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 INTRODUCTION

 Context

 Gladman Developments Ltd (from here on referred to as Gladman) specialise in 

the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated 

community infrastructure.

 Gladman has considerable experience in the development industry in a number 

of sectors including residential and employment development. From that 

experience, Gladman understands the need for the planning system to 

provide local communities with the homes and jobs that they need to ensure 

that they have access to decent housing and employment opportunities.

 Gladman also has considerable experience in contributing to the Development 

Plan preparation process, having made representations on numerous local 

planning documents through the UK and having participated in many local 

plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that experience that the 

comments are made in this representation.

 These representations are submitted by Gladman in response to the current 
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consultation on the Melton Local Plan Main Modifications (MLP). 

 Previous Submissions

 Gladman have a number of land interests within the Melton Borough and have 

made numerous written submissions on the Local Plan and participated fully 

in the Local Plan Examination.

 MAIN MODIFICATIONS

 MM1 – The Housing Requirement and Its Planned Delivery

 Gladman object to Main Modification 1 (MM1) and the impact that the amended 

approach to housing delivery targets will have on the requirement to boost 

significantly the supply of housing.

 We argued, throughout the Examination Hearings, that nowhere in Planning 

Policy or Guidance does the ability to deal with the under-delivery of 

housing by way of the ‘Liverpool Method’ appear. In fact, the Planning 

Practice Guidance is quite clear that Councils should deal with any housing 

shortfall against planned requirements within the first five years of the Plan 
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period.

 In the Main Modifications, Melton Borough Council not only propose to deal with 

the housing backlog by the ‘Liverpool Method’, but also that the trajectory for 

housing delivery across the Plan period will be stepped.

 It must be at the forefront of our minds that housing under delivery is not simply a 

planning issue, but a social issue with families having to wait considerable 

lengths of time for their housing needs to be met. This cannot be the right 

approach when the Government’s main agenda is to solve the housing crisis 

and fix the broken housing market.

 The Inspector at the recent Guildford Local Plan Examination grappled with these 

issues and came to an unequivocal conclusion in paragraph 14 of his 

Guidance Note. He states that 

 ‘There are important issues regarding the timing of housing delivery. I am 

prepared to accept that the Liverpool methodology on its own is valid, 

given the scale of the strategic allocations and the infrastructure issues 

associated with them. However, the submitted plan’s level of delivery in 

the early years, based on a stepped trajectory combined with the 

Liverpool methodology, is not acceptable. It would negate the purpose 

of the 20% buffer (which the Council accept), frustrate attempts to 

address key factors affecting worsening affordability, and would be 

contrary to Government policy which is seeking to boost the supply of 

housing.’

 Gladman entirely agree with the conclusions of Inspector Bore and suggest that 

the Council reconsider its approach to the stepped housing trajectory to 

align with these conclusions and Government guidance.

 This is even more essential given that the past delivery rates achieved by the 

Council have been significantly affected by the lack of an up-to-date 

development plan and lack of stock of planning permissions which could be 

implemented by the development industry. It is, therefore, a problem of the 

Council’s own making and stepping the requirement will simply allow this 

under-delivery to continue. 
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 It is also clear from Table 2, which is attached to the Melton Local Plan 

Examination Factual Update (21 June 2018), that the Council’s anticipated 

delivery rates would more than meet the steps set out in the stepped 

trajectory from 2019/20 onwards. This is further evidence that the stepped 

trajectory is simply not justified.

 MM6 – Unallocated Sites

 Gladman object to Main Modification 6 in relation to Policy SS3 and particularly 

the reference in bullet point 2 to ‘repeated application’.

 Planning policies should be flexible enough to deal with rapid change and to 

allow the Council to rectify any shortfalls in housing land supply quickly and 

without the need to review the Local Plan in its entirety. Policy SS3 seeks to 

achieve this.

 However, bullet point 2 suggests that if a proposal is capable of being repeated in 

other locations within the settlement then, under Policy SS3, the proposal 

will not be deemed acceptable.

 Proposals should be dealt with on their own merits and if a proposal is 

considered to conform with the Policies of the Development Plan and 

constitutes sustainable development, then it should be granted planning 

consent. It is entirely inappropriate to judge a proposal on the possibility that 

a similar proposal may come along on another site in the settlement at some 

point in the future. If this does happen and the Council consider that 

proposal to be inappropriate, then it has the ability to refuse consent.

 Clause 2 of Policy SS3 in the Main Modifications is therefore unnecessary and 

unjustified and should be deleted.

 MM8 – Long Term Growth Strategy and Review Triggers

 Gladman object to Main Modification 8 (MM8) and particularly the deletion of 

reference to Six Hills from both paragraph 4.7.4 and Policy SS6.

 Melton Borough Council initially recognised, through the inclusion of Policy SS6, 

that their housing allocations and list of very modest reserve sites, may not 
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be sufficient to meet the housing needs of the borough or wider HMA. They 

therefore considered that action needed to be taken to identify potential 

additional sites for further exploration. This is the correct approach and is 

more in line with Government guidance than stepping the housing 

requirement, as is now proposed.

 Six Hills is a site that the Council themselves recognise as a suitable candidate 

site, worthy of further consideration for allocation. It offers a suitable 

alternative option to additional allocations in either Melton Mowbray or the 

larger villages, which are all taking a considerable level of new development 

over the Plan period. It would also ensure that the Plan, which has an end 

date of 2036, has the flexibility it needs to address the unmet needs of 

Leicester City.

 The site also has considerable public support, offering an alternative, sustainable 

location for growth which would reduce the requirement for additional 

allocations in existing settlements.

 Although MM8 proposes alternative wording, which suggests that a wide range of 

sites already considered during the plan making process will form the basis 

of any site reconsiderations, Gladman believe that with the detailed 

information available to the Council on Six Hills, it should still be referenced 

in Policy SS6 as a suitable potential allocation.

 Additionally, the review Policy which is now proposed in Policy SS6, whilst it 

signifies an improvement on the original review mechanism, it is far from a 

policy which is effective, implementable and in line with the Framework.

 The main trigger mechanisms relate to the adoption of the Strategic Growth Plan 

(SGP) and the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), changes 

in the housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) or a poor track 

record of housing delivery.

 However, the Leicestershire authorities, whilst having worked together for a 

considerable amount of time preparing the SGP, have still failed to quantify 

the level of unmet housing need emerging from Leicester City and still have 

no effective strategy for dealing with that unmet housing need. Despite 

regular promises made on the timing of the publication of the SGP, delay 
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has inevitably occurred and publication of the SGP continues to be put back, 

as does the signing of the MoU.

 All of this delay leads to increased unmet housing needs, which stem from 2011 

onwards and families left unable to access suitable accommodation in the 

housing market, a situation which is unacceptable.

 Therefore, any additional delay caused by longer than necessary commencement 

clauses and open ended local plan preparation timetables, will unacceptably 

increase families wait time for accommodation.

 Therefore, Gladman are firmly of the opinion, as set out in our Hearing Statement 

on Matter 3, that any review is commenced within 3 months of the 

occurrence of one of the trigger points; a clause that appears in the adopted 

North West Leicestershire Local Plan. In addition, any review which is 

commenced must have an end date of submission to the Secretary of State 

for Examination, a date which is in the local authority’s control, to avoid 

significant delays in the Local Plan preparation process and yet further delay 

in meeting housing need. This end date should be 2 years from the 

commencement date to ensure timely delivery.
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 CONCLUSIONS

 Main Conclusion

 Gladman contend that even with the proposed modifications put forward by the 

Council, there remain deficiencies with a number of key aspects of the 

Melton Local Plan. It is our view that the modifications proposed would not 

make the Plan ‘sound’ or suitable for adoption.

 We continue to express concerns regarding the stepped housing requirement as 

nowhere in Planning Policy or Guidance, does the ability to deal with the 

under-delivery of housing by way of the ‘Liverpool Method’ appear. In fact, 

the Planning Practice Guidance is quite clear that Councils should deal with 

any housing shortfall against planned requirements within the first five years 

of the Plan period.

 Further, we reiterate our concerns regarding the removal of the mention of Six 

Hills from Policy SS6. Six Hills is a site that the Council themselves 

recognise as a suitable candidate site, worthy of further consideration for 

allocation. It offers a suitable alternative option to additional allocations in 

either Melton Mowbray or the larger villages, which are all taking a 

considerable level of new development over the Plan period. 

 Although MM8 proposes alternative wording, which suggests that a wide range of 

sites already considered during the plan making process will form the basis 

of any site reconsiderations, Gladman believe that with the detailed 

information available to the Council on Six Hills, it should still be referenced 

in Policy SS6 as a suitable potential allocation.

 Additionally, the review Policy which is now proposed in Policy SS6, whilst it 

signifies an improvement on the original review mechanism, is far from a 

policy which is effective, implementable and in line with the Framework.

 Gladman are firmly of the opinion, as set out in our Hearing Statement on Matter 

3, that any review is commenced within 3 months of the occurrence of one 

of the trigger points; a clause that appears in the adopted North West 
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Leicestershire Local Plan. In addition, any review which is commenced must 

have an end date of submission to the Secretary of State for Examination, a 

date which is in the local authority’s control, to avoid significant delays in the 

Local Plan preparation process and yet further delay in meeting housing 

need. This end date should be 2 years from the commencement date to 

ensure timely delivery.

 For all the reasons referenced, Gladman conclude that the proposed 

modifications do not make the Melton Local Plan sound.
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