without 
such explanation, it is reasonable to argue that to a fair-minded and informed 
observer it would appear to have been driven by self-interest, influence and/or other 
extraneous or irrelevant considerations: it is noted, simply by way of factual example, 
that the personal residence of the Chairman of the NPAC is directly affected by such 
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considerations, which emphasises the imperative of inclusivity, openness and integrity 
in the decision-making process.

3.8 Unfortunately, the exercise undertaken by the NPAC represents the antithesis of this 
approach and has denied the public any ability to scrutinise the decisions made by 
the NPAC and to hold it to account accordingly. Moreover, the NPAC's approach is in 
stark conflict with the standard of conduct required by paragraph 7 of the ToR.

4 Fairness

4.1 It is a basic legal principle that any decision affecting the public should ensure 
procedural fairness for those affected by it. Generally, the Objectors are seriously 
concerned that the NPAC has not acted fairly in promulgating the NDP. Given that its 
recommendations have been accepted by the Parish Council, this unfairness infects 
the related decision by the Parish Council to submit the NDP to MBC in its current 
form.

4.2 This sense of unfairness is exemplified by the manner in which the NPAC has 
seemingly ridden roughshod over the ToR (which it adopted) by failing to (amongst 
other things):

(a) properly and fully disclose conflicts of interest; 

(b) exercise appropriate control over those members who so obviously had a 
personal interest and/or had declared (or should have declared) a conflict of 
interest in the matters being discussed in accordance with the ToR;

(c) publish minutes of meetings to the Parish Council's website either in a timely 
manner or at all;

(d) ensure that there was a quorum at all meetings at which the NDP was 
discussed and/or decisions made in respect of it (see, for example, the meeting 
on 23 January 2018 at which only 6 members appeared to be present);

(e) meet at least every 2 months; and

(f) act in a manner consistent with the standards of conduct required for those in 
public life. 

4.3 In the context of the Objectors' general concerns about the absence of fairness and 
transparency, it is revealing that (contrary to the ToR, as above) the NPAC failed to 
meet (or, at least, failed to disclose any meeting):

(a) for a seven month period between 16 May 2018 and 23 January 2019; and 

(b) for a year between 23 January 2019 and 2 January 2020.

4.4 The latter period is particularly significant given that the NPAC commenced the 
Regulation 14 consultation period for the draft NDP in October 2019. The NPAC
meeting preceding this was held nine months earlier on 23 January 2019, the minutes 
of which were not made publicly available until over a year later. This lack of 
transparency is clear and unacceptable: it is contrary to the standards of 
accountability and openness required by the ToR. 

4.5 It also diminishes the ability of the public to understand the rationale behind many of 
the decisions made by the NPAC. Members of the community have, therefore, been 
denied the ability properly and timeously to scrutinise the evolution of the NDP by the 
NPAC contrary to the ToR and the common law duty of fairness.
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5 Conclusion

5.1 For all of the reasons articulated above, there are serious deficiencies in the conduct 
of the NPAC that we would respectfully submit not only contravene the ToR (in 
various fundamental respects) but also fall short of the standard that a fair-minded 
and informed observer would reasonably expect (per the principle in Magill, as 
above).

5.2 These deficiencies - which have denied members of the public (including the 
Objectors) from being able properly to scrutinise the NDP – go to the heart of the 
principles of fairness and accountability that are fundamental to lawful decision-
making by public authorities. 

5.3 The NPAC's conduct does not withhold scrutiny and undermines the integrity of the 
NDP. We wish to draw these concerns to the attention of MBC because they provide 
important context for the miscellany of policy-based objections that are encapsulated 
in the separate representations made by Avison Young.

Yours faithfully

Clyde & Co LLP
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PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT GADDESBY PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019 – 2036

LAND ON THE NORTH SIDE OF ASHBY ROAD, GADDESBY, LEICESTER, LE7 4WF

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF OBJECTION

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 This statement is submitted, on behalf of the Ovens Family ("the Objectors"), in 

support of their objection to the pre-submission draft of the Gaddesby Parish 

Neighbourhood Plan 2019 – 2036 (dated September 2019) ("the Neighbourhood 

Plan"), which has been published for consultation.

1.2 Specifically, the Objectors strongly object to draft Policy ENV1, which purports to 

designate (amongst others) land at Eastfield Bottom, Gaddesby ("the Land") as 

Local Green Space.

1.3 The Objectors are the freehold owners of the Land. They have prepared illustrative 

plans for development of the Land to include 27 residential dwellings, a new village 

green and a turning facility to serve the local primary school and alleviate traffic 

congestion on local roads at peak (school) times.

1.4 This statement should be read in conjunction with the detailed objections that have 

been submitted by McGough Planning on behalf of the Objectors.

1.5 The local planning authority is Melton Borough Council ("the LPA").

1.6 The Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared by Gaddesby Parish Council ("the 

Parish Council") and is subject to public consultation until 28 October 2019.

1.7 Unfortunately, the Neighbourhood Plan conflicts, in fundamental respects, with 

national planning policy and guidance and would serve only to sterilise any further 

development in and around Gaddesby (including the Land). As a minimum, draft 

Policy ENV1 should be amended to remove designation of the Land (as to which 

see further below).

2 POLICY FRAMEWORK

Melton Local Plan
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2.1 The Melton Local Plan 2011 – 2036 ("the Local Plan"), as adopted by the Council 

on 10 October 2018, establishes a clear strategic vision to improve and generate 

sustainable development in both rural and service areas across its borough.  

2.2 We note the following policies of the Local Plan (insofar as they are material to this 

objection):

'Policy SS1 - Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development

When considering development proposals, the Council will take a positive approach that 
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. It will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find 
solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and, where relevant, 
with polices in Neighbourhood Plans) will be approved without delay, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.'

'Policy SS2 – Development Strategy

Service Centres and Rural Hubs will accommodate approximately 35% of the Borough’s 
housing residual requirement (1822) on a proportionate basis. This will be delivered by 
planning positively for the development of sites allocated within and adjoining the Service 
Centres and Rural Hubs by 2036, and by encouraging small scale residential development,
where it would represent sustainable development under Policy SS1 above or would 
enhance the sustainability of the community in accordance with Policy SS3 - Sustainable 
Communities. '

'Policy SS3 – Sustainable Communities (unallocated sites)

In rural settlements outside the main urban area, the Council will seek to protect and 
enhance existing services and facilities and will support sustainable development proposals 
in accordance with Policy SS2 above which contribute towards meeting local development 
needs, contributing towards the vision and strategic priorities of the plan, and improving the 
sustainability of our rural areas.'

'Policy C7 – Rural Services

Support will be given to proposals and activities that protect, retain or enhance existing 
community services and facilities* or that lead to the provision of additional assets that 
improve community cohesion and well-being to encourage sustainable development.'

2.3 As part of the LPA's development strategy, Chapter 4 of the Local Plan identifies a 

housing requirement at Gaddesby, which is identified as a rural hub, of 47 

dwellings.  The Local Plan makes provision for 36 of these 47 dwellings across 3 

sites in Gaddesby.

National Planning Policy Framework

2.4 The National Planning Policy Framework ("the NPPF"), a revised version of which 

was published by the Government in February 2019, includes policy relating to the 

designation of Local Green Space. 
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2.5 This policy is contained in paragraphs 99 - 101 of the NPPF, which provide as 

follows:

'99. The designation of land as Local Green Space through local and neighbourhood 
plans allows communities to identify and protect green areas of particular importance 
to them. Designating land as Local Green Space should be consistent with the local 
planning of sustainable development and complement investment in sufficient homes, 
jobs and other essential services. Local Green Spaces should only be designated 
when a plan is prepared or updated, and be capable of enduring beyond the end of 
the plan period.'

'100. The Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green space is:

a) in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, 
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife; and

c) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.'

'101. Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent 

with those for Green Belts.' (our emphasis).

National Planning Practice Guidance

2.6 The National Planning Practice Guidance 2014 ("NPPG") relating to 'Open space, 

sports and recreation facilities' provides as follows (insofar as is material to this 

objection):

'How big can a Local Green Space be?

…However, paragraph 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local 
Green Space designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an 
extensive tract of land.' 

(Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 37-015-20140306) 

2.7 The NPPG in relation to 'Neighbourhood planning' provides as follows (insofar as is 

material to this objection):

'Should other public bodies, landowners and the development industry be involved 
in preparing a draft neighbourhood plan or Order?

… Other public bodies, landowners and the development industry should, as necessary and 
appropriate be involved in preparing a draft neighbourhood plan or Order. By doing this 
qualifying bodies will be better placed to produce plans that provide for sustainable 
development which benefits the local community whilst avoiding placing unrealistic 
pressures on the cost and deliverability of that development.'

(Paragraph: 048 Reference ID: 41-048-20140306)
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3 SUMMARY GROUNDS OF OBJECTION

3.1 We only summarise here the Objectors' grounds of objection and reserve their right 

to augment them in due course.

3.2 At the outset, however, we do emphasise that it is deeply regrettable that draft 

Policy ENV1 has plainly been drafted with a view to stifling – as opposed to 

encouraging – sustainable development. It is a myopic policy, which so obviously 

fails to respect policy at all levels.

3.3 Moreover, it is purportedly predicated upon what is referred to as a ‘scoring 

system’.  Whilst we defer to McGough Planning, which has carried out a detailed 

exposition of this system, generally on this topic it is plain that the scoring system 

relied upon by the Parish Council does not withstand even cursory scrutiny: it is not 

fit for purpose and its basic failings fatally infect draft Policy ENV1. 

Conflict with the Local Plan

3.4 Draft Policy ENV1 is contrary to the Local Plan in significant respects and fails to 

have regard (either properly or at all) to the clear local policy framework to which 

we have referred above. Simply by way of examples:

(a) it fails to respect the promotion of sustainable development, in respect of 

which there is a presumption in favour;

(b) it fails to encourage sustainable residential development within an 

acknowledged rural hub;

(c) to the contrary, it has undoubtedly been designed with a view to achieving 

the polar opposite i.e. the prevention of any further growth (however 

sustainable and necessary) at Gaddesby (beyond the 36 dwellings noted 

above);

(d) it is predicated on an entirely false premise (and one that is inconsistent with 

the LPA's strategic vision) that Gaddesby is incapable of accommodating any 

further sustainable development beyond the 36 dwellings identified in the 

Neighbourhood Plan; and 

(e) moreover, it betrays a fundamental misunderstanding of the wider community 

benefits that would accrue from sustainable development of the Land such as 

meeting the identified housing requirement for Gaddesby and by providing 
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much-needed facilities for the local school and preventing traffic congestion 

in the area.

Conflict with the NPPF

3.5 Draft Policy ENV1 is also in stark conflict with the NPPF.

3.6 Contrary to paragraph 99 of the NPPF, it:

(a) fails properly to articulate a legitimate basis on which the Land is found to be 

of particular importance to the local community;

(b) is inconsistent with the planning of sustainable development in the local area;

(c) would frustrate, as opposed to complement, investment in sufficient homes 

and other essential services in the local area; 

(d) fails to acknowledge that the development potential of the Land has been 

identified by the Council and not gainsaid by statutory consultees, including 

Historic England; and

(e) is not capable of enduring beyond the end of the Neighbourhood Plan period.

3.7 Contrary to paragraph 100 of the NPPF:

(a) it omits to demonstrate that the Land is demonstrably special to the local 

community and/or holds any particular local significance. It is understood that 

the principal basis on which the Land has purportedly been identified for 

designation relates to heritage interests, in which case it would appear that it 

was drafted in ignorance of recent representations made by Historic England, 

pursuant to which it confirms that is broadly content with the proposed 

development of the Land per an illustrative masterplan that has been 

prepared by the Objectors (as above); and

(b) the Land (particularly when considered in combination with the other 

contiguous parcels of land that from part of the policy) comprises an 

extensive tract of land, which extends along the full length of the eastern 

boundary of the settlement.  

Conflict with the NPPG

3.8 Contrary to the NPPG, the Parish Council failed to involve the Objectors in its 

preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan. Yet, the Objectors have a clear and 
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obvious interest in the emerging policy framework and it was incumbent on the 

Parish Council to involve them from the outset of the plan-making process or, at 

the very least, from the time when it became clear to the Parish Council that it was 

proposing to designate the Land as Local Green Space (per the NPPG).

3.9 Its failure to do so was particularly galling in circumstances where McGough 

Planning (on behalf of the Objectors) expressly requested to be kept informed 

about progress of the Neighbourhood Plan given the Objectors' stated ambitions to 

develop the Land. In September 2017, McGough Planning wrote to the Parish 

Council in the following unequivocal terms:

'Mrs. Toon

McGough Planning is instructed by owners of the site formerly allocated for housing in the 
draft local plan and known as GADD2 Church Lane/ Ashby Road. Our client supports the 
Parish Council in the designation of the neighbour plan area and is keen to be fully involved
in the Neighbourhood Plan process.

Please keep us informed of consultations as they arise.

We are sure you will be aware of our client’s submission to the local plan. Should the Parish 
Council wish to discuss the how our clients’ land can help in the future development of the 
village, please do not hesitate to get in touch.

Kind regards
Chris'

3.10 It was, therefore, wholly unreasonable for the Parish Council to proceed to 

designate the Land without even the courtesy of involving or consulting the 

Objectors: in fact, the Objectors only became aware of the purported designation of 

the Land upon publication of the Neighbourhood Plan. Not only was this approach 

deeply unfair and prejudicial, it was also contrary to good planning and in conflict 

with the clear guidance in the NPPG.

3.11 This unfairness is exacerbated by the implications that flow from successful 

designation as Local Green Space. As is made clear by paragraph 101 of the 

NPPF (and draft Policy ENV1), such a designation would result in the Land being 

managed in accordance with Green Belt policies i.e. a strong presumption against 

development (only to be permitted in exceptional circumstances).

3.12 Should the Parish Council persist with this unfair designation, we reserve the 

Objectors' position generally. For the avoidance of any doubt, however, and quite 

apart from this procedural unfairness, the Land should be removed from draft 

Policy ENV1 in any event given: the paucity of any credible evidence base to 
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support it; and its clear conflict with established planning policy and guidance, as 

above. On behalf of the Objectors, we would invite the Parish Council so to do.

CLYDE & CO LLP

OCTOBER 2019
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Appendix 5 
Minutes of GABB Neighbourhood Plan 
Group Meeting of 18 May 2018  
  



Minutes of the meeting of the The GAB 
Neighbourhood Plan Group held on 16 May 2018          
at Gaddesby Village Hall 
 

1. Present: David Batchelor (DB), Janette Gadd (JG), 
Julie Hayton (JH), Jenny Hurst (JH), Scott Machin 
(SMA), Sue Milward (SM), David Patton (DP), Chris 
Shatford (CS), Kathryn Shorrock (KS), John Simon 
(JS), Carol Spiers (CS) 

 
 
2.  Apologies: Peter Featherstone, Alex Stroud, Jason 

Jeyes 
 

3. Conflicts of interest – none reported 
 

4. Minutes of the meeting held on 13 April 2018 were 
approved 

 
5. Funding update 

 
JNS reported that an application had been made to 
Locality which had included a grant for a site survey. 
A discussion took place as to whether that should 
proceed. This will only become relevant in the event 
of Melton BC falling short of their housing numbers in 
which event without having identified further site(s) 
the parish ( and in particular Gaddesby ) might be 
susceptible to further development. It was 
unanimously agreed that for the time being that part 
of the application should not proceed. The question 
of a site survey will be reviewed as we progress and 
the Melton Plan is finalised. 
An additional application for funding will be made to 
Awards for All. 
 



6. The draft questionnaire was discussed and approved 
subject to any comments by CS and JG. 
 

7. PF is identifying local landowners so that they can be 
contacted as stakeholders. 
 

8. JNS will shortly begin the task of contacting all 
stakeholders. 

 
 

9. We are using the Gaddesby village website and will 
continue to do so rather than establishing a 
dedicated website. 
 

10. The initial Focus Group Group meeting  
 
This will take place on 13 June 2018 at 7pm at Ashby 
Folville Village Hall ( the left hand room ). DB has 
agreed to lead the housing, JG the environment and 
JH the sustainability groups. All those present 
indicated their preferred group. 
 

11. Next Meeting 
12.  

Provisionally this will take place on18 June 2018 at 
7pm Gaddesby Village Hall. It may be that we do not 
need a meeting then bearing in mind that this is only 
a few days after the Focus Group meeting.  
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Appendix 6 
Minutes of NPAC Meeting on 6 January 
2020 
  



Minutes of the meeting of the The GAB Neighbourhood  
Plan Advisory Committee held on 6 January 2020 at Gaddesby 
Village Hall 
 

1. Present: David Batchelor, Jenny Hurst, Janette Gadd,  Chris 
Shatford, John Simon, Alex Stroud, Carol Spiers, Kathryn 
Shorrock, David Potter 
 

2. Apologies: Jason Jeyes  
 

3. The members of the Committee had received the draft schedule of 
comments arising out of the Regulation 14 consultation and the 
purpose of the meeting was to agree the Committee’s responses. 
 

4. It was agreed that the settlement boundary for Gaddesby should 
take in the whole of the garden of 6 Church Lane, the tennis court 
site at The Hall and the area at Woodbine Cottage Pasture Lane 
between GADD2 and GADD3. We will retain the Eastern boundary 
line on the land behind the houses on the East side of Park Hill. 
We believe that all those houses extended their gardens by buying 
part of the field behind them which land was always and still is 
agricultural land. This accords with point 4 on page 17 of the draft 
Plan. 
 

5. In relation to the e mail supposedly sent to the Clerk to the Parish 
Council the Committee wished to include a comment that the PC 
regards the Parish Clerk as being very efficient and had the e mail 
been received it would have been brought to our attention. 
 

6. Our comments should include a reference to the effect that field 
198 was assessed with the assistance of the Consultant as part of 
our training on field assessment. In fact, when the field 
assessments were reviewed field 198’s points were reduced by 
one to 18. 
 

7. Our responses will be reviewed to ensure that they are strictly 
factual. 
 

8. The Committee had received the draft Consultation Statement and 
this was approved without amendment. 
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Appendix 7 

Settlement Boundary Plan and Aerial 
Image 
  



Gaddesby Settlement Boundary Changes 
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Appendix 8 
Correct Land Parcel Scoring for Field 198  
  



 

Introduction 

1. Avison Young has reviewed the results of the Field Survey compiled by the Gaddesby Neighbourhood 
Plan Advisory Committee (“NPAC”) and has found fundamental flaws and inconsistencies in the way 
that land parcels have been assessed / scored. We note in particular that the scoring of our Client’s 
land, Field 198, is simply wrong. 
 

2. In this Note, we provide our own assessment of Field 198. As will be seen, this generates totally different 
scores to those given by the NPAC. We submit that, of the two sets of scores, ours is the more reliable. 

 
3. The Field Survey assesses land parcels against 8 criteria (although, as noted in the main body of our 

Representations, the NPAC only uses the scores from 6 of these when judging whether land qualifies as 
LGS). These are: Proximity; Beauty; Tranquillity; Recreational Value; Historic Significance; Richness of 
Wildlife; Practical Accessibility and Educational Value. Each criteria has a scoring range. Some criteria 
have a range of possible scores between 0 and 5, and for some the range is between 0 and 2. For 
Beauty, the range is 0-3. We cannot find an explanation for the variance in scoring ranges. We also 
cannot find descriptors for each criteria that confirm what attributes a land parcel must have in order 
to be awarded a certain score (e.g. a 5 instead of a 2). Accordingly, for the purposes of our 
assessment, we have had to make a series of professional judgements based on our many years of 
planning practice.  

 
4. In the Sections that follow, we provide a succinct assessment of Field 198 against each of the NPAC 

critieria, including the two that it has ignored for the purposes of LGS designation, and conclude with a 
table that compares our scoring with that given by the NPAC. 

Proximity   

5. Field 198 lies immediately adjacent to the 5 residential properties that stand on the east side of Church 
Lane and to the north of the 9 properties that stand on the northern side of Ashby Road. However, 
these properties are separated from the core of the village by Field 204 and the extensive and private 
grounds of Gaddesby Hall. Indeed, Field 198 lies between 350m and 400m to the east of the core of 
the village. 
 

6. If Field 198 were within the village and close to the core, we would score it 5 for proximity. If it were 
within the village but on the periphery of the built up area, we would score it 4. If it were outside the 
village, but on the very edge of it, and there was no break in built form between the village core and 
the settlement edge, we would score the land 3. In this case, Field 198 lies to the immediate east of a 
part of the village that is disconnected from the core of the village and so, for proximity, we score it 2. 

Beauty 

7. Field 198 comprises a large pasture that slopes down from north to south. Its southern boundary is 
marked by a hawthorn hedge and mature and semi-mature trees. Its western, northern and eastern 
boundaries are all marked mainly by fences. Just beyond the north-eastern boundary is a small block 
of woodland. Overhead electricity lines cross the land running on a south west to north east alignment. 

   

 
 

 

 

Ovens Family 
Gaddesby NDP Field Survey 
Briefing Note on Scoring of Field 198  
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There are no landscape features of interest within the Field (no attractive trees for example) and the 
character and appearance of the land is impacted adversely by the presence of built development 
on two sides. 
 

8. Field 198 is not recognised at the national, regional or local level for its attractiveness. It does not 
benefit from any kind of strategic designation that suggests that it has particular value in this sense 
(e.g. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty or Special Landscape Area). It also falls outside the ‘Local 
Landscape Area’ shown in Figure 8 of the NDP which is highlighted as the part of the village on which 
residents and visitors place high value given its distinctive, picturesque and ‘timeless’ landscape, 
comprising the meandering brook with streamside willows, traditional floodplain grazing fields, an 
avenue of oak trees, the unofficial ‘village green’ of Lawn Wall (Field 204) with its distinctive 
herringbone pattern brick walls, and the attractive ‘street scene’ up Main Street and Park Hill. 

 
9. The absence of any national, strategic or local designation is not surprising as Field 198 is completely 

unremarkable and no more ‘special’ in terms of its attractiveness than any other open field on the 
edge of a settlement. Indeed, given the presence of the overhead cables, the proximity of built 
development and the lack of features of interest, it is arguably less attractive than many other parts of 
the open countryside in the NDP area. It is certainly considerably less attractive than Field 204, referred 
to as the unofficial ‘village green’ on page 33 of the NDP. It is also less attractive in our view than Field 
201 (Gaddesby Hall and grounds) which NPAC only scores 2 for Beauty. 

 
10. We note that the NPAC scores Beauty in the range 0-3. In the light of the foregoing, it can only be 

afforded a score of 1. 

Tranquillity 

11. The NPACs scoring range for tranquillity is 0-2. The presence of Ashby Road and the adjacent housing 
mean that Field 198 cannot be scored 2 in this category. However, it would be wrong to suggest that it 
does not benefit from a degree of tranquillity, particularly on occasions when Ashby Road is quiet and 
so we agree with the NPAC that Field 198 should be scored 1 against this criterion. 

Recreational Value 

12. Field 198 is privately owned. It is a pasture. It does not contain playing fields, a play area and is not 
available to members of the public for casual recreation. The only benefit that the land provides in a 
recreational sense derives from the presence of two footpaths which cross the site – one running north 
/ south through the middle of the Field and one running on a south east to north-west alignment 
through the northern half of it. Whilst these mean that the Field may be crossed by walkers, the 
recreational value derived from such limited access and such a narrowly defined activity is limited. In 
the scoring range 0-5, we conclude that Field 198 is worthy of no more than a score of 2. We note that 
land parcel 204, just to the west of Field 198, is scored ‘0’ for recreational value by the NPAC. Whilst 
Field 198 offer greater recreational value than Field 204 as a consequence of the footpaths that cross 
it, its contribution in a recreational sense is not materially greater. 

Historical Significance 

13. Field 198 does not contain any listed buildings and it does not fall within the Gaddesby Conservation 
Area, which lies to the west and north-west. The north-eastern part of the Field falls within the setting of 
the listed Church but the south-western half of the Field does not. 
 

14. The Field does not contain any non-designated heritage assets, other than evidence of ridge and 
furrow ploughing. However, ridge and furrow earthworks are plentiful in the Midlands and Leicestershire 
is no exception. Indeed, as confirmed by Figure 7.3 of the NDP, ridge and furrow is plentiful in the NDP 
area itself. We also note that the land has no historical environmental significance as illustrated by 
Figure 5.1 of the NDP. Also, we note that the NPAC has scored Field 201 ‘3’ for Historical Significance. In 
the light of the fact that that parcel contains a Grade II listed building and its grounds (which also form 
part of the setting of the Grade I listed Church of St Luke), it would be wrong to conclude that Field 198 
is more valuable, or is as valuable, as Field 201.   

 
15. Whilst the presence of ridge and furrow, and the fact that the north eastern corner of the Field forms 

part of the setting of the Church, mean that the Field has some historical value, this is necessarily 
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limited by the abundance of ridge and furrow in the NDP area (and the wider Midlands) and the fact 
that only part of the Field has any connection with the Church at all. Accordingly, on a scale 0-5, we 
conclude that Field 198 should be scored 2 for historical significance. 

Richness of Wildlife 

16. Field 198 is a pasture used for the grazing of cattle. It is not designated a national or local nature 
reserve, indeed it has no locally, regionally, nationally or internationally recognised ecological value 
and is not recognised in the NDP as a site of natural environmental significance (Figure 5.2) or as a site 
containing trees, woodland or field ponds (Figure 9). The grass in the field is not ecologically rich or 
diverse. The only features that have the potential to offer any ecological value at all are the trees and 
hedgerows along the southern boundary. 
 

17. There is nothing about Field 198 which suggests that it should be scored more than 1 for richness of 
wildlife. We note that Field 204 to the west, which contains a number of mature trees but is otherwise 
not dissimilar to Field 198 in an ecological sense, is scored ‘0’ for richness of wildlife by the NPAC. In 
addition, Field 201 which a large number of mature trees is only scored 2 against this criterion. 

Practical Accessibility 

18. As indicated above, parts of Field 198 are accessible to the public via the marked footpaths, albeit the 
points of access to the site are some distance from the heart of the village. The field is also grazed with 
cattle between April and October every year and although this should not impact on the enjoyment 
of the footpaths, it inevitably will. Given that the land is not practically accessible and that the 
footpaths may only be used to pass through the land, we agree with the NPAC that the Field should be 
score ‘0’ for practical accessibility. 

Educational Value 

19. Whilst the site is lacking in beauty, tranquillity and ecological value, we consider, unlike the NPAC who 
score the land ‘0’ against this criterion, that it has some education value which derives from the fact 
that: 
 
• It contains evidence of ridge and furrow; 
• the northern part of the site forms part of the setting of the Church; 
• the land offers views of the settlement edge and the contrast between built form and the open 

countryside beyond; and 
• it is close to the village Primary School. 

 
20. Accordingly, we score Field 198 1 for educational value. 

Totals and Comparison 

21. In the table below, we compare how we score Field 198 with how it has been scored by the NPAC for 
the purposes of LGS designation. As will be seen, there is a marked difference between the two sets of 
scores, with the NPAC having significantly over-inflated the ‘value’ of the Field in almost all senses. 
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Appendix 9 
Aerial Image of Proposed LGS 
 

 



Aerial Image of Proposed Local Green Space 
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