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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared in connection with the Examination in Public of 

the Melton Local Plan 2011 – 2036. 

 

1.2 The Hearing Statement supplements the representations previously made in relation to the 

Pre-Submission Draft and the Focussed Changes consultation stages of the Melton Local Plan. 

 

1.3 The Statement deals specifically with the questions posed by the Inspector in connection with 

Matter 5. 

 

1.4 This Statement has been prepared by David A Haston Dip Est Man MRICS who is a Director 

of Haston Reynolds Ltd.   

 

1.5 The Statement has been prepared on behalf of Mr R D Chandler of Highfield Farm, Hose 

Lane, Long Clawson, Melton Mowbray, Leicestershire, LE14 4NQ.  Mr Chandler jointly 

owns Canal Farm farmstead which is referred to as Site LONG5.  
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2. MATTER 5 

 

2.1 Question 5.1 

 

 i) has an appropriate selection of potential sites been assessed? 

 

2.1.1 It is not possible to consider every conceivable site as to do so would involve an 

assessment of all land within the Borough irrespective of whether it has been put 

forward within a ‘call for sites’ and irrespective of  its location. 

 

2.1.2 Having regard to the proposed Development Strategy,  the assessment of potential 

sites within and around Service Centres and Hubs is considered appropriate and 

proportionate. 

 

 ii) has an appropriate methodology been used and has it been applied consistently?  

 

2.1.3 Whilst the assessment methodology covers a relatively wide range of considerations, 

the scoring system itself is too simplistic and does not adequately reflect the relative 

importance of the matters being considered within each category. 

 

2.1.4 As a consequence, each consideration is capable of resulting in a score of - -, -, 0, + 

or + + irrespective of the relative importance of the subject matter.   

 

2.1.5 For example, the development of a site which would result in substantial harm to or 

loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, which the NPPF advises 

should be ‘wholly exceptional’, would result in a score of - -.  The same - -  score 

would however also be achieved in the event that the site lies within an area 

classified as Grade 3a agricultural land even though the NPPF only requires local 

planning authorities to ‘take into account the economic and other benefits of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land’ where the loss of agricultural land is not 

significant.  The NPPF goes on to advise that only where significant loss of 

agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary should local planning authorities 

seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.  

 

2.1.6 The scoring system used by the Council is therefore in principle skewed and does not 

appropriately reflect the relevant characteristics and impacts of the sites that have 

been assessed. 

 

2.1.7 Furthermore, there are concerns about some of the judgments made by the Council in 

undertaking its assessments. 
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2.1.8 For example it is clear that the Council does not understand the Agricultural Land 

Classification system, having attributed a - - score to the LONG5 site on the basis 

that it is ‘Mostly 2 (small part to the north of site 3b)’.   

 

2.1.9 The Provisional Agricultural Land Classification  (ALC)  England and Wales was 

based on surveys undertaken by the then Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food 

in the 1960s.  The Reports accompanying the Provisional ALC maps explain that 

‘care is needed in interpreting the map for several reasons’.  The limitations inter 

alia included: 

 

- The field work was based on Ordnance Survey sheets at a scale of 1:63,360, 

supplemented as necessary with sheets at 1:25,000 and was essentially of a 

reconnaissance nature; any enlargement in the scale of the map without further 

field inspection could be misleading; 

 

- Although on the map the change from one grade to another is indicated by a line, 

in reality boundaries are rarely so sharply defined; and 

 

- Unless divisions between grades are determined by obvious physical features, or 

detailed information on soil was available, it was not feasible to delineate areas 

of less than about 200 acres (80 hectares).  

 

2.1.10 Whilst the Provisional ALC map grades are now available digitally on the 

magic.gov.uk web site, the differentiation of Provisional ALC Grades cannot 

realistically be deduced at a site specific level using that platform.  See Appendix 1. 

 

2.1.11 Furthermore, the original Provisional ALC maps did not differentiate between sub 

grades 3a and 3b; they were simply identified as Provisional Grade 3.   

 

2.1.12 The identification of sub Grades 3a and 3b can only be definitively established by 

way of detailed on-site survey taking into account a range of factors including: 

gradient; flood risk in summer, flood risk in winter, soil texture, soil structure, soil 

depth, soil stoniness, chemical limitations, soil wetness, droughtiness, soil erosion 

etc. 

 

2.1.13 More recent adhoc post 1988 survey data (which is produced at a site-specific level 

and does in some instances differentiate between sub grades 3a and 3b) on the 

magic.gov.uk web site is extremely limited in coverage and does not extend to the 

Long Clawson area.  See Appendix 2. 

 

2.1.14 It is therefore somewhat surprising that the Council has been able to identify that the 

northern part of the LONG5 site is classified as Grade 3b agricultural land.   
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2.1.15 An explanation from the Council explaining how the definitive Agricultural Land 

Classification grades of the LONG5 site have been deduced as Grades 2 and 3b 

would therefore be welcomed. 

 

2.1.16 Irrespective of how the Council has deduced the Agricultural Land Classification 

grades of the LONG5 site, they are fundamentally flawed as the majority of the site is 

already developed with permanent structures including buildings, silage clamps, 

concrete bunkers, concrete and other yards and slurry handling and storage facilities.  

This area cannot, as a matter of fact, fall within detailed ALC grades 1, 2, 3a, 3b, 4 or 

5.  The appropriate category as set out in the MAFF Revised guidelines and criteria 

for grading the quality of agricultural land (1988) is ‘Agricultural buildings’.  See 

Appendix 3.  

 

2.1.17 Other examples relating to considerations such as brownfield land, loss of 

employment or other beneficial use, access, flooding/drainage, visual impact and 

noise or other pollutants  are detailed in the Responses to the Pre-Submission Draft 

and Focussed Changes Consultations.   

 

2.1.18 It is also still unclear as to how the - -, -, 0, +, ++ scores for individual sites translate 

into the numerical scores and hence rankings of sites.   

 

2.1.19 Notwithstanding this querying being posed of the Council’s Officers by way of 

telephone conversation, email (see Appendix 4) and then representations themselves, 

no explanation has been received to date.  The Council’s response to the Focussed 

Changes Representation (75) is not particularly enlightening either as it merely states. 

 

‘Noted, but consider that ther authority’s evidence is robust and proportionate’  

 

2.1.20 Indeed, this in fact appears to be a standard response to the earlier email query rather 

than the duly submitted formal representations themselves. 

 

2.1.21 In the absence of any explanation to the contrary, it is assumed that: 

 

+ +  = plus 2 points 

+ = plus 1 point 

0 = 0 points 

- = minus 1 point 

- -  = minus 2 points. 

 

2.1.22 However, when the Council’s scores for each of the Long Clawson sites are added 

up, the overall scores for each site are between 2 and 4 points adrift.  i.e. they appear 

to have have been added up incorrectly.  When coupled with the inequitable 
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methodology and the flawed assessments of a number of the considerations, the 

Council’s overall assessment of sites is unreliable and the Plan is not therefore 

adequately justified. 

 

 iii) are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting the others clear 

and sufficient?  Would any inaccuracies in the assessments significantly 

undermine the overall conclusions? 

 

2.1.23 In light of the range of flaws identified in the response to Question 5.1 ii), the reasons 

for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting others are not accurate, transparent or 

sound. 

 

2.1.24 The inaccuracies in the assessments are both numerous and significant and have 

resulted in the inappropriate selection of some of the proposed allocated sites. 

 

2.1.25 This was aptly demonstrated at the special Planning Committee meeting of Melton 

Borough Council held on 4 December 2017 which was due to consider five planning 

applications for residential development around Long Clawson. 

 

2.1.26 Having undertaken site inspections, Members resolved to: 

 

- approve the outline planning application for the Canal Farm LONG5 site 

(notwithstanding its ‘Reserve’ status in the emerging Local and Neighbourhood 

Plans) and the outline planning application for the Birleys Garage LONG3 site; 

- defer determination of the Hickling Lane LONG2 site; and  

- refuse planning permission for the Sandpit Lane LONG4 site.    

 

2.1.27 The application for the Back Lane/Mungies (MBC/028/13 formerly LONG2) site was 

withdrawn by the applicant prior to the consideration of the applications. 

 

2.1.28 It was evident from the discussion by Members at the meeting, that notwithstanding 

its proposed allocation, they felt that insufficient weight had been given by officers to 

the heritage impacts arising from the development of the Sandpit Lane (LONG4) site.  

They also felt that insufficient weight had been attributed to the existing developed 

condition of the majority of the Canal Farm (LONG5) site and the benefits of 

removing the intensive dairy unit from the village.   

 

2.1.29 The views expressed by Members in the determination of these application lend 

weight to the observations made above in relation to the reliability of the Council’s 

site assessment methodology.  Indeed, the action of Members in refusing an 

application for a site proposed for allocation and in approving an application for a 

site proposed as a reserve site demonstrates that inaccuracies in the assessments 
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would have a significant effect on the conclusions reached and the deliverability of 

the Local Plan as currently proposed. 

 

2.1.30 In respect of Long Clawson, this could be remedied through the identification of the 

Canal Farm LONG5 site as a site allocated for housing.   

 

iv)  has a reasonable balance been struck between the residual requirements 

figure for each of the settlements in Table 4 and the allocation of sites to meet 

the residual requirement as closely as possible?   

     

2.1.31 The residual requirement figure for Long Clawson will need to be reviewed in light 

of the MBC Planning Committee resolutions at the special meeting held on 4 

December 2017. 

 

2.2 5.2  Overall, will the allocations provide sufficient flexibility to help deliver the 

spatial strategy? 

 

2.2.1 With a 15% allowance for windfall sites in the rural area and an allocation surplus of 

just 9 dwellings over the residual requirement, there appears to be little margin 

available in the event of non-delivery of allocated sites.  This could have an 

implication for delivery of the spatial strategy. 

 

2.3 5.3  Are the specific policy requirements for the allocations in Appendix 1 

justified and effective?  Together with the Plan policies as a whole, is there 

reasonable assurance that the development of the allocations will be sustainable 

and in accordance with national planning policy? 

 

2.3.1 There cannot be a reasonable assurance that the development of the allocations will 

be sustainable or represent the most sustainable options when the underlying site 

assessments upon which those allocations are based are so fundamentally flawed. 

 

2.3.2 The inclusion of policies for each site may provide some additional safeguards, 

however they do not overcome the underlying flaws in the assessment or in any way 

remedy the inappropriate selection of sites. 

 

2.4 5.4  Is the identification of ‘reserve sites’ in Policy C1 (B) appropriate in 

principle? 

 

2.4.1 The identification of ‘reserve sites’ is in principle supported.  This provides a 

mechanism for bringing alternative sites forward in the event that allocated sites are 

not delivered or windfall site delivery falls below projected levels. 
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2.4.2 The use of ‘reserve sites’ would also provide a relatively flexible mechanism for 

reducing the risk of under-delivery and reducing the likelihood of a lack of a five year 

supply. 

 

2.4.3 The circumstances under which ‘reserve sites’  could be brought forward need to be 

clearly defined. 

 

2.5 5.5  Has the basis for their identification been robust?  Is there clear 

justification for the identification of the individual sites as reserve sites? 

 

2.5.1 The answer to both these questions is ‘No’, for the reasons cited in response to 

Questions 5.1 i) to 5.1 iv) above.    

 

2.6 5.6  Are the policy criteria of Policy C1(B) justified and effective?  How will 

criteria iii) and iv) be assessed?   

 

2.6.1 It is considered that these policy criteria are unnecessary and unjustified.  

Applications for ‘reserve sites’ should be treated on their merits in the same way that 

any other application would be considered.  It would be illogical and inequitable for 

these policy requirements to be imposed on applications for ‘reserve sites’ when 

applications for unallocated windfall sites in those same settlements would not be 

faced with similar policy hurdles or requirements. 

 

2.6.2 Subject to a thorough, accurate and sound site assessment process having been 

carried out by the Council in the preparation of its Local Plan, the ranking of sites 

should in principle be sufficient to inform the merits of a reserve site coming forward 

without the need for an arbitrary community support contest. 

 

2.6.3 In any event, no indication is given as to the level or proportion of public support that 

would need to be achieved for the policy to be satisfied, so the policy is in itself, 

imprecise and effectively meaningless.    

 

 

Haston Reynolds Ltd 

January 2018             
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APPENDIX 1

PROVISIONAL AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION MAP
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APPENDIX 2

POST 1988 AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION MAP
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APPENDIX 3

AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION – DEFINITION OF GRADES









APPENDIX 4

EMAILS WITH MBC RE SITE SCORING AND RANKINGS
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