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Qualifying Body (Parish Council) Responses shown in red 
Local Planning Authority Responses shown in blue 
 

Community Facilities 
1. On 14th October 2017, I issued a document entitled Questions from the 
Independent Examiner. I am grateful to the Qualifying Body (QB) and the 
LPA for their responses. These have been placed on the website and I have 
now received the attached document from Gladman Development Ltd 
setting out their comments on the response from the Qualifying Body. I 
invite the LPA and the QB to comment on the points raised in their letter 
dated 16th November 2017. 
 
We are content to delete the Six Hills Golf Course from the list of 
Community Facilities supplied to the Examiner in response to a question of 
clarification in October 2017. This means that Policy CF1 would not apply 
to this Golf Course. 
 
2. The response from Gladman Developments has raised an issue that I had 
not foreseen. The submitted plan referred in Policy CF1 to the Protection 
and Enhancement of Community Facilities. In response to my request, the 
Parish Council has proposed a number of community facilities which it 
wants to be specifically protected. In addition to the Six Hills Golf Centre, 
there are three public houses mentioned, which will be commercial 
businesses. If the sites had been identified at Regulation 14 Pre- 
Submission Consultation stage or at Regulation 15 Submission, then the 
owners of these businesses would have had the opportunity to comment on 
their proposed inclusion as community facilities. However, they would not 
have been aware, and therefore in the interests of fairness, I consider that it 
would be appropriate for them to be offered the opportunity to give their 
views to their proposed identification in the plan. 
 
3. I do not consider that it is necessary to extend the invitation to other 
facilities as I believe they are likely to be publically owned or genuine 
community organisations. 
 
4. I would therefore be grateful if the QB would write to the three public 
houses and alert the licensees to their inclusion as community assets in the 
proposed neighbourhood plan. I would suggest a form of wording along the 
following lines would be appropriate: 



 
“Broughton and Old Dalby Parish Council has submitted its neighbourhood 
plan for examination. At the request of the examiner, Mr John Slater, the 
Parish Council was invited to identify the community facilities that Policy 
CF1 would protect. The proposed wording of the relevant policy reads as 
follows: 
 
“Proposals that will result in the loss of any building or land currently or 
last used as a community facility or registered as an Asset of Community 
Value will not be supported unless: 
a) The facility is relocated, or a better facility is provided, in a building or 
location of sufficient size, layout or quality to compensate for the loss of the 
existing facility; or 
b) There is no reasonable prospect of securing either the continued use of 
the community facility or an alternative community use of the land or the 
building.” 
 
The Examiner has asked that you, as owner of one of the commercial 
premises identified by the Parish Council, be alerted to its recent inclusion 
in the plan and offered an opportunity to make any representations, which 
he will then consider as part of his examination. 
 
He has asked for any comments you wish to make, to be sent to him via the 
email address planningpolicy@melton.gov.uk within 14 days of the date of 
this letter. You should be aware that a copy of the response will be placed 
on the appropriate neighbourhood plan website” 
 
Agreed.  
Letters, worded as suggested, were hand delivered to the licencees at The 
Crown Inn, Old Dalby and The Anchor Inn, Nether Broughton on 23.11.17. 
However, on reflection, specifying the Belvoir Brewery as a ‘pub’ in the 
Queensway listing of Community Facilities provided to the Examiner in 
October 2017 was a misnomer and it should be deleted from this listing. 
This Facility is primarily a small brewery constructed about 10 years ago 
on the edge of the industrial estate with an adjoining ‘Alehouse and Visitor 
Centre’. It would be too restrictive to apply Policy CF1 to this business as it 
is not just a community pub in the traditional sense. 
 
5. I would be grateful if the QB could be provided with a copy of the letters 
which have been sent out along with the date that the 21-day consultation 
period will end. 
 



 

Reserve Site 
6. I am aware that the planning application 17/00397/OUT is due to be 
considered by the Melton Planning Committee on 30th November 2017. I 
would be grateful if the LPA could let me know the outcome of the 
application as it will be material to my recommendation, along with a copy 
of the Committee report. 
 
This application is not on the agenda for the Planning Committee meeting 
on 30.11.17. 
 
This is correct, it had been the intention for the application to be heard at 
this meeting, however it was not possible ultimately for the application to 
be decided on this date. The earliest possible committee is Thursday 11th 
January, however, there can be no guarantee the application will go to this 
committee.  
 
7. I would also like to share with the respective parties, my preliminary 
conclusions regarding this site. I am very conscious that the land is 
“previously developed land” and that there appears to be public support 
towards the principle of allowing residential development in this location 
in preference to other possible locations in the Plan area. One of the 
underlying core principles of the planning system, as set out in paragraph 
17 of the NPPF is to “encourage the effective use of land by reusing land 
that had been previously developed (brownfield land) provided it is not of 
high environmental quality”. I do not suppose any party would argue that 
the site is of high environmental quality. 
 
8. It seems that the plan is prepared to countenance its development for 
housing, if required. This raises the issue of what is the trigger for its 
release. It was accepted by the QB in a previous response to one of my 
questions, that it recognised that the land on the east side of the test track 
was somewhat of an anomaly, as the rail line acts as a physical barrier 
between the site and the settlement of Old Dalby and indeed the plan 
proposes an Area of Separation between the two. It therefore does not 
seem right that this brownfield land should not be developed unless there 
is a shortfall in delivery in Old Dalby itself, which has already exceeded its 
draft Local Plan housing figure by virtue of consents already granted. 
 
9. I am therefore minded, if the current planning application is not 
approved by the Planning Committee, to propose an allocation for the land 
which can contribute to the other rural settlements housing requirements. 



The plan sets out a capacity of up to 42 units. Does the LPA have a view on 
how much development this site could take and are there any other 
requirements either party would wish me to consider if I were minded to 
make the site a housing allocation. If I came to that conclusion should I be 
recommending a Limit of Development around this whole residential 
enclave? Equally if the QB has a view on my preliminary views on this topic, 
I would be pleased to receive any representations. 
This area currently has c.15 dwellings and, as has been stated, is something 
of an anomaly due to historical development by the MoD and also 
associated with the railway line. We can accept the ‘preliminary views’ 
expressed by the Examiner, including the recommendation to define a LtD 
for this area, with two provisos as follows. We would wish development to 
be restricted to the level specified within the Neighbourhood Plan so as to 
minimise the impact on the workings of the industrial estate and the test 
track, as well as on vehicle traffic and services within Old 
Dalby. Furthermore, we believe that development at Station Lane should be 
attributed to the Old Dalby Service Centre housing allocation, rather than 
being regarded as 'rural settlement'. We believe that this approach would 
be consistent with the LPA policy on this matter. 
 
The site was assessed through the SHLAA 2017, which can be accessed 
here - 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/d246bd_e057dbd162ff4966b25806ac64e
25b8d.pdf    
under Ref MBC/001/17. However, not enough detailed work has been done 
by the LPA to comment more formally on site capacity etc. Such work will 
be the result of the development management process which is still 
ongoing. Of particular concern at present is the relationship with the 
business park and if acceptable amenity can be established through 
design/mitigation to allow 80 dwellings on the site.  
 
This site is an anomaly and its lack of physical connection to Old Dalby, 
with the addition of defensible boundaries was part of the reason why the 
site was not included as a Local Plan allocation. If it is approved through 
the Development Management process, it would be categorised in Local 
Plan terms as a windfall development as per Policy SS3 of the emerging 
Local Plan.  
 
Incidentally, we are aware of the Focussed Changes to the Submission Local 
Plan, and specifically Policy SS3 which refers to planning permission being 
granted on unallocated sites within Rural Settlements where it is 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/d246bd_e057dbd162ff4966b25806ac64e25b8d.pdf
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/d246bd_e057dbd162ff4966b25806ac64e25b8d.pdf


demonstrated that the proposal is in keeping with the character of the host 
settlement. 
  
We are still of the view that the reserve site identified by the LPA on 
Longcliff Hill is unsuitable for development for the reasons stated 
previously. Furthermore, a reserve site is no longer considered necessary 
since the three separate applications already approved over the last year 
for a total of 43 dwellings on Longcliff Hill significantly exceeds the housing 
target of 28 for Old Dalby. 
 

Land at East Lodge, Old Dalby 
10. I understand that the Planning Committee approved a planning 
application on land which is currently outside the Limits of Development in 
Old Dalby on 9th November 2017. Would the QB wish me to recommend 
the change in settlement boundary, to now include that site, to be 
consistent with other sites with planning permission? 
 
Yes, this does seem appropriate.  
The Limits to Development in Section 6.1.1 of the Neighbourhood Plan 
reflect the methodology and the status of planning permissions at the time 
of formal submission of the document by the QB to the LPA in June 2017.  
For consistency, the LTD should perhaps also be amended to reflect the 
decision by the Planning Committee in August 2017 to approve application 
17/00315/OUT for 8 dwellings on the outskirts of Old Dalby adjacent to 
North Lodge Farm and along the same stretch of road, Longcliff Hill, as 
17/00743/OUT. 


