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Clawson, Hose and Harby Neighbourhood Plan 

Examiner’s Clarification Note 

 

This note sets out my initial comments on the submitted Plan. It also sets out areas where it 

would be helpful to have some further clarification. For the avoidance of any doubt matters of 

clarification are entirely normal at this early stage of the examination process. 

Initial Comments 

The Plan is well-presented and written. It provides a clear and distinctive vision for the 

neighbourhood plan area. In addition, it is clear that there has been a close overlap between 

the evolution of the Neighbourhood Plan and its consultation and evidence base. The Plan 

makes an appropriate distinction between land-use and Community Actions. 

Points for Clarification 

I have read the submitted documents and the representations made to the Plan. I visited the 

Plan area last week. I am now in a position to raise initial issues for clarification with the 

Parish Council and with the Borough Council. Most of the points are for the Parish Council. 

The points for both the Parish Council and the Borough Council are indicated with an 

asterisk.  

The comments that you make on these points will be used to assist in the preparation of my 

report and in recommending any modifications that may be necessary to the Plan to ensure 

that it meets the basic conditions. I set out specific policy clarification points below in the 

order in which they appear in the submitted Plan. 

Policy-based clarification 

Policies H1/H2 – Does the Parish Council wish to respond to the comments made by the 

Borough Council and several others about the failure of the submitted Plan to align with the 

strategic housing approach being promoted in the emerging Melton Local Plan? 

In particular what has underpinned the approach on reserve site set out in these policies?  

What discussions have taken place between the Borough Council and the Parish Council on 

the differences between the approaches to establish the strategic housing requirements for 

the Plan area? * When did those discussion take place in relation to the pre-submission and 

submission phases of the neighbourhood plan? * 

As part of the submission of the Plan to what extent did the Parish Council take account of 

the contents of Planning Practice Guidance 41-009-20160211 and, by implication, section 

38(5) of the Panning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004? 

Policy H4 – The thrust of this policy is appropriate. However, is ‘small’ defined in the Plan? If 

not how could this aspect of the policy be applied consistently by the Borough Council? 

Policy H8 – Criterion b) appears to run contrary to the approach adopted in the opening part 

of the policy and its first criterion. Should the policy be restructured so that the approach in 

criterion b) sets the scene? 

I can understand the intention of criterion d). However, is it land-use based or is it an 

operational matter for the highways authority? 
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Policy ENV1 – I have read the LGS Appendix and some of the other appendices on this 

matter.  

Please can I be advised of the size of the various sites that have been proposed as LGSs? 

Are the detailed columns to the right of ‘Bounded’ in the LGS Appendix your local 

interpretation of the ‘demonstrably special’ criterion in paragraph 77 of the NPPF? 

What is meant by ‘Bounded’? 

Policy ENV2 – Plainly these sites are extensive in number and in some cases their size. In 

addition, they are largely outside the Limits to Development.  

How did you assess this approach against the NPPF and the emerging Local Plan? 

Is it intentional that there is an overlap between ENV2 sites and areas proposed for LGS in 

ENV1? 

Community Action ENV1 – I can see that the policy is proposed as a Community Action. On 

this basis, it will not form part of the development in the event that the Plan is ‘made’. Its first 

part appropriately refers to active joint work between different agencies. However, the 

language in the remainder of the policy appears to adopt a more development plan format by 

referring to their ‘designation as Important Open Areas…’. Please can you clarify this point? 

There is further overlap between ENV2 sites (figure 4/p51) and Community Action ENV1 

sites (figures 5-7/p55/56). Please can you clarify this point? 

Policy ENV5 - Plainly these sites are extensive in number and in some cases size. In 

addition, they are largely outside the Limits to Development.  

How did you assess this approach against the NPPF and the emerging Local Plan? 

Policy ENV7 – The first part of the policy requires a Newt Survey for all applications. This 

approach would catch even the smallest applications for changes of use or domestic 

extensions. Was this approach intentional? If so is it proportionate? 

Policy ENV8 – I understand the approach adopted and have looked at the Views Appendix. 

However how is it intended by the Parish Council that the Borough Council would apply the 

policy consistently? What is meant by ‘impacts adversely in any way’ and ‘exceptional 

circumstances’? 

Policy ENV10 – Is criterion a) in the second section of the policy intended to resist proposals 

submitted by applicants from outside the Plan area? 

Does the Plan identify what is meant by ‘small-scale’ proposals? 

Policy CF1 – As submitted the first part of the policy is unclear. Is it intending to say that 

proposals that would involve the loss of existing community facilities will not be supported? 

The second part of the policy is narrative rather than policy. Is it needed? Would it otherwise 

be addressed by a modification to the first part of the policy? 

The third part of the policy is unclear. What are the other facilities that are not listed? The 

matter is addressed in the supporting text on p71 but is also unclear. How would the policy 

be able to be applied consistently by the Borough Council? 

The structure of this policy contrasts markedly with CF2 which is criteria-based and meets 

the basic conditions.  
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Policy CF4 – The first part of the policy reads well. The second part of the policy is unclear. 

From what types of schemes will developer contributions be sought? Will they be sought 

from proposals in Long Clawson or throughout the wider Plan area? How does this part of 

the policy relate to national guidance on developer contributions? 

Policy T1 – How would the proposed arrangements in the second part of the policy work?  

How does this part of the policy relate to national guidance on developer contributions? 

Policy T2 - From what types of schemes will developer contributions be sought? 

How does the policy relate to national guidance on developer contributions? 

Policy T3 – as T2 

Policy E2 – Criterion a) is unclear. Is its intention to support new business development 

within the defined limits to development and to support certain types of development in the 

countryside? 

If this is the case is it your intention that criteria b)-f) apply in both locations? 

Policy E3 – Does this policy need to acknowledge that many home working proposals may 

not need planning permission? 

 

Protocol for responses 

I would be grateful for comments from the Parish Council by 6 October 2017. Please let me 

know if this timetable may be challenging to achieve. It is intended to maintain the 

momentum of the examination. 

In the event that certain responses are available before others I am happy to receive the 

information on a piecemeal basis. Irrespective of how the information is assembled please 

could it all come to me directly from the Borough Council. In addition, please can all 

responses make direct reference to the policy concerned. 

 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Ashcroft,  

Independent Examiner  

Clawson, Hose and Harby Neighbourhood Plan Neighbourhood Plan  

25 September 2017 

 


