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Introduction 
 This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 

Neighbourhood Planning Regulations in accordance with the Localism Act 2011 in respect of The 

Bottesford Neighbourhood Plan (NP). The legal basis of the statement is provided by Section 15(2) 

of Part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations, which requires that a consultation 

statement should  

¶ Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

Neighbourhood Plan 

¶ Explain how they were consulted 

¶ Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted 

¶ Describe how those issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan. 

Summary of Consultation Activities  
 The subject of developing a NP was first raised in April 2013. A questionnaire was sent to all 

residents (see Appendix A).  343 replies were received of which 336 ƎŀǾŜ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǘƛŎ ΨȅŜǎΩ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ о ΨƴƻǎΩ ŀƴŘ п ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŘŜŎƛŘŜŘΦ CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ оос ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǇƭƛŜǎΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ 

171 people who would like to get more involved or receive more information.  

 This resounding support meant that the Parish Council proceeded to prepare a Neighbourhood 

Plan. The Parish was designated a Neighbourhood Plan area by Melton Borough Council on 6th 

November 2013.   

 From 2014- 2015 a Steering Group of 25 local residents worked together to start the Plan.   The 

group were representative of the local community and included residents, farmers, business 

people, local retailers, school workers, parents, people of all ages (our youngest was 12 and our 

oldest over 75) and all four villages were represented - Bottesford, Easthorpe, Muston and 

Normanton.  A love of these villages brought the team together with a determination to see the 

Parish develop and thrive and not to be spoilt in the process.  This Group gathered the views of 

the local residents in the 2015 Residents Survey in order to write the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 Over the past 15 months a Steering Group of 25 local residents has been working together to write 

this Plan.   We are a representative group of the Parish residents including farmers, business 

people, local retailers, school workers, parents, people of all ages (our youngest is 12 and our 

oldest over 75) and we are from all four villages - Bottesford, Easthorpe, Muston and Normanton.  

A love of these villages has brought the team together with a determination to see the Parish 

develop and thrive and not to be spoilt in the process.  This Group  gathered the views of the local 

residents (see the Residents Survey 2015 at Appendix B) in order to write the Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group meeting 2015 

 The Draft Bottesford Parish Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared over a six year period by 

members of Bottesford Parish Council (the qualifying body) and the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group ς comprising a wide cross section of resident volunteers.  

 Administrative support and advice have been provided throughout by Melton Borough Council, 

the Rural Community Council and independent planning advice. Financial support has been 

received from Locality, Big Society and Bottesford Parish Council. 

 The Parish Council has been kept informed of the developing Melton Local Plan with particular 

reference to the Parish of Bottesford.  It has been assisted by reports from Pru Chandler and David 

Wright our Ward Borough Councillors.  Additionally, members of the Steering Group have 

participated as members of the Melton Local Plan Reference Groups, attended relevant Planning 

Committee meetings and Neighbourhood Plan meetings organised by Melton Borough Council.  

¢ƘŜ tŀǊƛǎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ aŜƭǘƻƴ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ Issues 

and Options (September 2014) and Emerging Options documents (January 2016). 

Consultation with specialist advisers 
 The Parish Council and the Steering Group, coming new to the challenges of preparing a 

Neighbourhood Plan, recognised at an early stage that to produce a high quality Neighbourhood 

Plan would require considerable professional planning knowledge and experience. It was 

therefore decided to engage with the following consultants for advice and guidance.  

i. The Rural Community Council (RCC) advised and assisted throughout the process, facilitated 

public engagement meetings and independently reported on the outcomes. 
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ii. Mr Ron Simpson, to share his experience as the principal author of the successful Uppingham 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

iii. ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ !ǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ .ǳƛƭǘ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ό/!.9ύ experts 

specialising in the design of sustainable places where people want to live and work. They were 

ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǾƛǎŜ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǊŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ Ψgood design in creating places and 

ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜǎ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜǎǘ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

of Bottesford Parish. Towards this end, they visited the Parish, examining its layout - including 

sites proposed by landowners for future residential development. With this knowledge they then 

conducted a series of open workshops with the Steering Group on what makes the Parish a special 

place and how the Parish could be least adversely affected by growth and, indeed, potentially 

enhanced by appropriately located sensitive development. 

iv. Hamilton-Baillie Associates ς ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψshared space principles for street design and 

ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƛƴ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǘƻǿƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΩΦ They were asked to consider the major 

issue of traffic within the centre of Bottesford ς notably the east-west road that still maintains the 

structure and appearance of the old A52 as it passed through the village until 1989. Working with 

the Steering Group, they made a number of design proposals that could transform the road to a 

safer, more pleasant and appropriate area within the village centre. Report available at 

https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-base  

v. The Environment Agency regarding flooding issues. Bottesford, as one of the lowest lying 

locations within Leicestershire, is known as a major flood risk area. The Steering Group undertook 

discussion with the Environment Agency on the present designation of areas within the Parish 

known to flood and how this designation will be reviewed by the Agency in the light of local 

knowledge and the impact of climate change.  

vi. Sustrans (the national charity that makes it easier for people to walk and cycle ς sustainable 

transport). Sustrans intend to build a cycle bridge across the A52 bypass. The Steering Group 

obtained agreement that an eastern location, linking Muston with the remainder of the Parish, 

would be favoured within the Neighbourhood Plan. The Sustran ideas are reflected in NP Policy 7. 

vii. Midlands Rural HousingΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ aŜƭǘƻƴ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘΩs Head of Regulatory Services, 

gave the Steering Group detailed information on potential housing needs and provision within the 

Parish.  

viii. The Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust. Members of the Steering Group visited the Building for 

Life 12 award winning Derwenthorpe estate in York and discussed how high quality, design led, 

developments can be achieved through close co-operation between a landowner, the local 

planning authority, architects and a commissioned construction company. 

ix. Studio Partington, the architects for Derwenthorpe, made a special presentation advising the 

Steering Group on how they procured the work and the processes of engaging a construction 

company competent to fulfil the design brief. 

x. The Bottesford Flood Warden advised on areas of the Parish with the lowest flood risk.  

xi. Leicestershire Police advised on residential design to minimise crime. 

https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-base
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ȄƛƛΦ aŜƭǘƻƴ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴ aŀƴŀƎŜǊ explained that conformity is required between 

the Melton Local Plan and the Neighbourhood Plan.  

xiii. Independent Planning Expert Mr Lance Wiggins ƻƴ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƛǎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 

the emerging Melton Local Plan. 

Xiv appointing Helen Metcalfe (Planning with People) to do a health check on the draft Plan in 

January 2019. Due to the adoption of the Melton Local Plan which included major site allocations 

in the Parish, significant revisions were required to the Neighbourhood Plan during 2019 and 2020 

in preparation for Regulation 14 Consultation.  

Consultation with residents and stakeholders - timeline 
 At the same time as obtaining specialist advice, the Parish Council and the Steering Group have 

ensured that extensive consultation and engagement with Parish residents and stakeholders have 

taken place. All the monthly Steering Group meetings have been open to the public. 

 On June 5th 2014 Parish residents attended a successful Open Public Meeting that filled 

Bottesford Village Hall. Mr Ron Simpson, principal author of the adopted Uppingham 

Neighbourhood Plan, outlined the objectives, problems and strategies of preparing a 

Neighbourhood Plan. He was supported by members of Melton Borough planning team. This then 

provided the opportunity for residents to discuss what they like and dislike about the Parish and 

in what ways they would, and would not, like it to change. The question was put to the meeting 

Ω5ƻ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŀ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ tƭŀƴΚΩ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ decided that they wanted a Neighbourhood 

Plan.  Invitations were then extended to anyone wishing to join the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group.  

 On 14th October 2014, to ensure that consultation was as inclusive as possible, local businesses 

and service providers were invited to a special {ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ in the Village Hall to explore 

their specific perceived needs and objectives within the time frame of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

This was followed by a questionnaire sent to all stakeholders in the Parish, including businesses, 

retailers, schools, medical practices, places of worship and sports clubs 

 On 18th November 2014 presentations were made to the Steering Group by the potential 

developers/agents of five of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Sites (often 

known as SHLAA sites) within the Parish.  These were sites registered with Melton Borough Council 

for potential housing development. 

 Planit-X for Rectory Farm,  

 Bloor Homes for Grantham Road,  

 Roseland Group for Normanton Airfield and Hanger 9, (subsequently removed from 

consideration by Melton Borough Council) 

 .ŀǊǊŀǘǘΩǎκ.Ǌƻǿƴ ŦƻǊ .ŜƭǾƻƛǊ wƻŀŘΣ ƭŀǘŜǊ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀǎ Ψ¢ƘŜ ²ƛŎƪŜǘǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ 

subsequently removed from consideration by Melton Borough Council.  

 In February 2015 ideas and opinions about the Parish were collected from pupils of Belvoir High 

School and Bottesford C. of E. Primary School.  
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 On March 24th 2015 presentations were made to the Steering Group by potential developers of 

two further SHLAA sites ς  

 Roseland Group for a site in Normanton west of Normanton Lane (subsequently removed 

from consideration by Melton Borough Council) 

 Mr Neville Spick for a site between Bottesford and Easthorpe. (subsequently  removed from 

consideration by Melton Borough Council) 

 During March 2015 The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group set up its own website and Facebook 

pages. The web site has been updated again in 2020 and is now at 

https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk  

 On 12th May 2015 Bloor Homes and Planit-X made further presentations to update the Steering 

Group.  

 On 23rd June 2015 a Public Engagement Meeting was held in the Village Hall attended by 172 

residents for two purposes 

a) Residents were invited to comment on the design and development criteria that the 

Steering Group had produced following the previous consultations with the Commission for 

Architecture and the Built Environment and Parish residents. 

b) All potential developers were invited to make Display Board presentations of schemes for 

their respective sites. Four attended (Planit-·Σ .ŀǊǊŀǘǘΩǎΣ aǊ WŀƳŜǎ DƻƻŘǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ aǊ bŜǾƛƭƭŜ 

{ǇƛŎƪύ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΦ {ŜŜ w//Ωǎ 

report in Supporting Information. 

 

Photo 1 - Public Engagement meeting 23 rd June 2015  

 In June 2015, on behalf of Midlands Rural Housing, the Steering Group delivered a Housing Needs 

Survey to every Parish household. An Interim Report was received in September and, after input 

by Melton Borough Council, the Final Report that helped guide the Steering Group was issued in 

March 2016. Report available at https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-

base  

 Lƴ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нлмр ŀ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ was distributed to all Parish households. The 

return rate was 24%, which is above average and considered good for questionnaire response. 

https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/
https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-base
https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-base
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Report available at https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-base . This is 

discussed further in the next section. 

 This Questionnaire included a separate Letter of Invitation to a further Public Engagement 

Meeting on 12th December in the Old School at which the then known SHLAA sites would be 

displayed for evaluation. Telephone numbers were included for any residents who had queries 

about the questionnaire. 

 On December 12th нлмр ŀ Ψ5ǊƻǇ-ƛƴΩ tǳōƭƛŎ 9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ Řŀȅ, with hourly start times, attended by 

70 residents, was held in the Old School.  Each group was given a presentation by the Chair of the 

Steering Group detailing the questionnaire responses. They were then invited to evaluate the 

SHLAA sites and indicate their preferences.  All of the then current SHLAA sites were shown. The 

display illustrated the most recent (8th December, 2015) information from Melton Borough 

Council. It showed the sites they had rejected following the required preliminary assessment 

(sieving process) and the remaining potential site options.  

 On 25th February 2016 Messrs Daybell (land behind 5ŀȅōŜƭƭǎΩ .ŀǊƴǎ) and Planit-X (Rectory Farm) 

updated the Steering Group on their potential developments.  

 On April 5th 2016 the Steering Group arranged a special meeting in Bottesford Village Hall to 

advise residents living near the Rectory Farm SHLAA site of the opportunity for them to accept 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŀƎŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻf Design Workshops that he had 

commissioned to be run by Mr Stefan Kruczkowski - joint author of the influential Building for Life 

12. 

 On 2 May, 2016 the Parish Council had a stall at Bottesford May Day Gala where Parish 

Councillors and members of the Steering Group discussed the Neighbourhood Plan with residents. 

Parish Councillors also answered questions related to future Parish housing developments and 

traffic issues including the lack of public transport.  

 1 November 2016 Mr Mike Barker talked to the Steering Group about East Midlands train 

services and the retendering of the franchise. (Subsequently Parish Councillor Alan Gough and 

Steering Group Member Mr R Lockey have attended meetings this year with Mr. Mike Barker at 

Rushcliffe Borough Council campaigning for an improved rail service.) 

 9 December, 2016.  Members of the Steering Group and Borough Councillors met with Mr 

Worley, Head of Regulatory Services (the Planning Dept at Melton Borough Council), re the 

proposed increased housing allocation and number of sites in Bottesford. 

 23 Feb. 2017 Oxalis Planning presented their preliminary scheme for Barkestone Lane to the 

Steering Group (a site that has not been not been included in the Melton Local Plan). 

 23 August 2017 Richborough Estates made a presentation of their amended plan for Normanton 

Lane. 

 21 September 2017 Davidsons Homes gave an update on the Grantham Rd (Clay Pits) site. 

 14 November, 2017  discussion with Mr James Goodson on safeguarding the good design on the 

Normanton Lane development following the granting of outline planning permission. 

https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/evidence-base


9 | P a g e 
 

 January/February, 2018 Bottesford Parish Council and the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, 

professionally supported by Mr Lance Wiggins, made representations at the Melton Local Plan 

Examination. 

 27th March 2018 Presentation of proposed scheme for Rectory Farm by Mr Colin Wilkinson and 

Ms Laura Alvarez on behalf of Planit-X. 26th April 2018 Presentations on Grantham Road 1 

(Claypits) ōȅ IŜƭŜƴ 9Ǿŀƴǎ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ 5ŀǾƛŘǎƻƴΩǎ IƻƳes and on Grantham Road 2 by Andrew 

Gore on behalf of Penland Estates Ltd.  

 July 2018 Bottesford Parish Council in partnership with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊΩǎ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aŜƭǘƻƴ [ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴΦ 

2015 Residents Preferred Criteria Questionnaire 
 The Steering Group discovered early in the Neighbourhood Plan consultation process in 2014 that 

residents wanted to maintain the character of the villages within the Parish.  

 To do this it was necessary to define the character of Bottesford and its associated settlements ς 

Easthorpe, Normanton and Muston.  This was not easy because the Parish is not, for example, an 

area of obvious character like a Cotswold stone settlement. Therefore, advice was sought from 

CABE (the renowned Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment). Their experts, 

Professor Colin Haylock and Brian Quinn, explored the Parish and identified a number of significant 

features that define what makes it the place that we value. 

 The Steering Group encapsulated these features into a set of criteria that were first shown at the 

25th June 2015 Public Engagement Meeting in the Village Hall. After refinement following 

comments received at that meeting, these criteria (see below) formed the basis of the November 

2015 Questionnaire distributed to all households in the Parish. 

 In their responses to the Questionnaire, over 80% of the respondents strongly supported these 

criteria: 

 Remain a village 

 Preserving the approaches to the village 

 Countryside reaching in to the village centre 

 !ƭǿŀȅǎ ΨhǇŜƴ {ƪƛŜǎΩ 

 Protecting Open Spaces 

 Staged growth 

 Building in harmony with the topography 

 Avoiding using the best and most versatile agricultural land for development 

 Avoiding increase in flood risk 

 Accessing the River Devon 

 Promoting opportunities for walking and cycling   

 Maintaining key vistas 

 The complete findings of the 2015 survey are at Appendix B. The survey response formed the 

central focus and scope of the Bottesford NP and are shown in purple text boxes before every 

Neighbourhood Plan Policy. .  
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Regulation 14 Consultation 
 The Bottesford Parish Pre Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan was consulted on from 30th July 

to 19th October 2020. The publicity for the Regulation 14 consultation was as follows: 

¶ A poster for all outdoor noticeboards, pubs, cafes, doctors, library (and a follow-up half way 

through the consultation period). Laminated wherever possible. (See Appendix D) 

¶ A poster for all telegraph poles. (and a follow-up half way through the consultation period)  

Laminated wherever possible. 

¶ Awareness on Facebook ς our own page, and other local Facebook pages.   

¶ Emails to all Statutory Consultees (and a follow-up half way through the consultation period) 

¶ Advertisement in the Village Voice to publicise the process. 

¶ An email to all local bodies to publicise the process asking them to announce / discuss at their 

next meeting, and welcoming their feedback on the Plan.  

¶ A Leaflet Drop to every house pointing people to the process. 

¶ A survey monkey questionnaire on a newly redesigned and refreshed Neighbourhood Plan 

web site see  https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk  

¶ If people were not able to complete the on ljne survey they were also able to e-mail comments 

in or to provide hand written comments.  

 

 The website was redesigned and refreshed ς to ensure people could easily find the evidence base 

documents and the supporting documents.   

 The table below shows the responses to the survey monkey questionnaire. For each policy 

respondents were asked to say if they agreed or disagreed. With the exception of Policy 17 (BOT 

3) all the policies achieved support of 79% or higher and 9 policies scored 90% or over.   

 The allocation of BOT 3 by Melton Borough Council in their adopted Local Plan has remained 

contentious with some local residents and the score of 56% in support of Policy 17 reflects some 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ frustration about the allocation of this site for development by MBC ς which is a 

strategic policy.  

 Residents were also able to provide further comment after each policy question and these are 

reproduced at Appendix D along with a response showing when the comment resulted in an 

amendment to the Neighbourhood Plan.  

 Four residents provided separate detailed responses these have been dealt with as part of the 

section below and identified as responder 1 to responder 4.  

 

https://bottesfordparishneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/
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Policy 19: Development of WEST 1 Land West of Green Lane Easthorpe

Policy 18: Development of EAST 1 Land East of Green Lane Easthorpe

tƻƭƛŎȅ мтΥ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .h¢ о wŜŎǘƻǊȅ CŀǊƳ όǎŜŜ aŀǇ н ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ мм ōǳǘΧ

Policy 16: Development of BOT 2, Grantham Road (see Map 2 on Page 11)

tƻƭƛŎȅ мрΥ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .h¢ мΣ [ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀǊ ƻŦ 5ŀȅōŜƭƭΩǎ CŀǊƳ ϧ му Χ

Policy 14: Enhancing the Provision of Community Facilities

Policy 13: Supporting the Local Economy

Policy 12: Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy 11: Self Build and Custom Build Housing

Policy 10: A Mix of Housing Types

Policy 9: Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Technologies

Policy 8: Ensuring High Quality Design

Policy 7: Improving Connectivity

Policy 6: Reducing the Risk of Flooding

Policy 5: Enhancing Green Infrastructure

Policy 4 Designation of Local Green Spaces

Policy 3: Protecting and Improving Biodiversity

Policy 2: Protecting the Landscape Character

Policy 1: Sustainable Development and the Village Envelopes

Bottesford Parish Neighbourhood Plan - Pre Submission Summary

Disagree Agree
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Consultation Responses 
This section contains a summary of the responses and comments received at Regulation 14 on the 

draft Bottesford NP from local residents, statutory consultees and other consulted bodies.  

Comments from Statutory Consultees  
Melton Borough Council 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

General Provided factual information 
and/or picked up phrasing errors 
etc  

!ƭƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƳƛƴƻǊΨ 
amended as per MBCs 
comments  

Y 

Table 2 Need to keep the table on 
planning permissions up to date 
for submission  

Agreed and seeking MBC 
assistance with this  

Y 

Para 74  Any additional development in 
Bottesford Parish should be 
concentrated within or adjacent 
the Village Envelopes in 
accordance to policy SS2 of the 
Local Plan. 

/ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ō YŜǘǘƭŜōȅΩǎ 
examiners report assisted in 
distinguishing between 
development adjacent to 
Muston and Normanton 
compared to development 
within Easthorpe and 
Bottesford (as the latter 
settlements have allocated 
development sites in the LP.) 

Y changes to 
wording in 
Policy 1 

Policy 1 Several points in section 1 b 
overlap with other policies  
 
 
 

These points have been 
simplified but it was 
considered important for 
clarity with the community that 
in a policy defining sustainable 
development that this criterion 
was included although it is 
accepted that they are covered 
in more detail in other policies 
e.g. landscape, heritage etc.  

Y 

Policy 1 Limits to development could be 
simplified and distinguish 
between Bottesford, Easthorpe, 
Muston and Normanton 

Changes made also in light of 
examiners changes to Ab 
Kettleby NP  

Y 

Site specific 
policies  

It would be good if the 
Neighbourhood Plan shows 
which level of engagement and 
collaboration there has been 
with developers/agents as some 
of the requirements could be 
seen as unviable options. 

Where the Parish council had 
engagement with developers it 
has been added. The policy 
framework is founded on the 
Bottesford Design Code and 
some of the policies have been 
amended based on comments 
from developers ς see below  

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Policy 8 Concerns over the separation of 
the Design Code document. 
Government Guidance states 
that the referencing of a 
separate document will not hold 
such weight in the 
determination of planning 
applications. For any design 
code to be afforded the full 
weight of the Plan it would need 
to be within the wording of the 
Plan, or set out in an appendix 
to it. 

Design Code added at 
Appendix J and text extracted 
to support policy  

Y 

Housing Mix The Rural Housing Needs Survey 
is only for a 5 year period and 
although some of the homes 
built since this was undertaken 
in 2015 may be re-let/re-sold, 
which will partly meet any 
further affordable housing need, 
the survey is only a snapshot in 
time for a 5 year period and so 
there may be further unmet 
need.  Therefore, I recommend 
for an affordable housing policy 
to be inserted into the 
Neighbourhood Plan (similar to 
other NPs across the Borough). 

Further evidence re local 
housing need and data on 
housing affordability has been 
added to the NP and Policy 10 

Y 

Environment  For the purposes of the 
Neighbourhood Plan we suggest 
the reference to the first one 
(the one shown in the map) as 
directly refers to the landscape 
sensitivity of Bottesford and 
Easthorpe 

Correct Reference provided to 
map showing Landscape 
Character Zones. Direct web 
link from MBC web site 
provided as reference required 
as this study provided evidence 
of the importance of 
maintaining clear views from 
Belvoir Castle to St Marys 
church. Most of the references 
are to the Melton Borough 
Areas of separation study.  

Y 

 First time the Plan references 
certain documents. As stated 
before referencing to other 
documents will not hold such 
weight in the determination of 
Planning Applications. Also, if 
the content of the policy 
includes all the elements that 
are referenced, it would be over 

Documents like Bottesford 
Design Code added as an 
appendix and also extract from 
landscape section provided as 
new table 5 in the Plan.  

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

extensive to be considered as an 
effective policy. 

Map 14 [D{ мо ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ǿŜƭƭ 
connected to the settlement.  
 
 
 
LGS 9 seems to be more a 
control element over the 
extension of the recently 
developed site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LSG10 does it encroach on BOT 
2? 
 
 
Key View 1 impacted by BOT 4 
 

LGS 13 is the Bottesford 
Football Club site and is highly 
value by the community the 
parish council have funded the 
creation of a footpath to 
enable safe pedestrian access 
to it.  
LGS 13 removed due to 
objection from the Landowners  
LGS 9 is the extent of the 
landscaped area around the 
Miller Homes scheme. See 
reserved matters landscape 
plan1 The minor error is that 
the LGS should exclude an area 
to the east designated for a 
station car park- LGS9 
boundary amended. at The 
Parish Council is working with 
Miller Homes to improve the 
planting and maintenance 
scheme and designation as an 
LGS recognises the value 
placed on this area of open 
space around the new homes 
for local residents and the 
wider parish community.   
The extent of LGS10 is the 
same as the area designated as 
a LWS and its designation is not 
intended to restrict the 
development of BOT 2 (see 
MBCs interactive map).  
 
The topography of the parish at 
this point means that key view 
1 looks over the roof tops of 
BOT 4 

Y 

 Has a scoring criterion been 
used to determine the LGS and 
SGGs ? 

The criteria for designating LGS 
is from the NPPF para 100 and 
this is set out in the NP. The 

Y 

 
1 At https://pa.melton.gov.uk/online-
applications/files/33C6D3C2BC037C7C7794E2FA6FFDA72B/pdf/19_00588_REM-
Landscape_Management_Plan-954105.pdf  

https://pa.melton.gov.uk/online-applications/files/33C6D3C2BC037C7C7794E2FA6FFDA72B/pdf/19_00588_REM-Landscape_Management_Plan-954105.pdf
https://pa.melton.gov.uk/online-applications/files/33C6D3C2BC037C7C7794E2FA6FFDA72B/pdf/19_00588_REM-Landscape_Management_Plan-954105.pdf
https://pa.melton.gov.uk/online-applications/files/33C6D3C2BC037C7C7794E2FA6FFDA72B/pdf/19_00588_REM-Landscape_Management_Plan-954105.pdf
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

criteria for identifying SGGs has 
been added at Appendix L. 

Policy 6 Concerned about the reference 
ǘƻ Ψƴƻǘ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
ŘǊŀƛƴŀƎŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΩ ƛƴ όнύ ŀǎ 
developments will inevitably do 
this and the intent of policy at all 
levels is that such changes are 
for the better. 

The community are concerned 
about the impact of 
development based on recent 
negative experience of the 
Whistanes development with a 
SUDS scheme that has 
exacerbated existing flooding 
issues. Wording in Policy 6 (2) 
ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨtǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
include altering the topography 
on a development site must 
demonstrate that this will not 
exacerbate flooding elsewhere. 
Ψ  

Y 

 Ψ¢ƘŜ hǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ нлмп 
noted that whilst Bottesford 
Parish has three allotment sites 
Bottesford has the longest 
waiting list of all Melton parish 
councils with 12 people waiting 
ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŀƭƭƻǘƳŜƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜΦΩ ς 
As this data is now 6 years old is 
there any more recent data 
been collected on this matter. 

Additional information sought 
from the Parish Council  

Y 

 It is suggested that prior to the 
submission of the regulation 16 
Neighbourhood Plan this whole 
section is refreshed to account 
for the changes in status of 
applications and sites. Especially 
as some outline permissions 
may have changed to a reserved 
matters. This would ensure that 
the NP is up-to-date and 
accurate at the time of 
adoption. 

Agreed and the PC will do that 
based on the information that 
is available at submission. 

Y 
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Leicestershire County Council 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

General Comments on limitations of 
budgets and how s106 need to 
fully fund highway measures 
associated with new 
development. Measures must 
directly mitigate the impact of 
development and county 
highways very limited funds to 
undertake minor highway 
improvements 
Re public transport s106 funds 
focus on larger developments   

For information- noted NA 

Flooding When considering flood risk 
within the development of a 
neighbourhood plan, the LLFA 
would recommend consideration 
of the following points:  
Locating development outside of 
river (fluvial) flood risk (Flood 
Map for Planning (Rivers and 
Sea)).  
Locating development outside of 
surface water (pluvial) flood risk 
(Risk of Flooding from Surface 
Water map).  
Locating development outside of 
any groundwater flood risk by 
considering any local knowledge 
of groundwater flooding.  
How potential SuDS features 
may be incorporated into the 
development to enhance the 
local amenity, water quality and 
biodiversity of the site as well as 
manage surface water runoff.  
Watercourses and land drainage 
should be protected within new 
developments to prevent an 
increase in flood risk.  

NPP 6 seeks to promote best 
practice and the site-specific 
policies require development 
to address flooding issues in 
accordance with LLFA 
recommendations 

NA 

Planning No specific policy on developer 
contributions advise one is 
produced 

Policy 20 added Y 

Minerals and 
Waste 
Planning  

This is also part of the 
development plan  

Ref added in section 2 Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Property 
Education 

Guidance on the criteria for 
requiring education funding via 
s106 

Noted NA 

Adult social 
care 

Should refer to ageing 
population and the NP should 
seek to include bungalows etc of 
differing tenures to 
accommodate the increase. This 
would be in line with the draft 
Adult Social Care 
Accommodation Strategy for 
older people which promotes 
that people should plan ahead 
for their later life, including 
considering downsizing, but 
ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ 
are often limited by the lack of 
suitable local options.  

The NP provides significant 
detail on this and seeks to 
secure a mix of housing 
suitable for all ages including 
bungalows 

NA 

Climate 
Change  

The County Council has 
committed to becoming carbon 
neutral as a council by 2030 and 
to working with others to keep 
global temperature rise to less 
than 1.5 degrees Celsius, which 
will mean in effect needing to 
achieve carbon neutrality for 
Leicestershire by 2050 or before. 
Planning is one of the key levers 
for enabling these commitments 
to be met . 

Noted addressing climate 
change is a central part of the 
NP  

NA 

Landscape The County Council would like to 
see the inclusion of a local 
landscape assessment taking 
ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
Landscape character areas.  

The NP includes a detailed 
analysis of the local landscape 
and identifies significant 
green gaps that should remain 
open  

NA 

Biodiversity  Each Neighbourhood Plan should 
consider the impact of potential 
development or management of 
open spaces on enhancing 
biodiversity and habitat 
connectivity, such as hedgerows 
and greenways. Also, habitat 
permeability for habitats and 
species which addresses 
encouragement of movement 
from one location to another 
such as the design of street 
lighting, roads, noise, 
obstructions in water, exposure 

The NP places great 
importance on supporting 
biodiversity. The Streets and 
Trees Survey provides more 
local analysis to support NPP  

NA 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

of species to predation and 
arrangement of land-uses.  

Green 
infrastructure 

Neighbourhood Plan groups 
have the opportunity to plan GI 
networks at a local scale to 
maximise benefits for their 
community and in doing so they 
should ensure that their 
Neighbourhood Plan is reflective 
of the relevant Local Authority 
Green Infrastructure strategy.  

The NP promotes the GI 
identified in the Local Plan 
and seeks to maximise the 
opportunity to protect and/or 
extend these networks in the 
site specific policies  

NA 

Economic 
development 

We would recommend including 
economic development 
aspirations with your Plan  

NPP 13 supports the 
protection and growth of the 
local economy  

NA 

Super fast 
broadband 

All new developments (including 
community facilities) should 
have access to ultrafast 
broadband (of at least 
100Mbps). Developers should 
take active steps to incorporate 
adequate broadband provision 
at the pre-planning phase and 
should engage with telecoms 
providers to ensure ultrafast 
broadband is available as soon 
as build on the development is 
complete. Where practical, 
developers should consider 
engaging several telecoms 
providers to encourage 
competition and consumer 
choice.  

Ref add in text and in NPP 13 
4 

Y 

 

Severn Trent Water 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

General 
Para 24 
 
 
 
 

Generally supportive of the principles 
outlines in the plan. Notes ref to managing 
water, mitigating flood risk and creating 
biodiversity benefits Severn Trent are 
supportive of this approach and would 
encourage that surface water is treated as a 
resource and returned to the natural water 
cycle in a safe way as close to source as 
possible   

 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

Para 109 
 

Severn Trent support the approach to 
protect natural land drainage systems 
including dry ditches as they form a vital part 
in the upper reaches of the natural water 
system, conveying water to an appropriate 
watercourse. Recommend drainage ditch 
hierarchy is included to highlight the need to 
discharge surface water into natural 
watercourse system instead of sewers 

Ref added before 
policy 6 
 

Y 

Policy 4 
LGS 
 

Local Green Spaces can provide sustainable 
locations for schemes like flood alleviation to  
be delivered without adversely impacting on 
the primary function of the Local Green 
Spaces. If the correct scheme is chosen, the 
flood alleviation project can result in 
additional benefits for the Local Green Space 
in the form of Biodiversity or amenity 
improvements. 

Ref added before 
policy 4 

Y 

Para 155  Fully support approach to drain 
development in accordance with the 
drainage hierarchy  

 NA 

Para 163 Support the principle to install Retro fits 
SuDS to try and mitigate the impacts of 
flooding and climate change  

 NA 

NPP 6 Supports approach in NPP 6   

NPP 8 We would recommend that high quality 
design incorporates Water efficiency design 
and technology.  
To enable this to take place we would 
recommend that the optional efficiency 
standard within Building Regulations Part G 
is referenced.  
Link water efficiency is provided in the 
justification text.  

Agree this is a vital 
issue and the NP 
seeks to reduce 
climate impacts 
Wording added to 
NPP 9 3  

Y 

NPP 9 Water efficient design also provides energy 
efficiency benefits through a reduced need 
to treat water for consumption and then 
treat wastewater along with savings for 
managing water within the home. 
the processing of water for consumption and 
then treatment before discharge is an 
energy intensive operation.  

Agreed and 
wording added at 
NPP 9 3. 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

NPP 15 Additional information provided about the 
sewerage system and need to retain 
watercourse adjacent to Grantham Road  

Text added prior to 
NPP 15 

Y 

NPP 17 Additional information provided Text added prior to 
NPP 17 

Y 

NPP 18/19 Additional information provided Text added prior to 
NPP 18 and NPP 18 
(8) added and NPP 
19 and NPP 19 (7) 

Y 

 We would encourage you to impose the 
expectation on developers that properties 
are built to the optional requirement in 
Building Regulations of 110 litres of water 
per person per day.  

Added as footnote 
to NPP 9 

Y 

 

Environment Agency  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

General The Draft Plan demonstrates a knowledge and 
understanding of the extent to which flood 
risk is a particularly important factor in the 
case of Bottesford. 

 NA 

BOT 2 Lies partially within Flood Zone 2. Therefore 
the flooding sequential test applies to the site 
and any planning application should be 
accompanied by an NPPF compliant Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) which demonstrates how 
the development will be safe for the lifetime 
of the development from all sources of 
flooding and not increase flood risk elsewhere. 
The site is also underlain by a historic (closed) 
landfill and therefore the site is sensitive from 
the perspective of the controlled waters and 
this will need to be taken into consideration 
during any redevelopment of the site. 

Text added 
before NPP 16 
and NPP 16 3 
added.   

Y 

BOT 3 Although the actual development is to be 
limited to land outside of the Flood Zone, 
since land within the defined allocated site 
includes Flood Zone 2 and 3, therefore the 
flooding sequential test would need to be 
applied to the site and any planning 
application should be accompanied by an 

Text added 
before NPP 17 
and NPP 17 4 
added 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

NPPF compliant Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
which demonstrates how the development 
will be safe for the lifetime of the 
development from all sources of flooding and 
not increase flood risk elsewhere. 
The River Devon, a Main River of the EA runs 
through approximately the middle of the site. 
A Permit (or exemption) from the EA is 
required for any works within 8m of a Main 
River. 

EAST 1 and 
2 

There are elements of Flood Zone 2 and 3 in 
East 2 and Flood Zone 2 in East 1 and 
therefore, as above the flooding sequential 
test and need for an FRA applies. 
 

Text added 
before NPP 18 
and NPP 18 2  
Text added 
before NPP 19 
and NPP 19 2 
added 

Y 

BOT 1 The site lies within Flood Zone 2. Therefore 
the flooding sequential test applies to the site 
and any planning application should be 
accompanied by an NPPF compliant Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) which demonstrates how 
the development will be safe from all sources 
of flooding for the lifetime of the development 
and not increase flood risk elsewhere. 

Text added 
before NPP 15 
and NPP 15 3 
added 

Y 

Community 
Objectives  

Suggest adding an objective on biodiversity CO 8 added Y 

NPP 1 Add extra bullet point re sustainable materials 
and water efficiency 

Criteria added Y 

NPP 3 and 
NPP 5, NPP 
9 

Particularly welcome and support these 
policies 

 NA 

Para 153 Clarified that whilst the river Devon is central 
to the amenity of BOT 3 that all development 
should be steered to areas at least risk of 
flooding (Flood Zone 1, 2) in line with the 
sequential test and sequential approach. 

Wording 
amended  

Y 

NPP 6 Particularly welcome bullet points 6 and 7. 
Amend error refer to flood zone 3 in NPP 6 1 

 Y 
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Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

Policy 1 It is fantastic to see such reference to protection 
and enhancement of biodiversity and nature 
conservation features in the parish - this is a critical 
foundation of sustainable development 
From a biodiversity perspective, this is a really 
progressive plan, to be commended! 

Good this 
was intended 
to be a major 
focus for the 
NP 

NA 

Policy 2 It is great to see the reference to protecting and 
enhancing the natural environmental assets that 
provide the landscape character, assets such as 
trees, hedgerows, the railway corridor and canal, as 
well as greenspace. The landscape character is 
defined by the clothing of biodiversity that lies over 
the underlying landform of geology and 
geomorphology (the rocks and the soils), and how 
that has been influenced by the activities of humans 
over time, and it is vital that this association is 
protected. 

Agreed  

Policy 3 This policy - and the thread of biodiversity 
protection and enhancement that runs all the way 
through the neighbourhood plan - is to be highly 
commended...this is a really progressive and 
forward-looking plan and policy. For example, it is 
great to see the inferred reference to the 
'mitigation hierarchy', that damage should be 
avoided first then even compensated for, and that 
there should be a net gain wherever possible (a 
good example is the 2:1 ratio of compensation for 
the loss of trees - and whilst this is to be 
commended, it would be even better if this ratio 
could be increased...a more ecologically appropriate 
ratio mindful of the life-time loss of trees...would be 
nearer 50:1! 
 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments 
need to be 
robustly 
evidence 
based  

NA 

Policy 3 The plan makes explicit reference to many 
important species found in the parish - and it is 
especially good to see mention of the building-
dependent species such as swifts and bats - and in 
terms of 'flavour' of the plan I wonder if the weight 
given to trees could be re-balanced slightly (ie a bit 
more highlighting of species other than trees) 
because trees are great, and we need to plant a lot 
of trees, but we have to be careful not to plant too 
many trees in the wrong places.  
 
 
Other important species in the area include grizzled 
skipper (a rare butterfly) on the disused railway line 

Noted 
important 
information 
re Tree 
planting ς 
any tree 
planting 
program by 
the PC would 
be done with 
the input 
from 
specialists  
Noted  

NA 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

and hedgehogs (which have suffered a really 
significant decline in the last 10 years - so much so 
that village gardens are becoming their last places 
of refuge). We would recommend that hedgehogs 
should now become a key priority species for 
priority consideration in village design, along with 
swifts (which appear to be suffering similar rates of 
loss in recent years). 

Policy 3 It would now be appropriate (mindful of existing 
reference in the 25-year Environment Plan and the 
current Environment Bill) to make explicit reference 
to supporting the development of a Nature 
Recovery Network, though a Local Nature Recovery 
Strategy. 
 

Reference to 
the 
Environment 
Bill and 
biodiversity 
gain added in 
text and ref 
to local 
nature 
recovery 
strategies 
added in 
Policy 3 2. 

Y 

Policy 4 A good policy - and good to reference to and 
consideration of important places for wildlife 

Noted  NA 

Policy 5 This is another policy to be commended. It would be 
great to see a little more explicit reference to 
protecting and enhancing the disused railway 
corridor - it is touched upon but not to the extent 
that the canal is, yet it is probably just as important 
as a wildlife corridor as the canal. 

Specific ref 
to 
dismantled 
railway and 
its nature 
value before 
policy 5 

Y 

Policy 6 A very progressive policy ς dry ditches are a really 
important habitat that is being lost from agricultural 
landscapes  

Noted NA 

Policy 8 A really progressive policy, and it is great to see 
reference in the plan to protecting and enhancing 
building-dependent species such as swifts and 
house martins. Every new building is a really 
important opportunity to undo the collective 
damage to and loss of biodiversity that the natural 
world has been suffering over the last years and 
decades.  

Noted  NA 

Policy 9 A really progressive policy. It is important to 
recognise that trees are not the only - and 
sometimes not even the most appropriate - carbon 
sequesters in the landscape: a well-managed 
(grassland) soil can sometimes (and in appropriate 
places) sequester more carbon than trees. 

Noted and 
reference 
made in text 
before policy 
9 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

Site 
Policies 

The reference to seeking net gain in this and other 
similar policies is to be commended 

Noted NA 

 

Canal and Rivers Trust 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

General Within the Plan area, we own and maintain the 
Grantham Canal. 
The NP recognises the ecological value of the 
canal at paragraphs 118- 132 and we consider 
that Policy 3- Protecting and Improving 
Biodiversity would to provide protection for 
the canal as an important wildlife habitat and 
secure appropriate mitigation and 
enhancement measures as part of any 
development proposals affecting the canal. 
We appreciate why the River Devon is 
particularly identified as an important green 
infrastructure asset, given its route through 
Bottesford itself, but we suggest that the role 
of the Grantham Canal as an important green 
infrastructure corridor could also have been 
highlighted. Policy 5- Enhancing Green 
Infrastructure is a positive policy which should 
assist in supporting, protecting and improving 
green infrastructure generally within the Plan 
area. 
The Trust believes that canal towpaths offer a 
resource which can assist in promoting 
healthier and more active lifestyles. Policy 7- 
Improving Connectivity supports seeking 
developer contributions (where appropriate) 
to improve the network of publicly accessible 
walking/cycling routes across the parish. We 
would suggest that this could potentially 
include consideration of upgrades to the canal 
towpath, or to create new or improved 
accesses to the towpath and links between it 
and other walking/cycling routes to encourage 
greater use of the towpath and to facilitate use 
by a wider range of people. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional 
information provided 
in text before policy 
5  
 
 
 
 
 
Additional 
information added to 
section 17 and policy 
7 
 

NA 
 
NA 
 
 
 
 
 
Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Y 
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Lincolnshire CCG 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments 
Proposed 

Amendments 
Made 

General The Lincolnshire CCG is responsible for 
commissioning the Primary Care services in 
Bottesford and works with Melton Borough 
Council regarding planning and growth and 
local plans. We welcome the opportunity to 
contribute to this questionnaire.  

 
 
 
 

NA 
 
NA 

Policy 1 The sustainability of development should 
also ensure that the sense of community and 
access to community facilities to all local 
residents. Access to enable local residents to 
exercise safely and have walking and cycling 
routes is something to be noted  

Noted  NA 

Policy 4 Green spaces are important to support the 
wider health and wellbeing of residents. 
They need to be accessible to all residents 
and routes to them need to be well 
maintained to ensure all year round 
accessibility. There needs to be a recognition 
that they should support all ages of residents 

Agreed the sites are 
mostly flat and 
accessible  

NA 

Policy 7 Support this policy as it encourages safe 
activity for all ages, which is important for 
health and wellbeing  

Noted NA 

Policy 8 Good design should also incorporate modern 
methods of construction. Support the need 
to ensure the sustainability and reduction in 
energy use. Use of locally sourced materials 
and staff will also reduce the carbon 
footprint of developments  

Agreed Policy 8 and 
9 seek to achieve 
this 

NA 

Policy 13 The reuse of the chapel by the local GP 
Practice is an excellent example which 
should be encouraged  

Agree noted  NA 

 

National Grid - !ƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ DǊƛŘΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 

gas transmission assets which include high voltage electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines.  

National Grid has identified that it has no record of such assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area.  

Historic England - No specific comment to make 

Coal Authority - No specific comments to make 

Nottinghamshire County Council - No specific comments to make 

Highways England - We do not foresee any issues relating to the contents of the proposed 

Bottesford Neighbourhood Plan, due to the limited size of the additional development being 

proposed in addition to the sites allocated within the Melton Local Plan.  

Natural England - No specific comments to make 
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Anglian Water - Anglian Water support the requirement for applicants to include the provision of 

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). The use of SuDS would help to reduce the risk of surface water 

and sewer flooding and which have wider benefits e.g. water quality enhancement. 

1947 on behalf of Davidsons Development BOT 2 (west) 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

General The site allocated for approx. 65 
dwellings Site granted outline 
consent in July 2019 for 40 
dwellings. Reserved matters 
consent recently submitted 
20/00962/REM 

 Y 

Net 
biodiversity 
gain Policy 
1 

Policy 1 d cannot require net 
biodiversity gain ς environment 
bill not yet passed 

Policy 1 d amended to 
conserve or enhance  

Y 

 Re BOT 2 Davidsons already have 
planning consent without 
requirement to deliver a net gain 
to biodiversity  

Noted the policy can only be 
applied to subsequent 
permissions ς the Plan was 
written whilst planning 
applications were being 
prepared in the event that the 
permission expires the higher 
standard of biodiversity gain 
will be applied when the 
environment bill is brought into 
force.  

N 

Policy 2 Policy 2 2 inconsistent with NPPF Policy 2 amended to reflect 
balance in the NPPF 

Y 

Policy 3 Ref to documents like WYGs 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Mitigation Enhancement 
Recommendations and the 
Vegetation Survey not published 
with the draft NP  
 
Reliance on documents prepared 
at a certain point in time does not 
allow for flexibility   

WYG is key part of evidence 
base for Local Plan and is on 
MBC web site Vegetation 
Survey final version called 
Streets and Trees Survey is now 
on NP web site and will be 
submitted with the NP 
Ref to documents includes or 
equivalent up to date 
assessments  

Y 

Policy 8 Consultation invites respondents 
to read the Design Code but the 
code is not subject to formal 
consultation  

The design Code was available 
on the NP web site and links 
were provided. The design 
Code was written by AECOM 
for the NP there is no 
requirement in the NP 
regulations to consult on the 
Design Code ς the Design Code 

N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

has been added as an Appendix 
for submission -although the 
document itself is separate due 
to file size 

Policy 10 Excessive to require all dwellings 
1-3 bedrooms to meet M4(2) 
standards as a minimum  
 
 
 
 
 
Davidsons site as outline 
permission that did not include 
this requirement  

This requirement is not 
considered excessive ς it will 
make homes adaptable and 
reflects the local need of an 
ageing population. Having 
homes that are adaptable has 
been seen to be very important 
given the need to provide 
space to work from home as 
well. 
The Plan was written whilst 
planning applications were 
being prepared it is accepted 
that extant planning 
applications will not be 
required to meet these 
standards. In the event that the 
permission expires the NP 
policies would apply.  

N 

Policy 11 No evidence to justify the 
threshold of 40 for provision of 
self build plots  

The community support the 
release of small plots for self 
build but the MBC threshold at 
100 would only result in one 
site being required to make 
this provision. The threshold of 
40 was agreed by the NPSG 
and means that 2 plots would 
be available as self build. The 
availability of these self build 
plots on schemes of more than 
40 dwellings is time limited to 
12 months. This allows for the 
plots to be marketed whilst the 
rest of the site is being built 
out. If after 12 months these 
plots have not been taken up, 
the developer can move to 
build them out in accordance 
with their own proposals.  
Additional explanation of 
process added.  

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Policy 16 Outline permission granted 
without requirements in Policy 10 
or 11 

Noted and agreed The Plan was 
written whilst planning 
applications were being 
prepared it is accepted that 
extant planning applications 
will not be required to meet 
these standards. In the event 
that the permission expires the 
NP policies would apply. 

 

 

Planit X on behalf of Taylor Family re land west of Normanton Lane 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Policy 2 We are concerned about the 
designation of Significant Green 
Gaps which along with Areas of 
Separation, Significant Vistas and 
View Points, and Local Green 
Space add significant additional 
constraints to development in the 
countryside. Most of the 
identified Significant Green Gaps 
are of limited landscape value 
and are simply part of the wider 
parish landscape. We are 
particularly concerned about the 
identification of land west of 
Normanton Lane and north of the 
Nottingham to Grantham railway 
as a Significant Green Gap 
(number 25).  
 

The area proposed as a 
significant green gap number 
25 has been reduced in size to 
run to the first field boundary 
to provide some 
accommodation. The value of 
the SGG number 25 is 
principally the sense of 
openness it provides on the 
route into and out of 
Bottesford from Normanton 
Lane. Criteria has been added 
at Appendix L to clarify the 
reasoning behind identifying 
SGGs. As follows 
Land identified as Significant 
Green Gaps should have an 
open and undeveloped 
character and 
meet at least one of these 
criteria 
 
a) Form a visual break 

between settlements ς 
actual and perceived 
(from physical 
development or level of 
activity).  

b) Reinforce the loose 
grained rural character 
within the settlements  

c) Boundaries follow physical 
features on the ground 
taking account of the need 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

to accommodate the 
development 
requirements of the Plan 

d) Only land necessary to 
secure the objectives of 
gaps on a long term basis 
should be included 

It should be stressed that the 
Significant Green Gaps have 
not been defined on the basis 
of landscape quality (although 
gap areas may happen to 
contain areas of good quality), 
or due to the fact that they 
contain historic buildings, or 
afford attractive and/ or 
significant views.  
  

 No justification has been 
provided for the designation of 
this area as a Significant Green 
Gap, although it is noted that the 
area has been considered by the 
Melton Borough Areas of 
Separation, Settlement Fringe 
Sensitivity and Local Green Space 
Study. This report concludes that 
ΨLǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜred that the Area 
of Separation would need to 
extend as far south as the railway 
line, since this forms a natural 
and defensible check to 
development at Bottesford North 
ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ŎŀǎŜΦΩ /ƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
Study conclusions, the Area of 
Separation and Significant Green 
Gap extends as far as the railway 
line on both sides of Normanton 
Lane. Land on the east side of 
Normanton Lane and north of the 
railway line is being developed 
for housing (BOT4).  

The criteria at appendix L 
provides the justification. BOT 
4 has already encroached on 
the Area of Separation making 
the area to the west (the 
reduced SGG number 25) of 
heightened value in providing 
the sense of openness into 
and out of Bottesford on this 
important approach along 
Normanton Lane.  

Y 
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Planit X on behalf of Rectory Land Limited  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 Rectory Land Company has 
submitted an outline planning 
application for residential 
development of up to 215 
dwellings, associated 
infrastructure and landscaping on 
land at Devon Farm, Bottesford 
(BOT3) Reference 20/00388/OUT.  

 Y 

Policy 1 Welcomes the draughting of the 
Bottesford Village Envelope to 
include the full extent of the 
above outline planning 
application. However, Policy 1 
restricts development within 
Bottesford Village Envelope to 10 
dwellings which appears to 
contradict Local Plan allocation 
BOT3 and the current planning 
application.  
 
 
 
 
 
Advise showing the proposed 
Devon Farm development, as 
proposed by the above-
mentioned planning application, 
with an appropriate cross-
reference to Neighbourhood Plan 
Policy 17.  

The Village Envelope was 
drawn around the site 
allocations. Policy 1 2 amended 
to provide clarification that site 
allocations in the MBC Local 
Plan are considered sustainable 
development. Windfall 
development is limited to up to 
10 dwellings in Bottesford and 
Easthorpe as these settlements 
have site allocations to meet 
local and wider need. Policy 1 
provides some flexibility for 
windfall up to 10 dwellings.    
Site plan for outline permission 
added to show extent of the 
site  
 

Y 

Policy 2  We are concerned about the 
designation of Significant Green 
Gaps which along with Areas of 
Separation, Significant Vistas and 
View Points, and Local Green 
Space add significant additional 
constraints to development in 
the countryside. Most of the 
identified Significant Green Gaps 
are of limited landscape value 
and are simply part of the wider 
parish landscape. 
We are particularly concerned 
about the identification of land at 
Devon Farm and the Railway 
Triangle as Significant Green 

Criteria has been added at 
Appendix L to clarify the 
reasoning behind identifying 
SGGs. (see answer to plan-it X 
comment above) 
 
 
 
 
SGG 8 Devon Farm has been 
removed  
 
 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Gaps (numbered 8 and 9 
respectively).  
There is no public access to this 
land, and it has limited visibility 
within the wider landscape. This 
area is rough grassland, which 
was developing into hawthorn 
scrub, plus some willow and 
elder. Part of the site is identified 
ŀǎ ŀ [ƻŎŀƭ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ƛǘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ 
biodiversity value is already 
protected by National Planning 
Policy Framework and the Melton 
Local Plan, so there is no added 
value in Significant Green Gap 
protection.  

 The illustrative layout 
accompanying our outline 
planning application incorporates 
an informal recreation corridor 
alongside the River Devon. The 
proposed development of the 
Devon Farm site retains various 
habitats as much as possible and 
they are given further protection 
through sensitive soft 
ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇƛƴƎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ΨƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ 
ǇǊƻǾŜƴŀƴǘΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
particularly applies to the river 
corridor, disused railway and its 
embankments, plus retained 
hedgerows.  

Noted and approach supported 
contextual information added 
to text before NPP 5 

Y 

 Please note that qualifying bodies 
should not set in their emerging 
neighbourhood plans any 
additional local technical 
standards or requirements 
relating to the construction, 
internal layout or performance of 
new dwellings (Statement made 
by secretary of State for 
Communities and Local 
Government 2015).  
 

Policy 9 has been amended to 
provide more clarity. 
It is important to look at the 
range of relevant national 
policies and guidance in 
determining whether it is 
appropriate to make the NP. 
The 2015 WMS provides that a 
NP should not be used to apply 
the new technical standards 
and that even LPAs should not 
set energy performance 
requirement higher than the 
equivalent of Level 4 of the 
Code for Sustainable homes. 
This equates to a maximum 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

25% reduction in carbon 
emissions. The 2019 NPPF para 
149 and footnote 48 states that 
ΨǇƭŀƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜ 
approach to mitigating and 
adapting to climate change, in 
line with the objectives and 
provisions of the Climate 
Change Act 200уΦΩ ¢ƘŜ 
amendments to the Climate 
Change Act 2008 have set a net 
zero target for UK carbon 
emissions by 2050.  
The government is consulting 
on a new Future Homes 
Standard which would make 
changes to Part L and Part F of 
the Building Regulations for 
new dwellings. The 
consultation paper provides 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ΨŜȄǇŜŎǘ 
that an average home built to 
[the new standard] will have 
75-80% less carbon emissions 
than one built to current 
energy efficiency 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ Ψ Lǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ 
ΨƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƛƴ нлнл ŀ 
meaningful but achievable 
uplift to energy efficiency 
standards as a stepping stone 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ CǳǘǳǊŜ IƻƳŜ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩΦ 
The Governments preferred 
option for this 2020 uplift is a 
31% reduction in carbon 
emissions compared to the 
current standard.  
It would be reasonable to 
reach the conclusion that the 
more recent statements of 
government policy ought to be 
given more weight than the 
earlier ones. The 2015 WMS 
has been superseded by 
subsequent events.  

Policy 10 More data required to show 
likely need for different types and 
sizes of houses  

The information has been 
reordered to assist with clarity 
ς the evidence is extracted 
from detailed studies by MBC 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

(Housing Needs Study and 
HEDNA) and a Parish Housing 
Needs Survey. Whilst headline 
information is provided in the 
NP links to the documents are 
also provided for the additional 
information.  Data re 
population in section 6 has 
been updated to show figures 
in housing needs study  

 There are just 39 people on the 
Melton Register and there is little 
or no evidence of need for self-
build and custom housebuilding 
in Bottesford village. Indeed, the 
greatest preference is for sites 
within the smaller villages of the 
Vale of Belvoir. It seems unlikely 
that needs will be met by the 
provision of plots within large 
new housing developments in 
Bottesford. It follows that there is 
no justification for reducing the 
threshold for 5% provision of Self 
Build and Custom Build Housing 
to 40dw. A more appropriate 
response to the self-build and 
custom housebuilding register 
would be to allocate smaller sites 
for this purpose in Easthorpe, 
Muston and/or Normanton 
rather than require plots to be 
delivered through larger housing 
estates.  

The community support the 
release of small plots for self 
build but the MBC threshold at 
100 would only result in one 
site being required to make 
this provision. The threshold of 
40 was agreed by the NPSG 
and means that 2 plots would 
be available as self build. The 
availability of these self build 
plots on schemes of more than 
40 dwellings is time limited to 
12 months. This allows for the 
plots to be marketed whilst the 
rest of the site is being built 
out. If after 12 months these 
plots have not been taken up, 
the developer can move to 
build them out in accordance 
with their own proposals.  

Y 

Policy 14 The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to 
provide new allotments to meet 
the needs of a growing 
population. Rectory Land 
Company is prepared to discuss 
with the Parish Council how the 
development of the Devon Farm 
site might contribute to meeting 
this requirement.  

Noted  N 

Policy 17 Refers to illustrative layout and 
key features of the proposal 

Concept design that was 
submitted with the outline 
permission  has been added. 
NPP 17 reflects the aspirations 

N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

set out in the master planning 
workshops  

 

Planit X on behalf of Belvoir Estates  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 This representation concerns land at 
Church Lane, Muston. The site has not 
been taken forward as a housing 
allocation by the Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan. This is particularly disappointing 
as we believe that the site can make a 
valuable contribution to meeting local 
housing needs, particularly the need 
for self-build and custom house 
building. 

The site is identified as a 
significant green gap 
number 16. NPP 1 4 has 
been added for clarity 
and is in accordance with 
the MBC Local Plan. This 
policy does not prevent 
some small-scale 
development if it meets 
NPPF and MBC criteria.   

N 

 While there is little or no evidence of 
need for self-build and custom 
housebuilding in Bottesford village, 
there is considerable interest in the 
provision of self-build plots within the 
smaller villages of the Vale of Belvoir. 
It seems unlikely that needs will be 
met by the provision of plots within 
large new housing developments in 
Bottesford and a more appropriate 
response to the self-build and custom 
housebuilding register would be to 
allocate smaller sites for this purpose 
in Easthorpe, Muston and/or 
Normanton.  

Policy 1, which is in 
accordance with national 
and Borough policies 
does not prevent small 
scale development 
coming forward in the 
villages.  

N 

 

Planit X on behalf of AJM Norris and sons, Norris Plant Hire & Sales Ltd, Midlands Skip Hire and 

Midlands Feeds and S & P Industrial  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 This representation concerns land at 
Church Lane, Muston. The site has not 
been taken forward as a housing 
allocation by the Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan. This is particularly disappointing 
as we believe that the site can make a 
valuable contribution to meeting local 
housing needs, particularly the need 

The site is identified as a 
significant green gap 
number 16. NPP 1 4 has 
been added for clarity 
and is in accordance with 
the MBC Local Plan. This 
policy does not prevent 
some small-scale 

N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

for self-build and custom house 
building. 

development if it meets 
NPPF and MBC criteria.   

 While there is little or no evidence of 
need for self-build and custom 
housebuilding in Bottesford village, 
there is considerable interest in the 
provision of self-build plots within the 
smaller villages of the Vale of Belvoir. 
It seems unlikely that needs will be 
met by the provision of plots within 
large new housing developments in 
Bottesford and a more appropriate 
response to the self-build and custom 
housebuilding register would be to 
allocate smaller sites for this purpose 
in Easthorpe, Muston and/or 
Normanton.  

Policy 1, which is in 
accordance with national 
and Borough policies 
does not prevent small 
scale development 
coming forward in the 
villages.  

N 

 While the Bottesford Neighbourhood 
Plan refers to the Orston 
Lane/Winterbeck Industrial Estate, no 
mention is made of the businesses 
based at Acrelands, Orston Lane.  
A new access road is planned linking 
Orston Lane to Nottingham Road. In 
the first instance, the road would be a 
private road which will reduce journey 
time for HGVs using the proposed new 
development while reducing the 
number of HGVs routing into western 
Bottesford (Longhedge Lane). We 
believe that this would boost local 
employment opportunities and 
improve the residential amenities of 
those living in the Longhedge Lane 
area.  
The precise area for business 
expansion and access road route are 
dependent upon current work to more 
fully understand flood risk constraints 
associated with the Winter Beck. The 
broad location of this development is 
identified in the Neighbourhood Plan 
as being of medium/low landscape 
sensitivity and unaffected by 
significant green gaps or important 
views. The land is of low agricultural 
land value.  

These businesses are 
listed at Appendix D 
 
 
Given the advanced 
nature of the NP and the 
early stages of this 
proposal any scheme 
would need to be in 
compliance with national, 
Borough and the NP 
policies 

 

Policy 1 Unlike Policy 1 criterion a, the Local 
Plan does not restrict windfall 

Policy 1 has been 
amended based on 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

development to within the built-up 
area, it may be on the edge of the 
settlement.  
Criterion 2 restricts development to 
within Village Envelopes with 
residential development on infill sites 
limited to one or two dwellings only. 
This is not consistent with Policy 1 
criterion 3 which allows for sites of up 
to 10 dwellings in Bottesford;  
Both criterion 2 and 3 are inconsistent 
with the Local Plan which places no 
restriction on the scale of 
development to be accommodated 
within or adjoining the built-up area of 
Bottesford.  

similar comments from 
MBC who advised looking 
at examiners reports for 
in MBC including Ab 
YŜǘǘƭŜōȅΩǎ όǇŀǊŀ пΦмо ŀƴŘ 
4.14) 

 Request VE extended to include 
application site (19/00751/FUL)  
 

Policy 1 does allow for 
some flexibility for 
development for up to 10 
dwellings within the VE in 
addition to the site 
allocations. Given the 
scale of development 
brought forward via MBC 
policy the VE is drawn to 
protect nearby open 
countryside from 
unnecessary 
development.  

N 

 Policy 4 of the Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan concerns the identification of 
LGS. 20 LGS are proposed for 
designation including Bottesford 
Football Ground which lies to the west 
of Bottesford village. This LGS is 
identified as site 13 on a very small-
scale plan (Map 14) of no discernible 
scale. No evidence has been provided 
to support the proposed designation 
of the LGS.  

Each LGS is described in 
Appendix I with a 
justification against the 
NPPF criteria 
Proposal to designate LGS 
13 was not intended to 
prevent the development 
of new recreational 
facilities ς LGS 13 
removed  

Y 

Policies 8,9 
10 

Please note that qualifying bodies 
should not set in their emerging 
neighbourhood plans any additional 
local technical standards or 
requirements relating to the 
construction, internal layout or 
performance of new dwellings.  
 

See previous answer to 
this above  
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Castle Farm View 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 
 
 

Request reinforce the wording re the 
importance of the cultural heritage 
and historic view point between St 
aŀǊȅΩǎ /ƘǳǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ŀǎǘƭŜΦ   

Wording added to the text 
before Policy 9 and before 
Policy 2. Policy 2 4 
amended 

Y 

 

Residents Comments 

Respondent 1  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

General  The online questionnaire 
associated with the 
Bottesford Neighbourhood 
Plan (NP) consultation 
appeared to lead people in 
to a certain way of 
agreeing the content of the 
NP rather than an open 
platform for providing 
constructive input to 
improve the NP document 

The online questionnaire provided 
the option to agree/disagree with all 
policies and to provide a written 
comment on each 

N 

 Criticised approach to VE VE reflected existing site allocations 
large extension to VE towards A52 
would provide opportunity for more 
major development  in addition to 
the site allocations this was not what 
the community wanted  
VE around Easthorpe deliberately 
excluded Manor areas in accordance 
with definition of policy ς 
presumption in favour of sustainable 
development within VE not outside 
it ς subject to other MBC policies  
Manor very sensitive protected by 
heritage policies. 
Muston and Normanton do follow 
criteria set out in earlier assessment  

N 

Green Gaps There is no evidence that 
these have been agreed 
locally in a formal manner 
ς so may be a suggestion 
from one of the authors 

Criteria has been added at Appendix 
L to clarify the reasoning behind 
identifying SGGs they were identified 
on this basis and agreed by the NPSG 
ƴƻǘ ΨǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩΦ ¢ƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ DǊŜŜƴ 
Spaces are identified based on 
criteria in the NPPG ς see appendix I 

N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Consultation  How has it been done? Section on consultation 
demonstrates NP has followed 
statutory procedures  

N 

How 
effective 
will the Plan 
be? 

It is questionable in the 
structure and content of 
the NP how there is any 
protection against future 
development that would 
adversely impact the 
character of Bottesford and 
Easthorpe. 

The document is extremely 
verbose without being 
effective on how the 
characters of the villages 
will be upheld ς rather the 
NP covers areas of no 
planning matter such as 
agricultural properties 
(page 37 on) and other glib 
and ineffective monologue. 

The NP cannot stop the site 
allocations in the LP however the NP 
includes policies on protecting 
landscape, flood risk, reducing 
carbon emissions and housing type 
that reflect local circumstances. 
When made these policies will take 
precedence over MBC policies. ΨhƴŎŜ 
a neighbourhood plan has been 
brought into force, the policies it 
contains take precedence over 
existing non-strategic policies in a 
local plan covering the 
neighbourhood area, where they are 
in conflict; unless they are 
superseded by strategic or non-
strategic policies that are adopted 
subsequently 

N 

AOS Fig 2, point 87 on: The 
accurate definition of the 
AOS is not apparent, 
relying on the vague 
ΨǎǉǳƛƎƎƭȅ ƭƛƴŜǎΩ ŘǊŀǿƴ ƻƴ ŀ 
map by Melton Borough 
Council as part of their 
2018 Local Plan. This has 
already been successfully 
challenged by development 
applications in Easthorpe 
and on Normanton Lane. 
How will the NP be 
stronger in this area? 

The AOS is an MBC policy the NP 
seeks to strengthen this with its 
analysis of key views and 
justification of significant green gaps 
to form the evidence base for Policy 
2.  

N 

Key Views Again, the vague statement 
about local research is not 
backed up by fact. There 
are no key views from the 
centre of Bottesford or the 
whole of the west end, 
surely this is not right? 

Key views are not intended to be all 
views. These views were prioritized 
by the NPSG and were intended to 
work alongside the SGG policy to 
reinforce the sense of openness  

Y 

Daybells Even when practising the 
values of the developing 
NP the new build on 
Daybells Barns is most out 
of keeping with the 

The NP cannot influence planning 
applications already submitted 
however the policy supports the 
development of the site as one and 
will influence reserved matters 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

surrounding residential 
units ς so this is hardly 
ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƘŀǊƳƻƴȅ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 
little evidence of how the 
NP will protect against the 
so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǇǊŜferred 
ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΩ - how will this be 
addressed both here and 
across the rest of the 
document? 

applications or future applications 
should the extant permissions expire  

Map 14 What is the point of 
random green spaces 
outside of the village 
envelope? 

 

The map shows Local Green Space 
designations and the section 13 
explains the function of them. They 
are designated in accordance with 
NPPF criteria. LGS 13 has been 
removed due to other Reg 14 
responses 

Y 

 Where is the evidence that 
this river walk is required 
or wanted? 

 

The River Devon was identified as an 
important environmental asset that 
required improvement. The 
development of BOT 2 and BOT 3 
provide an opportunity to set out 
the aspiration for this asset to 
provide multiple benefits ς 
extending the active routes through 
Bottesford and enhancing 
biodiversity along the river corridor.   

N 

Map 18  This seems to indicate that 
Bottesford, Easthorpe and 
parts of Muston are not 
good areas to develop. If 
develop at all, then toward 
A52 would be the best 
area. This is not reflected in 
the NP text, why not? 
What evidence is there? 
²Ƙȅ ŀǊŜ ΨǎǉǳƛƎƎƭȅ ƭƛƴŜǎΩ on 
this map? If they are AOS 
then they do not accurately 
reflect those shown 
elsewhere in the 
document. 

This map is taken from MBCs 
interactive map and is showing MBC 
policy designations. The NP does not 
seek to allocate sites towards the 
A52 because allocating major 
development in addition to the site 
allocations was not what the 
community wanted.  

Y 

Photo of the 
Ford 

What a serene photograph 
in a section on flooding ς 
why not show it in flood? 
Running at 7 foot deep? 

There are plenty of photos in the NP 
showing the extent of the flooding 

N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 This seems to ignore 
vehicular traffic ς in fact 
the NP is almost silent on 
these key issues of traffic, 
road safety and parking ς 
all of which are directly 
impacted by development, 
affect the local residents 
immensely, and can be a 
focus of section 106 
development. 

 

The NP refers to the Hamilton Baillie 
Study. Policy 7 7 has been added to 
support additional enhancements to 
reduce traffic speed where possible.  

Policy 20 developer contributions 
has been added and includes the 
need to improve pedestrian safety 
amongst the sort or measures that 
may be sought. 

Leicestershire County Highways 
Agency comment that the lack of 
resources means that they have very 
limited scope in making 
improvements and can only require 
them where it relates specifically to 
development.  

Y 

Policy 9 This section is weak, 
considering the importance 
in global warming issues, 
on how this can be 
promoted 

Policy 9 has been amended and 
made more specific based on other 
Reg 14 comments and input from 
the Centre for Sustainable Energy  

Y 

Policy 10 
Housing 

This is an example of how 
key evidence can support 
the stance of the NP, which 
is shown as very weak 
elsewhere in the document 

Sources are used based on the 
information available ς section has 
been further updated   

Y 

Tourism There appears to be no 
antithesis of point 256, 
where development could 
adversely impact on 
tourism. Can this be 
addressed? 

Agree criteria 9 added to policy 13 Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Monitoring 
and Review 

A review period after five 
years makes the 
assumption of it being 
around 2025. The 
development areas in this 
NP are based on sites 
defined around 2015/2016. 
This would mean a 10 year 
review period ς what is 
missing in this NP is an 
immediate review of the 
sites available for 
development over the next 
5 to 10 years. This has been 
caused by the fact that this 
NP has taken seven years 
to develop to this stage. 

NP would go to referendum in May 
2021 (due to covid restrictions) but 
will carry significant weight after 
examination. 

The NP cannot seek to stop strategic 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎŜŜ ǇŀǊŀ нф ΨNeighbourhood 
plans should not promote less 
development than set out in the 
strategic policies for the area, or 
ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ Ψ 
ŀƴŘ ŦƻƻǘƴƻǘŜ мс ΨbŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ 
plans must be in general conformity 
with the strategic policies contained 
in any development plan that covers 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊŜŀΦΩ  

N 

Appendix 
A,E,F 

These lack evidence of how 
the appendices reflect the 
needs of the community. 
They could be views made 
by one of the authors. 

 

Appendix A community projects 
have been compiled by the NPSG 

Appendix E sketch proposals of 
Barkestone Lane ς is an extract from 
the Hamilton Baillie study  

Significant Green Gaps ς survey done 
by NPSG based on guidance and 
criteria reviewed by the NPSG and 
then at PC meeting in Jan 2020 

N 
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Respondent 2 Road safety  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

General 
 
 
 
 

Road Safety is only used as a 
supporting phrase with regards to 
'walking and cycling', not as a Road 
Safety goal in it's own right.  

More description provided about the 
issues with road safety  
The Hamilton Baillie Study was of 
limited value.  
No ref in their study to a zebra 
crossing at Albert Street, Barkstone 
Lane, High Street  
Initiatives suggested and policy 
wording provided ς note many are 
not planning matters but are 
mentioned in the text. 

More background provided 
in the text before policy 7 
about the issues with the 
roads.   
The NP uses the analysis 
from the Hamilton Baillie 
Study which seems to 
accord with the 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ 
Wording of policy 7 6 
changed to a safe 
pedestrian crossing point  
Policy 7 7 added reflecting 
this and other comments 
about the need to address 
pedestrian safety more 
comprehensively. 

Y 

 

Respondent 3  

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

Community 
Objective 
10 
(amended 
to 11) 
 
 
 

There is a documented MBC 
consultation process, not sure can 
force pre application discussion with 
a parish council?  

The wording does not force 
pre app consultation but 
encourages it and sets it as 
a best practice standard. 
Elsewhere this has proven 
to be effective in securing 
more effective pre app 
engagement from 
developers with the 
community. 

N 

 Significant views does not include 
view from Longore bridge, Muston?  

These are key views and 
are selective to show key 
views into or out of the 
settlements not  all views 
in the open countryside  
and were chosen by the 
NPSG  

N 

 Must not harm the view of st Marys 
church from Belvoir castle. This will 
need  
some explaining? Not sure about 
this?  
 

This was identified as a 
view of Borough wide 
importance NPP 2 4 
amended to make clear 
that relates to 
development within the 
Parish   

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 The statement that trees important 
in fighting climate change is not 
correct and could mislead the public. 
Trees and other plants can be 
important carbon sinks and add to 
biodiversity. Tree planting over open 
ground is not supported as a 
principle. Scrub, meadows, fast 
growing then pollarded trees 
suggested better than slow growing 
at carbon capture. Reducing 
emissions is key in fighting climate 
emergency. The size of trees v street 
scene also needs considering. 
Sensible tree planting is supported.  

Para states that trees will 
help parish adapt to 
climate change ς 
Leicestershire and Rutland 
Wildlife Trust also provided 
comment relating to this 
and wording has been 
added to text before policy 
9. Any tree planting 
program would be 
undertaken based on 
professional advise  

Y 

 Too onerous and not important for 
many garden uses, a winner would 
be raised beds and appropriate mix 
from; soil/coir/compost/vermiculite.  

This reflects input from the 
NPSG 

N 

 Pages 29 and 40 judgemental waffle 
not appropriate drafting style for 
NP?  
 

Assume mean 39 and 40 ς 
text provided by resident 
as contribution to the NP ς 
one para removed as it was 
quite flowery but the rest 
is considered factual 

Y 

 Map does not include pond area 
north of and near river bank 
Beckingthorpe as important green 
area when it is important?  

LGS area 2 has been 
expanded and updated to 
include this pond and to 
remove the area that has 
planning permission for 
dwellings.  

Y 

 Page 45 and map the proposed new 
footpath would require landowner 
consent and footbridge of £40,000 
to £80,000 estimate? People would 
not walk diagonal across the field 
then back to river. They would walk 
along river bank. Too much intrusion 
and potential property devaluation 
for those living north of the river.  

The proposed walk along 
the river Devon is 
aspirational ς the exact 
extent of the route will 
depend on further 
discussions 

N 

 Page 58; para 3. Mentions seeking 
developer contributions? There is 
ΨǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ 
recent consultation on sect 106 
topics but not this specifically?  

Comment not clear ς but 
ref to pedestrian safety 
added based on comments 
by other respondents and 
developer contribution 
policy added.  

N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 Page 64, para 212; New 
developments should provide for a 
charging point, for existing homes 
the pace of battery type and 
development is fast, the type of 
charging points and who will use in 5 
years is not clear. Do you want to 
commit funds to charging points or 
lobby for someone else to provide? 
The station car park is not suitable as 
all spaces are needed for train users.  

Charging points are 
encouraged only and the 
locations were suggested 
by the NPSG but the detail 
would be agreed on a case 
by case basis.  

N 

 Page 65; renewable energy. There is 
the opportunity to add that 
developments should add to the 
biodiversity of the area and be 
integral to the plan. Not sure how 
this definitive list of trees was 
decided. This list is easily challenged, 
possibly best not to mention the 
species other than native? It would 
be inappropriate to plant some of 
these on clay and in the countryside?  

Renewable energy policy 
has been amended and 
does link to policy 3 on 
biodiversity. Ref to tree 
species has been amended 
based on other comments  

Y 

 Pages 68 to 70; Bungalows. 
Bungalows as the only answer is not 
supported. Houses designed for the 
whole life of a person to cope with 
ageing and disability (may need a lift) 
are preferred. Single storey living 
would be a fair statement. This could 
be provided by apartments with lift 
to second floor. Bungalows are 
included in single storey living. 
Bungalows are not good use of a 
plot, this can be evidenced by 
bungalows being removed for new 
houses to be built.  

Agreed ς level access 
accommodation was 
referred to as well but this 
has been strengthened by 
adding in the sub heading 
and amended Policy 10 7 
to refer to it 

Y 

 tŀƎŜ тл ŀƴŘ тмΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ 
to reduce the number of houses 
from the MBC 100 to 40. Self build 
brings its own design management 
issues and with a general feel for the 
public wanting smaller houses 
allowing a large self build could 
provoke criticism?  

Encouraging self build was 
in the original draft NP and 
is supported by the NPSG. 
The opportunity to secure 
a self build plot is time 
limited to ensure delivery 
of housing is not delayed if 
interest is not secured.   

N 

 The reference to the NP mentioning 
AONB is not relevant. Relevant is the 
Local Plan references and the recent 
Leicester and Leicestershire Tourism 
Growth Plan.  

Reference added to 
Leicestershire Tourism 
Growth Plan 

Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 The Walford close car park is for 
surgery use only not for shoppers  

Amended  Y 

 Appendix D ς could not see the 
business at Hill farm, Long lane and 
the Belvoir Industrial estate (old 
Belvoir cordials just inside parish) 
included?  

Businesses are on the edge 
of the parish - to be added 

 

 A narrative mentions the land at 
Beckingthorpe with strong reference 
ǘƻ ΨǇƻƴŘǎΩΦ Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ 
refer to this as green space without 
the ponds as the top one was dug to 
assist drainage and to keep pet 
geese dries out and the lower pond 
may now dry out as water is not 
pumped from the river and may dry 
from time to time. I understand 
there is no desire to fill in these 
ponds at present.  

LGS area2 has been 
expanded and updated to 
include this pond and to 
remove the area that has 
planning permission for 
dwellings 

 

 ¢ƘŜ Ǌŀƛƭǿŀȅ ƭŀƴŘ ΨǘǊƛŀƴƎƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀǎǎ 
field adjoining the river may be 
allocated for a nature reserve? If so, 
Professional advice should be sought 
ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŀǎ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ΨƻǇŜƴΩ bh¢ 
intensive tree planting. The limited 
fertility makes both the field and old 
railway track area suitable for wild 
flowers and managed scrub.  

Part of the land is a Local 
Wildlife site no proposal to 
allocate as a nature reserve 
ς it was suggested as a 
significant green gap due 
to value it has in providing 
a sense of openness right 
up to the edge of the 
Village Envelope  

 

 

Respondent 4 

Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 
 
 

Really gratifying to see the 
Bottesford Neighbourhood Plan now 
coming to a conclusion as the Parish 
really needs to have a powerful local 
impact upon future development 

Noted  NA 

 Inevitably the Melton Local Plan 
constrains the Neighbourhood Plan 
as major developments are already 
allocated and located. Rightly the 
Neighbourhood Plan aims to 
readdress this by seeking a huge 
improvement in the quality of new 
housing development being built and 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

planned as this has been sadly 
lacking before.  
However the Plan period extends to 
2036 yet most of the current 
planning proposals, when approved, 
are likely to be built in the next 5 to 
6 years. Obviously, the Local Plan will 
be reviewed within the next 16 
years, but the Parish, through the 
neighbourhood Plan, should be 
ensuring that any identified critical 
sites which should be kept open / 
not developed are shown as such in 
the Neighbourhood Plan. Being 
proactive and visionary, rather than 
reactive, should be a concurrent 
theme. 

The NP covers the same 
time as the Local Plan as it 
is in general conformity 
with the LP policies ς the 
NP should be reviewed in 5 
years when an assessment 
can be made about 
whether other sites need 
allocating based on 
delivery of housing across 
MBC. 

 Should be more about connectivity 
to the A52, rail, cycling 

The scope of the NP is 
limited in relation to major 
highway and rail proposals. 
However the new 
Developer Contribution 
policy does refer to the 
importance pf highway 
infrastructure Cycling is 
important and the NP 
promotes new routes 
across the parish  

N 

 Para 24 ς page 8 Under c) suggest 
άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ and enhancing the 
ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊέ 
Add a further note ς άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 
provision for cycling and pedestrian 
movements within the Parish. 
Page 9 add tree planting  

Amended  Y 

 Easthorpe is designated as a Rural 
Hub yet it has no services within the 
village. It is only there because of its 
closeness to Bottesford. This 
designation has caused developers 
and planners to regard Easthorpe as 
ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ άǎǳōǳǊōέ ƻŦ 
Bottesford and consequently the 
village is losing / lost its character. 
For the future Easthorpe should be 
regarded as a rural settlement and 
Melton Council requested to lose 
9ŀǎǘƘƻǊǇŜΩǎ wǳǊŀƭ Iǳō ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

Noted and MBC aware N 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 The Local Plan allows for 15% of 
growǘƘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ άƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ 
assessed housing need in the rural 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
noticeable that the 2 windfall sites in 
Easthorpe are outside the 
designated settlement boundary; 
one of which is also in Flood zone 2. 
Further the properties did not 
ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ƻǿƴ 
assessment of housing need. If that 
ƛǎ άƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘέ ǿƘŀǘ 
assurance can residents have that 
the Neighbourhood Plan will really 
meet the statement in para 38. 

Noted  N 

 The list is comprehensive but could 
be more specific with a linked plan 
showing where projects are located. 
It would also be better if the actions 
indicated which agencies need to be 
involved and how the proposals 
were going to be actioned and 
where possible when. 

Noted this is something 
that will be developed 
once the NP is made  

N 

 History section lacks information on 
Easthorpe  

Information added Y 

 Community Vision ς pages 17/18 
Nothing is shown about providing 
more  local employment 
opportunities or about stopping 
building in flood zones but see 
community objectives 

Amended Y 

 Additions suggested to vison and 
objectives. 

Amended  Y 

 Ref should be made to design code 
questions page 74/75 

Added to text before key 
principle 

Y 

 NP policies ref to windfall and 
development adjacent to village 
envelope ς all development should 
be within the VE 

The NP has to be in general 
conformity with the LP. 
Policy 1 has been amended 
with ref to examiners 
reports on other NPs in 
MBC.  

Y 

 Policy 3 should refer to need to 
avoid development on highest 
quality agricultural land  

Amended  Y 
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Section of 
the Plan 

Comments Amendments Proposed Amendments 
Made 

 Add area designated as scheduled 
ancient monument as LGS area 
already protected but it has a 
footpath across it  

Agree and this area has 
been changed from a 
Significant Green gap to a 
LGS 

Y 

 Add ref to approval needed from EA Amended  Y 

 Ref should be added to mature trees 
in Easthorpe 

Amended text in section 17 Y 

 Heritage Assets ς list of 17 additional 
heritage assets that are supported 
by MBC 

Propose add the additional 
buildings  

Y 

 Advise that Conservation Area 
boundary in Easthorpe should be 
joined up 

Agree as the openness is 
part of the historic 
character ς text added 
before policy 12 but 
boundary review is a 
matter for MBC not the NP 

Y 

 concern here is that the Orston Lane 
Estate appears to have no 
landscaping around it despite it 
being next to open countryside. 

Text added and Policy 13 d 
added  

Y 

 Policy 17 b should include cycle 
route  

Amended to provide 
walking/cycle route 

Y 
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Appendix A: Initial Survey 2013 
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