
 
APPENDIX A 
 
NWLDC OFFICER RESPONSE TO PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT  
BLACKFORDBY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
 

Reg 14 Plan:  
Section/Policy 
Number 

Reg 14 Plan: Planning Officers’ and Conservation 
Officer’s Responses 

Reg 15 Plan: Page number and 
Commentary 
 

Reg 15 Plan: 
Objections/Comments 

General The document would benefit from paragraph 
numbering to assist when determining 
applications. 

This has now been done.  None 

Contents (P3) Policies should be section 4 and not 5 
 
Section D Sustainability missing 
 
Monitoring and review should be section 5 and 
not 4 

These have been corrected.  None 

Foreword (P4) The application for designation was 24.10.2017 (as 
per the letter from  the Town Council). 
Area was designated on 23.01.2018 not 
22.09.2017  

Page 3 
This has been corrected. 

None 

Introduction 
(P6) 

It would be more accurate to say ‘Whilst planning 
applications will still    be determined by North West 
Leicestershire District Council, or for certain types 
of application, Leicestershire County Council…’ 
 

Page 5 
Plan amended as suggested  

None 

  Page 10  
 
Paragraph 2.1 states that Blackfordby 

was “established by the C9” but 

paragraph 4.49 refers to “the village’s 

C8 origin” and paragraph 4.62 says 

Comment 
 
Consistency required in terms 
of date for establishment of 
Blackfordby. The Conservation 
Area  appraisal notes that 
“Blackfordby had been 



that Blackfordby was “established 

probably in the C8”.  

The Methodist Chapel (paragraph 

2.2) was erected c.1926-29 (not “in 

the 1930s”). 

established by the ninth 
century” 
 
Delete “in the 1930s” and 
replace with “c1926-29” 

Blackfordby 
Profile (P12) 

When determining housing requirements for 
Blackfordby last year, officers calculated the 
population at the 2011 Census to be 1159 residents 
and 514 households. This is different from the 
figures contained on page 11. The issue is that the 
Neighbourhood Plan has taken figures from the 
Census Profile in Appendix 4.1 – the area of which 
doesn’t correlate fully with the Neighbourhood Plan 
area as it also includes parts of Norris Hill outside of 
the NP area. All of the statistics which use this 
incorrect boundary (within the NP and the 
appendices) therefore need re-calculating. This can 
easily be done by basing all data on four 2011 
Census Output areas (E00131686, E00131687, 
E00131688 and E00131689). Added together, these 
should correlate to the correct boundary. 

Page 11 
Population figure amended 
 
 

None 

Blackfordby 
Profile (P12) 

The NP refers to a separate area of housing 
extending along Heath       Lane and along the 
Leicestershire side of the A511, as far as the 
traffic lights marking the start of Woodville. 

 

It might be useful and provide greater clarity to 
refer to this as the  hamlet or boundary? (this 
should say the hamlet of boundary) 

Page 11 
Amended to clarify that this part 
of the hamlet of Boundary 

None 

Vision for 
Blackforby 
(P14) 

Key objective b) refers to “encourage 
development”. Is this what is really intended? If not 
would it be more appropriate to say “To ensure           that 
development maintains the character of 

Page 13 
Plan amended to reflect comment 

None 



Blackfordby”. 

Vision for 
Blackforby 
(P14) 

Key objective e) To ensure that infrastructure is in 
place to meet the     predicted needs of the village 
prior to expansion of housing being permitted. 

 

It is acknowledged that new development should be 
supported by the  necessary infrastructure and 
facilities. Appropriate infrastructure contributions 
can be sought through the planning system. 
However, if  relying on developers to provide the 
infrastructure, the infrastructure cannot be required 
prior to a development being permitted. 
 
The layout of the following gives the impression 
that this section is a  sub-section of the paragraph 
above. 

 

If this is not correct it would be worth examining the 
layout of this  section. 

Page 13 
Objective amended. Now makes 
clear that the issue of the type 
and amount of infrastructure 
required is is to be determined at 
the time of any planning 
application.  

None  

G1 (P17) It would be useful to also include reference in the 
first part of the policy                         to complying with the Local 
Plan as well as the Neighbourhood Plan 

Page 17 
No change made 

Comment  
 
To ensure that applicants 
also take in to account the 
Local Plan, it is considered 
that including a reference to 
having regard to the Local 
Plan in the policy would be 
appropriate.  



G2 (P18) It is pleasing to see that in reflecting local 
character the Plan is open  to contemporary 
interpretations. 

 

Has any viability evidence been produced to 
justify the policy given  the likely additional cost to 
developers of meeting accessibility standards M2 
and M3? 

Page 18 
No changes 
 

 
A number of new criteria have 
been included in the policy  
 
e) deals with potential impact on 
River Mease SAC 
f)  deals with sustainable drainage 
which was previously included as 
part of sub criterion d) and has 
been expanded 
g) requires access to broadband 
with a minimum speed of 30 mbps 
h) was previously e) 
i) deals with biodiversity issues 
previously included in former G3  
 

Comment – it is assumed that 
the reference to M2 and M3 
should be M4(2) and M4(3).  
 
Objection – Policy H6(3)(b) of 
the adopted Local Plan 
states: 
 

 “(3) Developments of 50 or more 

dwellings will provide:  

 

(b) A proportion of dwellings 
which are suitable for 
occupation or easily 
adaptable for people with 
disabilities in accordance 
with Part M4 (2) of the 
Building Regulations.” 

 
The proposed policy includes 
more stringent requirements 
which conflict with the 
adopted Local Plan.  
 
The PGG (Paragraph: 020 
Reference ID: 56-020-
20150327) requires that any 
internal space standards 
should be justified taking 
account of need, viability and 
timing. Whilst this guidance 
specifically refers to local 
planning authorities and It is 
appreciated that the evidence 
required to support a 



Neighbourhood Plan is not as 
great as that for a local plan, 
the Council would expect that 
there would be some form of 
evidence to justify the 
inclusion of these 
requirements in Policy G2 h.  
 
Furthermore, the Planning 
Practice Guidance states that 
““Neighbourhood plans may 
also contain policies on the 
contributions expected from 
development, but these and 
any other requirements 
placed on development 
should accord with relevant 
strategic policies and not 
undermine the deliverability of 
the neighbourhood plan, local 
plan or spatial development 
strategy.” (Paragraph: 005 
Reference ID: 41-005-
20190509) 
 

 
Reason – the policy as 
worded would not be in 
general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the 
adopted Local Plan and also 
conflcuits with National Policy 
advice. 



G3 supporting 
text (P19) 

Sustainability covers a wider range of subjects than 
just biodiversity so  it may be helpful to change the 
first sentence to be in line with the subject covered 
by the policy. 

 
Replace reference to NPPF with Planning Practice 
Guidance. 

Policy now incorporated in to G2 
 
 
 
 
 

None 

G3 policy (P19) The bullet points of the policy refer to a narrow 
selection of biodiversity  with assumptions that all 
developments, from house extensions to farm 
buildings, need the same approach. Is this suitable 
for a general policy or is this best suited in the Env 
policies? 

 

If it is retained as a general policy, it may be 
helpful to widen the scope of the policy to 
consider other elements of biodiversity and that 
each site or development will have different needs 
and impacts, on both the site and surrounding 
area, so that biodiversity is protected and 
enhanced without being too onerous. 

As noted this policy has now been 
incorporated in to policy G2. It is 
considered that it sits better as 
part of a general design policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

None 

H1 supporting 
text (P21) 

The NP period is stated as being to 2031 and that 
147 dwellings would be an appropriate target. 
However, these figures are not as quoted from 
NWLDC. An email of 02/07/2018 identifies 
indicative housing figures for the NP area for the 
plan period 2011-2031 to be 126 dwellings and 
2011-2036 to be 147 dwellings. If the NP period is 
to 2031 the housing target needs amending to 126 
dwellings. 

 

“there have been recent planning approvals 
totalling 197” Unsure what  the base date for this 
figure is and the figure does not tally with 
information/figures previously sent by the council 

Page 21 
Amended to reflect comments as 
plan period is to 2031 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Now includes updated figure of 
217 dwellings. 

None  



via email. 

H1 (P21) The supporting text states that the housing 
allocation is to meet an identified need (i.e homes 
for elderly people, small family homes, homes for 
people with disabilities and homes for young 
people). Policy H1 refers to “residential 
accommodation” which is vague. There is an 
opportunity for the policy to refer to the types of 
housing identified as being needed. 

Page 22 
 
Policy expanded to include 
reference to biodiversity, River 
Mease SAC and landscape.  
 
 

Comment 
 
Policy refers to a Landscape  
and Visual Impact 
Assessment being required 
as part of planning 
applications and to not 
causing harm to important 
view, but figure 12 includes 3 
views. Policy needs to clarify 
whether it is only one of these 
views, in which case which 
one or if it is all the policy 
should state “views”. 

 

H2 supporting 
text (P22) 

Reference is made to the housing mix provided by 
the HEDNA - suggest it is made clear that this 
refers specifically to market housing. 
 
Does ‘the appropriate mobility standards’ mean 
the accessibility standards M2 and M3 set out in 
Policy G2? If so, the same comments     relating to 
viability evidence apply. 

Page 24 
Text now makes clear that HEDNA 
reference is in respect of market 
housing 
 

No change to policy.  

Comment  
 
It would be helpful to clarify 
as to whether ‘the appropriate 
mobility standards’ mean the 
accessibility standards M2 
and M3 set out in Policy G2. 

H4 (P24) The Council does not operate local lettings 
policies that restrict homes  to households with a 
local connection unless the properties are 
provided on Rural Exception Sites. There have 
been circumstances where a housing association 
has agreed that preference will be given, on 
advertising, to households with a local connection, 
and while the Council is content to support this on 
sites in rural villages, we would not be supportive 
of a move to enshrine this in any legal agreement 

  Pages 25-26 
 
The policy has now been 
amended to include requirements 
that would restrict occupancy of 
new affordable housing to those 
with a local connection. The 
proposed wording is as flows: 
  
“Where possible, newly developed 

Objection 
 

It is proposed that this 
requirement for a local 
connection should be deleted 
from the policy for the following 
reasons; a) it does not accord 
with the affordable housing 
eligibility criteria applied by the 
district council’s Housing team.  



attached to sites, as this could affect future levels 
of delivery of affordable housing. 

affordable housing within the Plan 
Area shall be allocated to eligible 
households, within each Housing 
Register band in turn, starting with 
Band 4 (Priority Housing Need), 
with a connection to the Plan Area 
defined as follows:  
a) Was born in the Plan Area or; 
b) Presently reside in the Plan 
Area and has, immediately prior 
to occupation, been lawfully and 
ordinarily resident within the Plan 
Area for a continuous period of 
not less than twelve months; or  
c) Was ordinarily resident within 
the Plan Area for a continuous 
period of not less than three years 
but has been forced to move 
away because of the lack of 
affordable housing; or d) Is 
presently employed or self-
employed on a full time basis in 
the Plan Area and whose main 
occupation has been in the Plan 
Area for a continuous period of 
not less than twelve months 
immediately prior to occupation; 
or  
e) Has a need to move to the Plan 
Area to be close to a relative or 
other person in order to provide or 
receive significant amounts of 
care and support; or 
f) Has a close family member who 
is lawfully and ordinarily resident 

The criteria require a connection 
to the district, not to the local 
area; and b) it is not in general 
conformity with Policy H4 of the 
adopted Local Plan which 
includes no such local 
connection requirement.  

 
On a practical level, a 
consequence of a local 
connection requirement is that 
people in housing need who 
come from places with no/limited 
new development would never 
have their needs met. Local 
connection requirements can 
also constrain Registered 
Providers’ ability to secure 
funding for new affordable 
housing schemes.   

 
It is also objected to because it 
would require the Distrcit 
Council,as the housing authority, 
to review the Allocatiosn Policy 
every two years. This is matter 
for the Distrcit Council and is 
goes beyond the remit of a 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
A similar approach has been 
advocated  in other 
Neighbourhood Plans in the 
district and has not been 
supported by Examiners. 



within the Plan Area and who has 
been lawfully and ordinarily 
resident within the Plan Area for a 
continuous period of not less than 
three years immediately prior to 
occupation and for the purposes 
of this clause a ‘close family 
member’ shall mean a mother, 
father, brother or sister.  
 
If there are no Priority Band 
households with a connection to 
the Plan Area, then the properties 
will be made available to other 
applicants in the Priority Band on 
North West Leicestershire District 
Council’s waiting list. Properties 
will then be allocated to eligible 
households in the other Bands in 
turn according to the same 
principle.  
This Policy will be incorporated 
into the District Council’s wider 
Allocations Policy.  
 
This Policy will be reviewed at 
least every two years after 
implementation (and every two 
years thereafter) so outcomes 
can be monitored and any 
necessary adjustments made.” 

Supprting such an approach 
would be inconsitstent. 

 
It is proposed that the 
requirement should be 
deleted from Policy H4  
 
Reason – the policy as 
worded would not be in 
general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the 
adopted Local Plan. 



Existing 
Environmental 
Designation 
(P26) 

The plan area is also within the River Mease 
Special Area of Conservation – a recommendation 
on whether a Habitats Regulation Assessment is 
required will be provided separately. 

 
 
The count of certain sites could be evidenced with 
plans - for example   the number of Local Wildlife 
Sites in the Phase 1 survey appears to number 6 
not 14. This is an old survey and it may be prudent 
to check with the County Ecologist to get up to date 
data. 

 

The reference to 12 further sites of historic 
significance is confusing as  figure 6 shows four 
sites, which does not include the ridge and furrow 
shown in figure 10? 

Page 29 
Additional paragraphs now 
included.  
 
 
 
There is no change to the 
numbers. Whilst sources for the 
information are quoted, the actual 
source itself has not formed part 
of the evidence base and so it is 
difficult to verify the information.  
 
However, whilst these refinements 
and additions could have been 
beneficial, their exclusion is not 
considered to be fundamental to 
the effectiveness of the plan. 

None 
 
 

Environmental 
Inventory (P27 + 
P28) 

P27 refers to 9 criteria for Local Green Space 
selection whereas P28      refers to using 8 criteria for 
LGS designation. 

Page 31 
Paragraphs 4.60 and 4.61 both 
refer to 9 criteria from the NPPF. 
Table 1 of Appendix 6 only lists 8 
factors. It appears from Appendix 
5 that ‘special’ has been included 
as a criterion. However, the NPPF 
refers to sites being special by 
virtue of various factors, including 
beauty etc  
 
Para 4.60 -refers to NPPF 2018 – 
needs to be updated. 

 

Comment  
 
 
Paragraphs 4.60 and 4.61 
should refer to 8 criteria not 9. 
‘Special’ is not a category in 
its own right, but rather sites 
are considered special by 
virtue of their beauty, 
accessibility etc 
 
Para 4.60 -refers to NPPF 
2018 –updated reference 
required. 



ENV1 (P28) Unclear what “exceptional circumstances” might 
be, therefore it may be worth detailing what is 
meant by this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Policy identifies 3 sites to be designated as Local 
Green Space however Appendix 5 identifies 4 
sites that have scored 18/24 or more. Does the 
Policy therefore also need to include site 020? 

Page 31 
No change  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
No change  

 
The policy identifies 3 sites as 
Local Green Space (LGS). These 
are sites which have scored 18 
out of 24. However, there is a 
fourth site which scores the same 
but this is not included as LGS. It 
is not clear why this is the case. 

Object 
 
Unclear what “exceptional 
circumstances” might be. It 
would assist decision making 
to understand what such 
circumstances might be , 
even if just through the 
provision of text.  
 
Reason – to give confidence 
when determining planning 
applications (NPPG 
(Neighbourhood Planning) 
Paragraph: 041 Reference 
ID: 41-041-20140306). 
 
Objection - Policy ENV1 
identifies 3 sites that are to be 
designated as Local Green 
Space. Paragraph 4.62 refers 
to sites which scored 18 out 
of 24 as meeting “the 
essential requirements for 
designation as Local Green 
Space “.However, Appendix 5 
details one other site that 
scores 18 and would 
therefore meet the scoring 
requirement to be designated 
as Local Green Space. It is 
not clear as to why these 
other sites have been 
excluded; they may also meet 
the criteria in paragraph 102 



of the NPPF (July 2021). 
 
Reason – consistency with 
national policy (NPPF 
paragraph 102) 

  Page 29 onwards 
 
Paragraph numbering has gone 
wrong 

Comment 
 
Paragraph numbers need 
correcting  

ENV2 (P30) The policy states the sites are mapped and listed 
but there is no list in    the supporting text or policy. 

 
 

The policy refers to “(natural and/or historical)” but 
then continues as if  every site has both 
designations. It may be helpful to sub divide the 
policy to its respective topics to provide clarity. 

Page 33 
Policy now cross refers to 
Appendix 5. 
 
Policy now distinguishes between 
natural and historical features  

 

Important Open 
Spaces (P31) 

Cannot find the Open Space Audit 2017. 
 
 
The term OSSR is not defined anywhere in the 
document. 

Page 31 onwards. Now refers to 
study from 2008 
 
No longer included  
 
 

 None 
 
 
 
 
 

ENV3 (P31) Please note that the District Council is the Local 
Planning Authority and as such the decision 
maker on any application. The reference to “the 
community and Ashby de la Zouch Town Council” 
should be replaced with ‘Local Planning Authority’. 

Page 34 
Change made  

None 



  Page 35 
 
Paragraph 4.49 states that: 
 
“New development will be 
required to take into account their 
settings as defined, on a case by 
case basis, by Historic England.” 
 
As worded this implies that 
Historic England will define the 
settings. This is incorrect, they 
only provide a definition of what 
constitutes a setting.  

Comment 
 
Reword to state: 
 
New development will be 
required to take into account 
their settings, as defined, by 
English Heritage, on a case 
by case basis, by Historic 
England 

Local Heritage 
Assets (P33) 

It is the responsibility of the District Council to 
designate Local Heritage Assets. In order to 
maintain this list in the plan it may be better to title 
the section ‘Key Buildings’ instead as only one of 
the  buildings has been included on the list of Local 
Heritage Assets. 

Page 36  
No change made. This is 
confusing as policy ENV4 refers 
to Non-Designated Heritage 
Assets – Hugglescote 

Comment 
 
There is inconsistency 
between the title of this 
section (Local Heritage 
Assets) and the policies that 
follow which, correctly, refer 
to ‘non-designated buildings’ 
or assets. For consistency 
this section should be re-titled 
‘Non-designated Heritage 
Assets’. 



ENV4 (P34) The policy title and text should be amended to 
remove references to  Local Heritage Assets as 
per the comments on the supporting text. 

Page 37 
Reference to Local Heritage 
Assets now removed from the 
policy. Instead refers to ‘non-
designated buildings’. 
 
Paragraph 4.60 states that “the 

conservation area appraisal identified 

a number of non-listed [sic] buildings 

and structures … that were 

considered to be of local significance 

for architectural, historical or social 

reasons. The council’s Conservation 

Officer notes that the reference to 

“social reasons” is not consistent with 

the conservation area appraisal (i.e. 

they were not identified for social 

reasons).  

In respect of the list: 

 The outbuilding to the Old 
House is a grade II listed 
building; 

 The council has granted 
planning permission to 
demolish the Blue Bell PH 
(19/01142/FUL); 

 The conservation area 
appraisal recognises 7 Main 
Street but the NP does not; 

 The conservation area 
appraisal recognises 12 Main 
Street but the NP does not. 

 

Object 
 
Delete reference to ‘social 
reasons’ at paragraph 4.60 
 
Delete The outbuilding to the 
Old House, Main Street from 
the list as it is a listed 
building.  
 
Delete Blue Bell Public House 
from list 
 
Add numbers 7 and 12 Main 
Street to the list  
 
Reason 
 
To be consistent with 
evidence/factual information 
 
 
 
 
 



Ridge and 
Furrow (P35) 

Figure 10.2 and 10.3 do not seem to fully 
correlate with the location of  the surviving ridge 
and furrow locations. 

Page 38 
No changes 
 
 

Comment 
 
It is not clear as to why the 
ridge and furrow area has 
been defined in the way it has 
compared to the available 
evidence.  

 

ENV5 (P36) The policy seems to contradict itself stating that any 
loss or damage is  to be avoided and then allowing 
for a consideration of a proposal. 

 

Perhaps add the ridge and furrow to the previous 
policy as the same  level of protection is being 
sought. 

Page 38 
 
The policy refers to local heritage 
assets   

Objection – the policy should 
avoid reference to local 
heritage assets as it is the 
responsibility of a local 
planning authority to identify 
them (see the definition of 
‘heritage asset’ in NPPF 
Annex A) albeit they can 
come to light through the 
neighbourhood plan process.  
This helps to ensure that 
inclusion on a local heritage 
list is based on sound and 
consistent evidence and 
criteria. The policy should be 
amdned to refer to ‘non-
desiganted heritage assets’. 
 
Reason – to ensure consistency 
with the NPPF (Annex A). 

 

Heading 
‘General 
Policies’ (P36) 

There is a heading for general policies after Env 5. 
Is this needed? 

Page 39 
No change  

None 



Biodiversity and 
habitat 
connectivity 
(P36) 

The text refers to 2 strategies, however, there are 
three bullet points. 

Page 40 
Change made  

None 

ENV6 (P37) In figure 11 there is no reference to the fact that 
corridor 1 is bisected      by the built-up area as 
defined in figure 2. 

Page 40 
Now referenced 

None 

ENV7 (P38-39) There is some confusion over how this policy would 
be applied and clarification would be useful. It is our 
understanding that development  must not harm the 
identified views. However unsure how to apply 
“should include a statement of proposed mitigation 
and/or protection of views.” Should a proposal be 
supported by a statement of proposed mitigation or 
a statement of protection of views? Or should it be 
supported by both statements. 

 
Is there evidence to support or justify these views 
and what their features are, why they are 
designated for protection. It would be useful to 
have this as an Appendix to the Plan – this would 
also give  assistance to those submitting a 
planning application and would support their 
preparation of the necessary supporting 
statement. 

 
Fig 12 - is there a reason that the arrows are a 
different size? If not it is suggested that they are all 
of the same size. 

 

View 3: Has the impact of the new housing under 
construction at Butt            Lane been considered when 
designating this view. 

Page 41 
 
This policy is numbered ENV7, 
but there is already another 
ENV7, so this and subsequent 
policies need to be re-numbered. 
 
There now only 3 views. 
 
 
No change  
 
 
 
 
No change  
 
 
 
Supporting text explains that the 
arrow sizes relate to length and 
scope of views. 

Objection – There is a lack of 
evidence to justify the specific 
identification of the these 
views. Such evidence would 
enable applicants and 
decision makers to  
understand why the views are 
important and hence how 
harm can be avoided and the 
mitigation to propose.  
 
Reason – to give confidence 
when determining planning 
applications (NPPG 
(Neighbourhood Planning) 
Paragraph: 041 Reference 
ID: 41-041-20140306). 
 



Natural and 
Historic 
Environment 
(P39) 

No Policy Env8 Corrected  None  

ENV9 (P39-40) It is not correct to state that “This Neighbourhood 
Plan adds detail to  the Local Plan and provides the 
environmental evidence to which consideration 
should be given when assessing proposals for such 
developments.” The NP does however refer to and 
list evidence that  has informed the North West 
Leicestershire Local Plan. 

 
Suggest for ease of use that the 1st part of the policy 
is amended to  read ‘Small-scale solar and wind 
generation infrastructure will be supported, subject 
to their complying with the environmental protection 
conditions listed in North West Leicestershire Local 
Plan Policy Cc1 (1).’ It is suggested that the 
inclusion of the wording “local resident, business, 
amenity or community-initiated” is not necessary. 
Also unclear what is meant by amenity solar and 
wind generation infrastructure. 

 
The second part of the policy comes across 
a little confusing. Perhaps it would be 
clearer to state that: 

 
‘Large and medium scale turbine developments will 
only be supported, if in conformity with North West 
Leicestershire Local Plan Policy Cc1 (2a) and the 
detail and legend on the map of 
suitability for large and medium scale wind energy 
to which the policy  refers, and Policy Cc1 (2b).’ 

Pages 42 - 43 
 
Now policy Env 8 
 
 
 

 
 

 Policy amended as suggested 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy amended as suggested 
 
 
 
 
 
Two additional requirements added 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 



to the policy: 

 Require submission of a 
Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment  

 Comprehensive restoration 
of site required after use 
ceases, including net 
improvement in landscape 
quality where feasible and 
appropriate 

 
As written the policy appears 
to apply to all proposals 
renewable energy generation 
proposal , including solar 
panels on dwellings. If so, a 
requirement for a Landscape 
and Visual Impact 
Assessment appears to be 
somewhat excessive.  
 
It is not clear how net 
improvement in landscape 
quality will be judged.  

ENV10 (P40-
41) 

It is suggested that clarification is provided with 
respect to this policy. Policy wording gives the 
impression that this is countryside designation (as 
defined by Policy G1) and countryside type uses 
would be permitted. If this is the case, it is 
suggested that the type of  uses to be allowed 
should be detailed in the policy, for clarification. 
Alternatively, if appropriate, reference could be 
made to Policy S3 of  the NWL Local Plan. 

 

However as this particular area has been defined 
as an Area of Separation should more stringent 
controls be applied and a more  limited form of 
development be allowed e.g. agriculture, forestry, 
nature conservation. Leisure, sport, recreation? 

Pages 43-44 
Now policy ENV9 
 
This policy has now been 
reworded. The previous version 
mirrored closely the wording of 
Local Plan policy S3 
(Countryside). The Local Plan 
policy refers to development not 
undermining “either individually or 
cumulatively with existing or 
proposed development, the 
physical and perceived  
separation and open and 
undeveloped  character between 
existing nearby settlements”.  
 
The wording in the proposed 
policy states: 
 
“Development proposals in the 

Objection - The proposed 
wording of the policy conflicts 
with Local Plan Policy S3 
(Countryside). The reference 
to maintaining the separation 
is consistent with Policy S3. 
However, the reference to 
enhancing the separation is 
inconsistent with Policy S3 
which does not include such 
a test. The proposed wording 
would  undermine Local Plan 
Policy S3 which is  a 
Strategic Policy. 

 
The following rewording is 
suggested: 
 
To retain the physical and 
visual separation between 
Blackfordby and Woodville 



identified gap should be located 
and designed to maintain, and 
wherever possible, enhance the 
separation of the identified areas” 
 
Whilst the policy does refer to 
maintaining the separation 
consistent with Policy S3, it also 
refers to enhancing the 
separation. This is a different test 
to Policy S3 and undermines a 
Strategic policy of the Local Plan. 
 
The previous wording of the policy 
is considered to be more 
appropriate.  

and the A511 corridor, an 
area of open land will be 
designated as an Area of 
Separation as shown in 
Figure 13. Development 
proposals in the identified gap 
should be located and 
designed to maintain, and 
wherever possible, enhance 
the separation of the 
identified areas. Development 

will not be permitted if, either 
individually or cumulatively, it 
would adversely affect or 
diminish the present open 
aspect of the designated 
area.  
 
Reason – the policy as 
worded would not be in 
general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the 
adopted Local Plan. 

CFA1 (P45) It is suggested that it may be more appropriate to 
include the ‘bolded wording’ within the text 
supporting the policy, rather than in the Policy  itself. 

 
b) The existing community facility is, demonstrably, 
no longer economically viable or able to be 
supported by the community – such     viability and 
support includes fundraising and volunteering 
by parishioners and others; or… 
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Change made  

None  



BE1 (P46) Does this policy apply to all employment uses or just 
‘B’ class uses? 

 
How is ‘land that provides future potential 
employment opportunities’ defined? 

 
How does this relate to criterion a? For example, 
the policy doesn’t        make clear if the active use for 
an area that is a future potential employment 
opportunity has to be employment related. 

 
In criterion b, land that has future potential for 
employment opportunities may not be able to 
comply as it cannot be redeveloped      or reoccupied 
if it hasn’t previously been developed. 

 
How is ‘an activity that does not provide 
employment opportunities’ defined? 

 
Is the 12 months referred to in a) and the 6 months 
referred to in b) in effect 18 months in total? Or can 
they be undertaken in parallel? 

 
Can the valuation report refer to any employment 
generating uses? 
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Now omitted  
 
 
No longer an issue in view of 
change made 
 
 
 
No longer an issue in view of 
change made 
 
 
 

 Not defined  
 
 
No change 
 
 
 
No change   

Objection - the Use Classes 
Order has been amended such 
that B1 uses (offices, R&D, light 
industry)  are now incorporated 
in in a new, expansive Use Class 
E ‘commercial, business and 
service uses’ which includes 
former A class uses, and indoor 
health, sport and community 
uses. The policy should reflect 
these changes so it is fit for 
purpose by being clear about the 
uses to which it applies.   
“There will be a strong 
presumption against the loss of 
commercial premises or land that 
provides employment (offices, 
industry, storage/distribution).  ” 

 
Reason – consistency with 
national policies and guidance  
 
Objection – it is not clear whetehr 
the 12 months referred to in a) 
and the 6 months referred to in 
b) are in    effect 18 months in total 
or can they be undertaken in 
parallel? In addition, it is not 
clear what type of uses the 
valuation report will need to 
consider. This lack of clarification 
respresents an issue for potential 
applicants in terms of being 
confident that they are supplying 
the necessary evdience, but also 



for the local planning authority to 
ensure that such evidence is 
what was envisaged.  
 
Reason – to give confidence 
when determining planning 
applications (NPPG 
(Neighbourhood Planning) 
Paragraph: 041 Reference 
ID: 41-041-20140306). 
 

 
Objection–Policy BE1 requires 
commercial premises to be 
empty for 12 months which is 6 
months longer than the 
equivalent policy in the adopted 
Local Plan (Policy Ec3(3)). This 
means that the requirements are 
more onerous in the 
neighbourhood plan area than in 
the rest of the district and the 
justification for this should be 
explained in the plan.  
 
Reason – the policy as 
worded would not be in 
general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the 
adopted Local Plan. 



BE2 (P47) What are likely to be the exceptional 
circumstances referred to in criterion a? This 
could be interpreted very widely/loosely. 

 
What is development appropriate to a countryside 
location? 

 
 

It is presumed that a development is expected to 
meet all of these criteria (rather than just one) but 
this is not explicitly stated in the policy. 
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No change and whilst these 
refinements and additions could 
have been beneficial, their 
exclusion is not considered to be 
fundamental to the effectiveness 
of the plan. 
 
No change  
 

None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Objection - It is presumed 
that a development is 
expected to meet all of these 
criteria (rather than just one) 
but this is not explicitly stated 
in the policy. 
 
Reason – to give confidence 
when determining planning 
applications (NPPG 
(Neighbourhood Planning) 
Paragraph: 041 Reference 
ID: 41-041-20140306). 
 

BE3 (P48) To avoid any confusion, it would be helpful to 
state in the supporting text that in many cases 
planning permission is not required for home 
working. Then the policy could also start with 
“Where planning permission is required…” 

Change made 
 
 

None 



TR1 (P53) It is not clear as to whether all of a) to f) have to be 
satisfied, particularly as there is an ‘and’ between d) 
and e) but not other criteria. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why does the policy only apply to housing and 
commercial development? Also, what is meant by 
commercial development? 

 

Criterion f) refers to there being a “significant 
increase in traffic” whilst the first part of the policy 
refers to the need to “minimise any increase  in 
vehicular traffic”. Would it be better to say in the 
first part of the policy “ minimising the impact of 
any increase in vehicular traffic”? 
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No change  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Now refers to all development  
 
 
 
Amended as suggested  

Objection - It is presumed 
that a development is 
expected to meet all of these 
criteria (rather than just one) 
but this is not explicitly stated 
in the policy. 
 
Reason – to give confidence 
when determining planning 
applications (NPPG 
(Neighbourhood Planning) 
Paragraph: 041 Reference 
ID: 41-041-20140306). 
 

TR2 (P54) As written the first part of the policy will be difficult to 
apply to new development. It might be better to say 
“The maintenance, upgrading and , where 
appropriate, extension of the pedestrian footpath 
network in the Plan Area will be supported as part of 
new developments : 

a)  provide connections to the existing 
pedestrian footpath   network 

 
Then b) and c) as drafted. 
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Amended as suggested 

None  



TR3 (P54) No comments but we will forward separately an 
article which may be  of interest in relation to this. 

  

Additional 
comment  

  Comment 
 
Since the plan was prepared 
anew NPPF has been 
published. It would be 
appropriate to update all 
references in the document 
accordingly.  

Appendix 3 
Housing Site 
Assessments 

Refers to there being 2 housing allocations (rear of 
31 Main Street and  the Blue Bell Inn) – but Policy H1 
only identifies 1 housing allocation. 

 
Refers to ‘HDC’s emerging Local Plan’. This 
will need amending. The acronyms TG and 
HTG need writing in full on first use. 
 
Suggest that the RAG Score needs some explanation. 

 

Would be useful to see how the sites scored in 
each category to  understand how the final scores 
were arrived at. 

Amended  
 
 
 

 Acronym’s not clarified  
 
 
 
Some clarification now provided 
 
Not clarified, instead sites are only 
ranked. 

Comment 
 
 
It would be helpful to 
include the full titles for the 
acronyms TG and HTG on 
the first time of referring to 
them. 
 
 
 
Comment  
 
It would be helpful to see 
how the sites scored in 
each category to  
understand how the final 
scores were arrived at. 
 

Appendix 4 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Need to delete all references to MSOA 
E02005612 and Rockingham, Cottingham, East 
Carlton and Middleton. 

Amended   None  



Appendix 5 
Environmental 
Inventory 

It would be useful to have a map showing the 
location of the parcels of  land. 

Not changed but it is presumed 
that the reference numbers cross 
refer to Figure 6 

 

 


