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David Retired 56 Bosworth | This document is very refreshing taking into account the Thank you for this comment. None
Causon Road, number of applications that are being banded around at
Barlestone, the moment. We all realise we need housing but they do
CV130HU; not account for the infrastructure needed to compensate
0145529019 | for the amount of houses being planned. This document
4 does just that being put together by local people who
david@theb | understand the village’s needs. | am totally in agreement
agger.plus.co | with this plan and | would like to thank everyone who
m contributed.
Derek Retired; 18 Church Policy H2, Page 17, Site 1; this site is not suitable for It is acknowledged in the assessment of the None
Crane Chairman Road, development as access on bend is dangerous and visability | site that improvements will be needed to the
Parish Nailstone, poor. Road access to village is very restricted with parked site access. The site has previously been
Council CV13 0QH; cars on Main Street and sharp bends to Bagworth, 2 sharp | refused planning permission but this was at a
0795756646 | bends. Site already has 2 refusals for planning in past. time that the site was outside of the
4, Building should be off good access roads, Newbold or settlement boundary and therefore
derek.crane | Barton Road. considered against the policies relating to
@virgin.net development in the countryside. The site is
now within the settlement boundary for
Barlestone. In the SHLAA, HBBC classed the
site as 'developable’.
Derek Retired; 18 Church Policy H6, Design Standards; heritage assets list properties | Noted. The policy is intended to apply to all None
Crane Chairman Road, B17 and others. Entrance to Croftersvale - a property in development activity across the Parish.
Parish Nailstone, heart of village heritage sites must be used and built in
Council CV13 0QH; character of position. The building knocked down was a
0795756646 | large Georgian house and should be replaced with similar
4; building.
derek.crane
@virgin.net
Derek Retired; 18 Church No allocation made for small industrial units - is there a We disagree. The vision on page 14 indicates None
Crane Chairman Road, need ? A lot of history and present information, not a lot of | the sort of place we want Barlestone to be
Parish Nailstone, vision for the future only "keep it as it is today". We have over the Plan period, and the policies seek to
Council CV13 0QH; to move forward. help to achieve this vision. No commercial
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0795756646 allocations are made however there are
4; policies supported economic development in
derek.crane specified circumstances - see policies BE1, BE2
@virgin.net and BE4 in particular
Ross Land 4 Clarendon | On behalf of Clarendon Land & Development Limited, we Noted None
Jackson Director; Street, write in support of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Clarendon Nottingham,
Land & NG1 5HQ;
Developmen | 0115856208
t 5;
info@claren
donland.co.u
k
Ross Land 4 Clarendon | Whilst the NDP ‘talks to the’ the current housing Noted. If the housing target changes following | Proposed
Jackson Director; Street, requirement, it is important to recognise that the new the NP being made, there will be housing
Clarendon Nottingham, | Local Plan is currently being prepared by Hinckley & consideration of a review of the NP to reflect | targets from
Land & NG1 5HQ; Bosworth and that the housing requirement is expected to | the changed circumstances. Proposed housing | the Local Plan
Developmen | 0115856208 | increase. targets from the Local Plan currently being currently
t 5; prepared will be reflected in the NP document | being
info@claren to be submitted to H&BBC prepared will
donland.co.u be reflected in
k the NP
document to
be submitted
to H&BBC
Matthew | AAH 2 Bar Lane, Policy H1, Housing Provision to Meet Identified Need; We Noted. The NP allocates a 20% buffer in None (plan
Mortonso | Planning York, YO1 have concerns with the overall housing provisions housing to provide flexibility in the event that | date revised to
n Consultants | 6JU; identified within draft Policy H1. It is considered to be housing need increases in the Plan period. 2039)
0190462925 | overly restrictive given that it is a key government
8; objective to ‘significantly boost’ housing supply. Although the nominal Plan period was up to
matthew.mo | Furthermore, it is clear that over the Neighbourhood Plan 2036 this has now been revised to 2039 in line
rtonson@aa | period, the housing requirements for the District will with the revised Local Plan being worked on, it
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hplanning.co | change and vary. It is therefore felt that the policy should is inevitable that the Local Plan will be
m be more flexible to accommodate this change in need reviewed within this period and consideration
across the plan period so that additional sites can come will be given to reviewing the NP at the same
forward should it be required, and without having to time to ensure it remains in general
undertake a formal review of the Plan. conformity. Consideration will be given at that
time to increasing housing provision is an
evidenced need is provided.
Matthew | AAH 2 Bar Lane, Policy H2, Residential Site Allocations; Our client’s site Noted. The site was assessed but did not None
Mortonso | Planning York, YO1 measures circa 2.36 hectares in area of agricultural land feature in the list of preferred sites for an
n Consultants | 6JU; on the north eastern edge of the village of Barlestone. allocation in the NP.
0190462925 The site is situated on land to the east and south of The assessment process was comprehensive
8; Bagworth Road. It is envisaged that the site would and independently led.
matthew.mo | provide approximately 60 dwellings together with
rtonson@aa appropriate landscaping, and Public Open Space. This response is one of a number from site

hplanning.co
m

However, whilst we consider Site 2 to be a reasonable
and sensible option for new housing, we do have strong
concerns surrounding the other proposed allocations.
Site 1 - It is our strong belief that our clients site is a
preferable option to this site as it is located in broadly
the same location but would be better related to the
existing built form and be less obtrusive and cause less
harm to the open countryside.
Site 3 - Residents of this site would be required to walk a
significant distance to the village services, which may
increase the use of cars and increase pressure upon car
parking which is already an issue in the village. As such, this
makes the allocation a less favourable location than those
closer to the village centre, such as my clients land off
Bagworth Road.

sponsors claiming that their specific site is
preferable. It is not the role of the examiner to
reassess sites, merely to determine that the
chosen sites are developable.
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Matthew | AAH 2 Bar Lane, Policy H3, Settlement Boundary; the policy supports Noted. However, the NP has the ability to None
Mortonso | Planning York, YO1 development within the proposed settlement boundary update the settlement boundary and has
n Consultants | 6JU; of Barlestone. This boundary is proposed to update and chosen to do so. HBBC ‘considering’ the
0190462925 supersedes the existing settlement boundary used by removal of the boundary is not the same as
8; HBBC in the adopted Local Plan, using the allocations in removing it ... and with the NP exceeding its
matthew.mo Policy H2. It is thought that the inclusion of a restrictive minimum housing target it cannot be
rtonson@aa boundary would limit development for the plan period, criticised for being restrictive.
hplanning.co | having a negative impact on the socioeconomic context
m of the village and exacerbating a continual failure by the
Borough Council to meet its housing needs. It is clear
that the Borough Council understand the implications of
imposing such a restrictive boundary, hence why the
emerging plan is considering the removal of the
settlement boundaries entirely.
Notwithstanding this, it is however noticeable that the
proposed Settlement Boundary does not accord with that
adopted as part of the existing development plan.
Matthew | AAH 2 Bar Lane, Policy H5, Affordable Housing; the policy sets out that We disagree. It is important that the NP isin | None
Mortonso | Planning York, YO1 affordable housing will consist of 40% of the site area for | general conformity with the Local Plan....
n Consultants | 6JU; all development sites of 4 dwellings or more. This policy The NP achieves this.
0190462925 reflects the HBBC Core Strategy requires 40% Affordable
8; Housing on sites of four dwellings or more in rural areas
matthew.mo | gych as Barlestone. However, at Paragraph 63. the NPPF
rtonson@aa is clear is stating that “Provision of affordable housing
hplanning.co | should not be sought for residential developments that
m are not major developments, other than in designated
rural areas (where policies may set out a lower threshold
of 5 units or fewer).”
Matthew | AAH 2 Bar Lane, ENV3, Protection of Sites of Natural Environmental Noted. The identification of sites of None
Mortonso | Planning York, YO1 Significance; It is noted that part of our clients’ land is environmental significance should be taken
n Consultants | 6JU; identified as a site of biodiversity significance in the into account in the planning process to
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0190462925 | Neighbourhood Plan. However, looking at the evidence make sure that development takes these
8; behind this environmental designation at Appendix 6, the features into account, and that the benefit
matthew.mo | site is described as being as a ‘flat paddock with pond & of development outweighs the harm. It
rtonson@aa | ducks’. The site only scores 7 points out of possible 25, does not, and is not intended to, prevent
hplanning.co | with 4 of these due to its proximity to the local community. | any development, just that it takes the
m It is our position that there is insufficient justification for identified features into account.
this site to be classed as a ‘site of biodiversity significance’
simply because it accommodates a pond and some ducks.
Matthew | AAH 2 Bar Lane, As presently drafted, we do not believe that the plan These objections are strongly refuted and None
Mortonso | Planning York, YO1 meets the Basic Conditions. The plan is in conflict with do not recognise the need for
n Consultants | 6JU; National Policy in terms of affordable housing provision proportionality in neighbourhood planning.
0190462925 and it is not considered to be flexible enough to meet The details of the concerns are dealt with
8; the unequivocal need to boost the supply of housing above.
matthew.mo | over the plan period.
rtonson@aa
hplanning.co
m
Roger 4 Church Policy H2, Residential Site Allocations; Site 1 - | refer to the | Concerns noted. The specific reference is to None
Denton Road, suggested building site north of Bagworth Road for about the creation of footpaths to local facilities and
Barlestone, 40 dwellings. 1 would like to know what "subject to amenities and to the creation of a safe
CV13 OEE; improved access to local facilities and amenities" means in | entryway to the site. No development will be
0145529127 | terms of alterations. No new building should be permitted | able to take place until Leicestershire
2; on or off Main Street or Bagworth Road until the chaotic Highways is satisfied with the access
rogerdenton. | and dangerous existing traffic situation is resolved. They arrangements.
denton@gm | are through roads and cannot take safely or acceptably
ail.com existing traffic levels, let alone increased traffic from new

housing. This would be the only route into the village for
this development. Main Street is a particular problem as it
is a narrow road with vehicles parked on one side leaving
one narrow lane for the two way traffic. The situation is
worsened because you cannot see from one end to the
other so that traffic meets head-on. Unless a new route
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into the village can be provided no new building should be
allowed to proceed. It would certainly "impact on the
amenity of neighbours" and does not "provide safe access"
, Which are requirements before permission is granted.
Graham 7 Church APPENDIX 3 BARLESTONE PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD The site was selected as the preferred site None
Johnson Road, DEVELOPMENT PLAN SUSTAINABLE SITE ASSESSMENT following a comprehensive site selection
Barlestone, (SSA); Most of my comments on the NDP relate to the process which ranked sites in order of priority
CV13 OEE; results of the ‘Sustainable Site Assessment’ and, the based on a wide range of criteria. It is not
gjonno@btin | inclusion of site #1 north of Bagworth Road for a potential | necessary at this stage to undertake the
ternet.com 40 dwellings. detailed site appraisals such as access and

Whilst | fully appreciate the task that has been put in front
of the parish council to come up with a plan, the inclusion
of this site as a preferred site cannot be considered a
serious proposal. How and why this site has reached this
point in the consultation proceedings?

Site #1 north of Bagworth Road (40 dwellings)

This site is completely inappropriate for any development.
| note that a condition specified is that this development is
subject to ‘improved access to local facilities and
amenities’. But how can this be achieved? This site should
not be included in the plan if there is no proposal how to
achieve this improvement. My observations and
experiences as a very local resident of the area are:

* There is no scope to, and it is not possible to widen what
is in effect a single track road into the village (Bagworth
Road)

¢ Bagworth Road cannot sustain any increase in traffic over
current traffic levels

¢ What does the ‘improved access to local facilities and
amenities’ mean? There is no detail or suggestion as to

other studies - these will all be undertaken
appropriately at planning application stage. It
will be up to LCC Highways to comment on the
detailed proposals and to support the
proposed solutions. The reference to
'improved access to local facilities' makes it
clear, in the policy, that this refers to
footpaths as well as improved access. We will
make the full scores of each site available on
the PC website on submission.
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how this improved access will be facilitated. Will a new
access road into the village be built? If so, where and how?
e The only way in which this site could be considered for
development is to build a new access road into the village.
However, without any suggestion how this would be
achieved makes the proposal of site #1 completely
meaningless.

¢ | see from in Section 5.3 Table 2 — SSA Outcomes of
Appendix 3 that the overall score for this site 1 north of
Bagworth Road is ‘4’. However, the detail behind the issue
scores are ‘not published’. The final scores are completely
meaningless without the detail supporting the final score
of both this site and the other 13 sites that were
considered. Please can you send me the full detail
supporting the scores for all 13 sites

Graham
Johnson

7 Church
Road,
Barlestone,
CV13 OEE;
gjonno@btin
ternet.com

Whilst | do appreciate that the Barlestone Neighbourhood
Development Plan Advisory Committee has put in a lot of
time and effort into the creation of the NDP, the plan is
largely untenable in respect of the proposals being put
forward in this document.

My issue is with the fact that Site #1 north of Bagworth
Road (40 dwellings) is being considered at all, let alone one
of the 3 sites being put forward as a serious proposition

Any development on Bagworth Road should be rejected
out of hand. Any organisation or body, be it Parish Council
or private developer proposing developments here, will be
held to account for the future catastrophic impact that this
would have on local residents. The primary consideration
for ANY development is ACCESS. Without ACCESS, ANY
new development will FAIL. This failure will impact

The policy clearly states that the development
will be allocated, 'subject to ... the creation of
clear and safe entranceways to the site'. Any
allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan will also
have to obtain a planning approval from HBBC
- its inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan alone
is not sufficient to achieve development.

None
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everyone, not only the current residents, but to any new
residents in the new development. If this plan is put
forward in its current form, and is approved, this CANNOT
be turned back or undone. My concern is profoundly
serious and even if | were not a resident, | would still be
opposing this plan

As a long-term resident of the village | am acutely aware of
the some of the issues that impact the residents now, in
2020. The NDP, whilst it does put forward a plan, that plan
is deeply flawed and should NOT be put forward in its
current form and with its current content

If there are no suitable options available within the parish
boundary to make up the ‘quota’, then the committee
must stand up for itself and feed this back to the higher
level and say ‘NO’. The committee must be strong in such
matters and not simply crumble without challenging these
directives and/or targets. Sometimes it needs to be
accepted that there are no viable options available.

| have studied the parish boundary and current potential
development sites and the obvious site for a larger
development must be blocks 2029 and potentially even
2030. These blocks are adjacent the main Barlestone Road
and opposite residential properties in the case of block
2029. Maybe speak nicely to the land owner and make a
good offer?

Andrew
Collis

Graduate
Planner;
Gladman
Developmen
ts Ltd

0126028890
4;
a.collis@glad
man.co.uk

Gladman Developments specialise in the promotion of
strategic land for residential development and associated
community infrastructure and has considerable experience
in the development industry. From that experience, we
understand the need for the planning system to provide

Noted — although this general information is
not of relevance to the Regulation 14

consultation.

None
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the homes and jobs that are required to meet Central
Government’s objectives and the needs of local
communities.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Before a neighbourhood plan can proceed to referendum it | Noted None
Collis Planner; 4; must be tested against a set of basic conditions set out in
Gladman a.collis@glad | paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4b of the Town and Country
Developmen | man.co.uk Planning Act 1990 (as amended).
ts Ltd
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) Noted None
Collis Planner; 4 sets out the Government’s planning policies for England
Gladman a.collis@glad | and how these are expected to be applied. In doing so it
Developmen | man.co.uk sets out the requirements for the preparation of
ts Ltd neighbourhood plans to be in conformity with the strategic
priorities for the wider area and the role they play in
delivering sustainable development to meet development
needs.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Following the impact of COVID-19, the Government Noted. We are aware of the timescales None
Collis Planner; 4; introduced new legislation through the Local Government involved.
Gladman a.collis@glad | and Police and Crime Commissioner (Coronavirus)
Developmen | man.co.uk (Postponement of Elections and Referendums) (England
ts Ltd and Wales) Regulations 2020. This legislation came into
force on 7 April 2020.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | On 6th August 2020, Government published the Planning We are mindful of the proposals — no changes | None
Collis Planner; 4, for the Future White Paper setting out proposals for how it | have been agreed - but it is completely
Gladman a.collis@glad | is seeking to ‘radically reform’ the planning system. The inappropriate to make any amendments to
Developmen | man.co.uk proposals are seeking to streamline and modernise the the NP based on proposals which are likely to
ts Ltd planning process. change and are extremely unlikely to become
law before the neighbourhood plan is Made.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | The Barlestone Neighbourhood Plan should be sufficiently | The NP will not be tested against draft None
Collis Planner; 4, aligned and drafted with flexibility to ensure that conflicts | provisions within the emerging Local Plan. This
Gladman a.collis@glad | are minimised with the strategic policies of the emerging is a very basic misunderstanding of
man.co.uk Local Plan, to avoid risk of the BNP failing at examination. neighbourhood plan legislation.
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Developmen
ts Ltd
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Following the changes to coronavirus regulations (as noted | Whilst it is good practice to be aware of the None
Collis Planner; 4; above), the qualifying body must be aware of progress that | strategic policies within the emerging Local
Gladman a.collis@glad | may happen on the emerging Hinckley & Bosworth Local Plan it is not an issue that will impact on the
Developmen | man.co.uk Plan before the BNP is able to proceed to referendum and | examination of the BNP.
ts Ltd check there is no conflict arising between the plans.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | The BNP is being prepared at a time when there remain Noted. All NPs are prepared at a time of None
Collis Planner; 4 significant uncertainties in establishing the housing need uncertainty and this is no different with the
Gladman a.collis@glad | for Hinckley and Bosworth, and Barlestone more locally. BNP.
Developmen | man.co.uk
ts Ltd
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | In determining the minimum number of homes needed for | This is not yet confirmed. The proposed The latest
Collis Planner; 4, the emerging Hinckley & Bosworth Local Plan, the housing | changes to identifying a housing target housing
Gladman a.collis@glad | requirement will be based upon a local housing needs through the White Paper are subject to targets from
Developmen | man.co.uk assessment, defined using the standard method. The continued re assessment. We can only move the emerging
ts Ltd introduction of the revised standard methodology, as forward with the best available information at | Local Plan
outlined in the ‘Changes to the Current Planning System the time, and build in a buffer to guard against | have been
Consultation’, identifies an indicative housing figure of potential future increases. The latest housing | included in the
889dpa for Hinckley & Bosworth. targets from the emerging Local Plan have document to
been included in the document to be be submitted.
submitted.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | The introduction of the revised standard methodology for | Noted. The latest housing targets from the The latest
Collis Planner; 4, calculating housing need, whilst subject to further emerging Local Plan have been included in the | housing
Gladman a.collis@glad | amendments, indicates a clear direction of travel with document to be submitted. targets from
Developmen | man.co.uk regards to the number of homes that need to be planned the emerging

ts Ltd

for across Hinckley & Bosworth.

Local Plan
have been
included in the
document to
be submitted.

10
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Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | The housing requirement for Hinckley and Bosworth, and The NP builds in a 20% buffer against future The latest
Collis Planner; 4; in turn sustainable settlements such as Barlestone, is likely | increase in housing need. The latest housing housing
Gladman a.collis@glad | to increase considerably in view of wide-ranging emerging | targets from the emerging Local Plan have targets from
Developmen | man.co.uk evidence on housing need. Given this, it is essential that been included in the document to be the emerging
ts Ltd the BNP is prepared with appropriate flexibility ahead of submitted. Local Plan
the preferred strategy for the emerging Hinckley & have been
Bosworth Local Plan being known. included in the
document to
be submitted.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H1, Housing Provision to Meet Identified Need; Noted. See above. None
Collis Planner; 4; Gladman are concerned that Policy H1 is determining a
Gladman a.collis@glad | housing requirement that is not based on the latest
Developmen | man.co.uk evidence with regards to housing need, lacks sufficient
ts Ltd flexibility to respond to significant changes in the housing
requirement for Barlestone
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H2, Residential Site Allocations; Policy H2 seeks to We have taken on board all comments None
Collis Planner; 4; allocate three sites for residential development based on received from all landowners/agents and have
Gladman a.collis@glad | the residual identified housing need proposed by Policy H1. | amended the scoring where appropriate. All
Developmen | man.co.uk Gladman have serious reservations regarding the site scores were awarded consistently across each
ts Ltd selection process used to determine these three site.
provisional allocations.
Gladman have previously been asked by the Parish Council
to review how ‘Extension South of Cunnery Close’ scored.
This was in isolation however and no comparisons could be
drawn against other submitted sites. We previously raised
objections to the parameters of the RAG scale and scoring
of the site and we do not consider these objections to have
been resolved.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H2, Residential Site Allocations; Gladman do not We understand your disappointment that the | None
Collis Planner; 4; consider the site selection process to be supported by a site that you are promoting has not been
Gladman a.collis@glad | proportionately robust evidence base. selected as an allocation, but criticism of the
man.co.uk process is unfounded as it has been

11
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Developmen undertaken in a comprehensive manner and
ts Ltd has been tried and tested across many other
neighbourhood plans.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | An alternative approach (to the comment made above) This is another fundamental None
Collis Planner; 4; would be to pause work on the plan and undertake a SA, misrepresentation of what neighbourhood
Gladman a.collis@glad | incorporating the requirements of a SEA, to help plans are required to do. A SEA screening has
Developmen | man.co.uk demonstrate that the plan is capable of delivering been undertaken by the LPA and it has been
ts Ltd sustainable development, a neighbourhood plan basic found to not require a full SEA. There is not
condition. requirement of a NP to have a SA.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H3, Settlement Boundary; Gladman object to the It is entirely within the remit of a NP to None
Collis Planner; 4 wording of this policy and use of settlement boundaries as | designate settlement boundaries to
Gladman a.collis@glad | an appropriate planning tool where they would preclude distinguish between where development will
Developmen | man.co.uk otherwise sustainable development from coming forward. | be supported and where it will not usually be
ts Ltd suitable. The objection is therefore totally
without foundation.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H3, Settlement Boundary; the use of settlement You cannot cherry pick the policies within the | None
Collis Planner; 4, boundaries which arbitrarily restrict suitable development | NP as you seem to do. The policies need to be
Gladman a.collis@glad | on the edge of settlements does not accord with the taken as a whole. To say that having a
Developmen | man.co.uk positive approach to growth required by the Framework settlement boundary is contrary to BC a) is
ts Ltd which is clear that development which is considered completely without foundation.
sustainable should go ahead without delay in accordance
with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. As a result, this approach is also contrary to
basic condition (a).
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H3, Settlement Boundary; Gladman contend that The policy wording reflects the Core Strategy None
Collis Planner; 4, this policy should be worded more flexibly in accordance and NPPF.
Gladman a.collis@glad | with Paragraphs 11 and 16(b) of the NPPF (2019) and the
Developmen | man.co.uk requirement for policies to be sufficiently flexible to adapt

ts Ltd

to rapid change and prepared positively.

12
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Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H3, Settlement Boundary; It is suggested that Policy | This is rejected as the NP has exceeded it None
Collis Planner; 4; H3 should support development proposals adjacent to the | housing target and there is no justification
Gladman a.collis@glad | settlement boundaries provided that any adverse impacts provided to support this proposal. The Core
Developmen | man.co.uk do not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the Strategy references development ‘within the
ts Ltd benefits of development alongside according with other settlement boundaries’ so the NP is not in
policies of the BNP and other development plan policies. conflict with the Core Strategy.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H3, Settlement Boundary; a flexible policy approach | This is specific to Burbage. The BNP allocates None
Collis Planner; 4 for developments adjacent to a settlement boundary has in excess of its housing target so this concern
Gladman a.collis@glad | recently been considered in the Examiner’s report into the | does not apply.
Developmen | man.co.uk Burbage Neighbourhood Plan (published April 2020). The
ts Ltd Inspector highlighted;
“There is a major question whether the Parish Council’s
approach to only allowing housing
within the settlement boundary, will allow the future
housing needs of the community to be met.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H4, Windfall Sites; Echoing our comments on policy | If housing need increases significantly None
Collis Planner; 4, H3, policy H4 as currently drafted is too restrictive and consideration will be given to a review of the
Gladman a.collis@glad | limits new development to within the defined settlement NP to address the new circumstances.
Developmen | man.co.uk boundary. Given the housing requirement for Barlestone
ts Ltd over the plan period is likely to increase, Gladman contend
that the policy should be reworded to support sustainable
development opportunities well related to the existing
settlement.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 | Policy H5, Affordable Housing Provision; The expected We are not prepared to make changes based The latest
Collis Planner; 4, publication of the Regulation 19 version of the emerging on what might or might not happen at some housing
Gladman a.collis@glad | Hinckley & Bosworth Local Plan in March 2021 could stage in the future. The latest housing targets | targets from
Developmen | man.co.uk contain meaningful changes related to affordable housing | from the emerging Local Plan have been the emerging

ts Ltd

provision, particularly the threshold at which
developments are expected to provide affordable housing.
Gladman contend therefore that Policy H5 could be subject

included in the document to be submitted.

Local Plan
have been
included in the
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to further change as the Neighbourhood Plan progresses document to
through the plan-making process and the Parish Council be submitted.
should be alert to the potential implications.
Andrew Graduate 0126028890 