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Matter 5: Other Housing Allocations (Policy C1 (A) and Appendix 1) and Reserve Sites (Policy C1 

(B) and Appendix 1) 

5.1  Overall, has the allocation of the sites in Policy C1 (A) been based on a clear, robust process 

of site assessment and informed by sustainability appraisal? In particular: 

 

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

It has been the consistent position of Barratt Homes in representations to the emerging Local 

Plan that there has been insufficient provision made for the settlement of Bottesford having 

regard to its sustainability credentials as by far and away the most sustainable village in the 

Borough as identified in the Settlement Roles and Relationships Report of April 2015. Appendix 

1 – Village Performance (MBC/SS2).   There has not therefore been an appropriate level of site 

allocations made within Bottesford commensurate with its position as the second largest and 

second most sustainable settlement after Melton Mowbray.  

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

 

The methodology is considered to be appropriate yet as with all sustainability appraisals, much 

is left to individual interpretation and application of the respective criteria and substantially 

different conclusions can be derived from just modest adjustments to the SA criteria. Barratt’s 

strongest objection is to the overall strategy of the proportionate approach and consider it is not 

a robust strategy in Melton Borough where very few settlements have a good base of services 

and facilities.      

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

sufficient? Would any inaccuracies in the assessments significantly undermine the overall 

conclusions? 

 

Barratt are concerned that the reasons for selecting/ justifying one of the allocations within 

Bottesford have not been made sufficiently clear. They are particularly concerned at the absence 

of evidence in the public domain to justify the allocation of the substantial Rectory Farm 

allocation BOT 3 in respect of securing satisfactory vehicular access to the landholding. 

Appendix 1 of the local plan in respect of this proposed allocation states that ‘The Council has 

been provided with information explaining how the access arrangements could be resolved.  This 

access information is not shared with consultees and raises questions of transparency, certainty 

and deliverability, particularly as there are no reasons given as to why access information for the 

largest allocation in Bottesford cannot be made available for scrutiny.  In the absence of the 

opportunity for independent scrutiny of a key requirement for this site to come forward there is 

no chance to evaluate any potential inaccuracies which could justify de-allocation of the site and 

its substitution with an alternative site or the allocation of the alternative site such as the Belvoir 

Road landholding as an addition to bolster delivery within Bottesford.    

Barratt Homes commissioned their own site accessibility appraisal in March 2016 (appended to 

this Statement), which looks at access options for both the Rectory Farm site and their own 

option landholding off Belvoir Road. The study references the 2014 SHLAA which concluded that 
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the Rectory Farm site was at that time undeliverable (whilst the Belvoir Road site was deliverable 

and developable in part). The engaged consultants, Waterman, looked at four potential access 

points to the Rectory Farm site and concluded that the site is not easily accessible and would 

require the use of third party land or the upgrade of existing infrastructure to achieve this.  In 

comparison the Belvoir Road site is considered to be easily accessible by vehicular traffic and 

pedestrians, and access could be achieved via the consented (now completed) David Wilson 

Homes scheme and further access(es) could be provided from Belvoir Road given the significant 

site frontage along the adopted highway 

The 2015 SHLAA (MBC/HS2) similarly concluded that Rectory Road was currently undeliverable 

whilst Belvoir Road was developable and deliverable. The 2016 final SHLAA database 

(MBC/HS3b) subsequently indicated however that the Rectory Farm site could be accessed off 

Normanton Lane, Devon Lane, Albert Street and Pinfold Lane and is deliverable. These are the 

access points examined by Waterman (see Statement Appendix) and where significant concerns 

have been raised.  To date Barratt have not seen any publicly available evidence to change their 

view and remove their concerns about the housing allocation BOT3.   

There is a further allocation in Bottesford - BOT 4, which raises concerns about its suitability 

relative to other assessed sites in terms of its relationship to the settlement form and setting. 

However, planning permission is now understood to be granted for this site which lies beyond a 

clear definitive and logical physical boundary to the northern side of the town and so any debate 

on its suitability is now largely meaningless.          

iv)  Has a reasonable balance been struck between the residual requirement figure for each of 

the settlements in Table 4 and the allocation of sites to meet the residual requirement as 

closely as possible? 

 

In responses to Matters 2 and 3, Barratt have re-iterated their argument that the proportionate 

approach employed by the Council in establishing a residual housing requirement for its service 

centres is not a sound approach and they further dispute the positon taken by the Council that 

Bottesford is unable to meet its residual requirement through housing allocations.  They 

maintain that where the more sustainable settlements have the capacity to reach and potentially 

exceed their residual capacity through an additional allocation, then such opportunity should be 

taken on the grounds of sustainability benefits rather than a pure mathematical balancing 

exercise.    

5.2  Overall, will the allocations provide sufficient flexibility to help deliver the spatial strategy? 

 

With the nature and scale of the Borough’s housing requirement including two major urban 

neighbourhoods and a delivery strategy set out in the housing trajectory which proposes a 

massive step change in delivery as early as 2019/20, Barratt consider that there is insufficient 

flexibility within the strategy to deliver the spatial strategy particularly within the short term. 

5.3  Are the specific policy requirements for the site allocations in Appendix 1 justified and 

effective? Together with the Plan policies as a whole, is there reasonable assurance that 

the development of the allocations will be sustainable and in accordance with national 

planning policy? 
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The policy requirements for the allocated sites as set out in Appendix 1 appear to be lacking in 

detail and do not appear to be tied to any timetable for the delivery of the essential infrastructure 

and flood mitigation relative to site commencement and/or dwelling occupation. In respect of 

BOT 3 there is no reference in the policy to the delivery of satisfactory vehicular access. The 

vagueness of this policy where access, flood risk, heritage and wildlife constraints are recorded 

in the subsequent site assessment does not at this stage give any substantive assurance that 

this allocation is sustainable and deliverable. 

5.4  Is the identification of `reserve sites’ in Policy C1 (B) appropriate in principle? 

 

In principle, the identification of reserve sites in Policy C1 (B) is considered to be appropriate in 

the absence of further site allocations which Barratt would prefer. However, the policy 

completely lacks justification and clarity in a number of areas, not least in how it is intended to 

operate in sequence with the local plan review policy SS6     

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

identification of the individual sites as reserve sites? 

 

The Reserve Sites Policy does not include any sites within Bottesford or Asfordby which are the 

second and third largest and most sustainable settlements respectively within the Borough. It is 

the view of Barratt Homes that there are available and developable sites within Bottesford and  

given the sustainability credentials of that settlement above all others (excepting Melton 

Mowbray itself),  the list of Reserve Sites is not robust or positively prepared irrespective of the 

merits of the currently identified sites.  

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

assessed? 

 

Policy C1 (B) contains no stated trigger to determine when allocated sites are unable to meet the 

identified housing target for the relevant settlement category. Criterion ii) offers no guidance in 

this important area and the policy is therefore ineffective without any formal steer on when the 

development of Reserve Sites will be supported.  

The timing of support for release of Reserve Sites must also be considered alongside the 

application of policy SS6 to trigger a local plan review and/or an alternative development 

strategy.    This does not appear to have been fully thought through in a sequential manner.    

The requirement that reserve site release must comply with each of the criteria of Policy SS3 

only adds to the burden of ineffectiveness of this policy as drafted. Indeed, Barratt have made 

previous submission in representations to Focussed Changes that Policy SS3 itself is now 

cumbersome and bureaucratic in its requirements and likely to further delay rather than advance 

housing delivery.  
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