Committee date: 11th August 2011

Reference: 11/00338/0OUT

Date submitted: 26.04.2011

Applicant: Mr Brian McNulty - Ashwood Land and Property Limite d
Location: The Old Clay Pit, Grantham Road, Bottesford
Proposal: Residential development of 50 dwellings including fiordable housing, open space,

attenuation pond, landscaping, access, roads andl abther associated works on
Grantham Road Bottesford.

Proposal :-

Outline planning permission is sought for the develpment of this 1.8ha site to the south

of Grantham Road, for a residential development cosisting of 50 dwellings(including
affordable units), associated infrastructure anch@ea of open space and the excavation of
balancing ponds for drainage. The site is rougbtgangular in shape, and is situated behind a
mature boundary hedge. The site was a former dtawhich was filled with waste in 1982,
and has since been restored but become over-grathrsevub and saplings. The site is fairly
flat, apart from the south side where the landsfallvay to the River Devon. The site lies
adjacent to existing housing on Grantham Roadhgowest of the site) but is surrounded on
the remaining sides by farmland on the approadb the settlement.



The application is in outline, with only the acces®eing considered at this time with all
other matters reserved for later approval. An illustrative plan submitted by the applicant
shows a single point access on to Grantham Rodld,alNiof the housing situated behind the
mature hedge. A mix of dwellings is proposed, sérivem a spine road and two cul-de-sacs
are shown, with an area of open space situatedsitppiiie entrance to a cul-de-sac to the
south of the housing.

It is considered that the main issues arising fronthis proposal are:

e Compliance with the Development Plan

« Impact upon the Character of the Area

« Impact upon Ecology

e Impact upon residential amenities

- Effects on Environment in regards to flood risk andcontamination

The application is required to be presented tdbmmittee due to the level of public interest.
Relevant History:-
The site gained planning permission in 1982 forfiliag of the clay-pit with waste.

10/00312/0OUT — Proposal for 54 dwellings, includiafjordable Housing — Withdrawn on
the 20" July 2010

Planning Policies:-

PPS 1 — Delivering sustainable DevelopmentRequires planning permission to follow the
plan-led process and to provide sustainable dewsdop and reduce climate change and the
reliance on the private car.

PPS 3 - Housingthe planning system should deliver a flexible, oesive supply of land -
which makes efficient and effective use of land;luding re-use of previously-developed
land. It requires Local Planning Authorities toritiey a 5 year lands supply. Where a 5 year
supply can not be identified, it recommends thatdld®lanning Authorities should release
proposals for new housing, providing they meet otilanning concerns and are suitable
sustainable locations. PPS3 supports the efficiese of previously developed sites
(brownfield). It promotes designs and layouts whicake efficient and effective use of land,
encouraging innovative approaches. Density of exjstlevelopment should not dictate new
housing. It emphasises the need for good qualisygdecontributing to the distinctiveness of
settlements and for new housing to contribute tml@nced housing mix meeting identified
needs.

PPS 7- Sustainable Development in Rural Areas states that many country towns and
villages are of considerable historic and architegdtvalue, or make an important contribution
to local countryside character. Planning autharisbould ensure that development respects
and, where possible, enhances these particulaitigealt should also contribute to a sense of
local identity and regional diversity and be ofappropriate design and scale for its location,
having regard to the policies on design contaimgdRS1 and supported in ‘By Design’.
Countryside should be protected from encroachnuerthe sake of its intrinsic character.

PPS 9 — Biodiversity and Geological Conservation K-is a statutory duty under the Wildlife
and Countryside Act to afford protection to speltiabitat. Precautionary approach/refusal of
permission in instances where insufficient inforimats provided to assess the above

PPG 13 - Transport: states that; 'to promote more sustainable pattgevelopment and
make better use of previously developed land, twud of additional housing should be
existing town and cities'



PPS 25 — Planning and Flood-risk-Housing development should be provided follow a
sequential approach with areas of lower-risk dgyedbin preference to higher-risk sites.

Melton Local Plan (saved policies):

Policy OS2- does not allow for development outside the town dilidge envelopes shown
on the proposals map except for development essdntithe operational requirements of
agriculture and forestry, and small scale develagrfee employment, recreation and tourism.

Policy BE1 - Siting and design of buildings: Allows for newildings subject to criteria
including the design harmonising with the surromgdi no adverse impact on neighbouring
properties by loss of privacy or outlook, adequstace around and between buildings being
provided and adequate access and parking arrangebreing made.

Policies C15 -states that planning permission will not be grarfreddevelopment which

would have an adverse effect on the habitat of lifiélpecies protected by law unless no
other site is suitable for the development and dbeelopment is designed to protect the
species or provision is made for the transfer efgpecies to an alternative site of equal value.

Policy H7 allocates sites for housing and seeksrneure that an appropriate level of
Affordable Housing is provided. Where sites ar¢ altocated the Council will negotiate for

the inclusion of an element of affordable housiagihg regard to site, size, suitability, the
economics of provision and the need to achieve usihg development that incorporates a
mix of housing types in accordance with the prauisiof circular 06/98

Melton LDF Core Strategy: seeks to focus development in Melton Mowbray witbnaall
balance (20%) in the surrounding Borough, and wittvision/contribution of 40% affordable
housing from all developments, and expectationsptoduce mixed, integrated housing
developments and meet local needs by addressintifidd imbalances in housing stock in all
locations. ldentifies villages by virtue of a hierlay reflecting their sustainability and,
therefore, suitability for development and Bottedfts noted as a Category 1 village suitable
for some growth

Consultations:-

Consultation reply Assessment of Head of Regulatorgervices
LCC Highways — No objections subject tpThe application is in outline form far
conditions relating to:- consideration of the access only. Grantham

Road is a classified road which allows access
« Visibility splays to the entrance ononto the A52. The site boundary consists| of
Grantham Road mature hedging along the highway and this will

- Access, roads, parking, turning to be ijeed to be cut backithinned to allow for the

. . appropriate visibility splays. Whilst the hedging
accordance  with  LCC |_"ghW‘Wprovides a level of screening it has been alloyed

Standards to grow to a considerable height and gaps have
* Footway to be provided to the southgrappeared. The hedge would benefit from routine
side of Grantham Road maintenance and would allow the development

«  Wheel cleansing for construction traffic site to form part of the streetscene ensuringithat

< Plan showina routing of constructid r]would integrate with the village instead of ‘hiding
9 9 away’ behind the hedge.

traffic
* Provide parking within site fof The Highways Authority have no objection to
construction traffic the proposed development
Parish Council — Object on the following Noted
grounds:-

» Non-compliance with Melton Local PlanThe Local Plan directs development within the
which is against ribbon development |ofillage envelopes. The site lies outside villdge
this sort, and prefers infilling envelope where development can only |be

accepted with special justification.




Health hazards from dumped materials

site not in the centre.

Affordable housing already bein
actively sought in the village

No footpath link to centre of village. Th
site is too far out of the village and wi
result in car use.

Will increase pressure for parking
town centre where traffic flow an
parking already problematic

Development is in flood-plain and wi
result in floodwater
elsewhere and flooding other property
weir sluice control should be automateq

Already problems with sewage and la|
of water pressure in this area of village
report from Severn-Trent needed

The area has been restored and shoul
considered to be a greenfield site T
brownfield

being moved

A Contamination Report has been submitted
independently assessed by the Environm

Bore-holes drilled around the edge of thAgency who is satisfied with the mitigatig

measures as outlined within the repg
Conditions can be imposed to ensure that
work is carried out in accordance with the det
and that further investigations take place.

The Environment Agency are satisfied that
appropriate survey has been undertaken and
that the site can be remediated.

g
with the application stipulates that 20 afforda

housing units would be provided within t
development site. There are currently no o
applications for affordable housing with
Bottesford.

eAn extension to the footpath would be required

Bottesford has been categorised as a Sef
Centre due to the level of services availaf
pWhilst planning policies seek to reduce reliar
gon the car, car use cannot be ruled out as tlas
matter of choice by the residents.
The Highways Authority have raised no
objection to the proposal.

| The site lies in Flood Zone 1 as shown on
Environment Agency’s flood maps. Floo
risk/drainage assessments have been carrieg
and independently reviewed by the Environm
Agency with no objections raised subject
conditions.

C

E)evelopers would have to pay connect
charges to responsible bodies to upgr
infrastructure

" he site lies outside of the village envelope
ottesford and is considered to be designa
pen countryside. Whilst the site was forme
used as a landfill site, when the use ceased
land was restored. There has been evide

'Y

conditions were complied with and that the la
due to its natural evolution is a greenfield site.
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provided by the County Council to show that the
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Police Architectural Liaison Whilst the
proposed development is currently vacant I3
there is no recorded crime at the site at pres
However, there are levels of recorded crime in
village comprising of burglary, theft, damage
property and motor vehicles and theft of and fr
motor vehicles to name the most comm
offences reported.

Noted.

nd,

efhe application is for outline planning consent
tier the principles of the development for 50
tdwellings and access into the site only. A
pmatters relating to the design, layout, scale
cand appearance would be considered with
reserved matters application and conditions

could be imposed in relation to boundary




The development should contain adequ
measures to limit opportunities for this behavi
through good design principles and Secured

Design physical measures (doors, windows etc).

Observations are made on the indicative site |
in order to further enhance the scheme in rela
to crime prevention.

In relation to plot 1, windows should &
introduced in the side gable in order to moni
vehicles parked on the driveway adjace

ateeatments and landscaping
ur

by

blan
tion

e
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nt.

Although plots 1 and 2 overlook the shared

driveway, Concerns are raised that during d
periodsthis area may be vulnerable to tar
vehicles, especially if there are no windows alq
the side gable to monitor activity.

Plots 9 and 10 indicate a shared footpath to
rear of properties. If so the entrance to
alleyway should contain a gate with a furth
lockable gate to each property served off

alleyway.

Plot 12, concerns raised regarding the parking
location at the side of the property. Due to
adjoining field adjacent to the shared driveway
is felt that this is a vulnerable location. T
parking bay would be better located in view
plot 12 like plot 13. Windows to the side gable
plot 13 should be introduced to provi
surveillance to the adjoining land areas.

Careful consideration of the boundary treatmen
be installed around the site perimeter of plot
and plot 28 is required to prevent access into
site from the adjoining land. The boundg
treatment close to the isolated garages and pal
areas should allow surveillance of the parked
and should not be of solid construction

It will be important to maintain the LAP area wi
acceptable management procedures in plac
safeguard their future maintenance and to d
crime. Crime and anti social activity is more likeg
to occur in places that are unattractive and diee
impression of not being cared for. The ODH
Safer Places Document gives guidance in
regard.
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LCC Archaeology - the site has been check
against the Leicestershire & Rutland Histo
Environment Record (HER) and it is n
considered that any archaeological work
required as part of the scheme.

The site has a low potential and as such be
ground remains are unlikely to be affected by
works.
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LCC Ecology —no objection
Protected Species

A great crested newt survey (Lockhart Garr
May 2011) has been submitted in support of
application. It is noted from the report that #hg
was no evidence of great crested newts on 9
However, the pond presently on the applicaﬂ;
site (due to be destroyed) supported bree
smooth newts. Therefore it is recommended [
the removal of this pond is completed followi
best practice guidelines. In addition, t
recommendations found in section 8 of the ref
should be followed.

It is recommend that, prior to the commencem
of the development, a walkover survey for rept
is completed by an ecologist. If any reptiles
found, works should only proceed in accordal
with advice from the ecologist.

Habitat Retention and Creation

The hedgerows to be retained should not
incorporated into residential curtilage, as thel}
be susceptible to loss over time. It

recommended that a buffer is in place between
hedgerow and the development. This may bg
the form of a path, road or public open space.

This development may help to create important
particularly surrounding the proposed
pond/wetland area. It is strongly recommend that
this is designed to retain some water at all times
he
ated
for

habitat,

throughout the year. This would also allow

loss of the existing pond on site to be compens
for. To allow this to be of the greatest value
wildlife, it is recommend that a condition

forwarded to the applicant with any permissi
granted stating that details of landscaping

open space must be submitted with the

application and ecology should be conside|
within this.

athe proposal subject to conditions requiring a
tivealk over of the site prior to development.
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A Protected Species Survey’'s have bee
submitted and there has been no objection t
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Natural England — No objection

Satisfied that the information provided whi
ensures there will be further ecological
surveys providedt later planning stage to enal]
full mitigation to be discussed and agreed
Melton Borough Council and Natural England.

KA condition is required to secure further

Noted.

surveys to be submitted should the proposal b
lsuccessful.
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L.C.C Minerals - The application site is within
mineral consultation area but in view of t
previous extraction and backfilling that has tak
place on the site and proximity to residen
properties, it is not considered there is a nee
safeguard minerals on or adjoining the site.

With
previously taken place on the site the Council

aThe applicants have contested that the site
heemediated

i@lonsidered as brownfield.
d to

regard to the waste tipping that h

in accordance with the previg
grermissions and maintain that the land should

County Council have stated that the land
restored in accordance with the previous cons
awithout recourse to formal enforcement acti

was
us
be

vas
ents
DN,

h&PS3 states that 'Land that has been devel

oped
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no additional information on what materials werfor minerals extraction or waste disposal
in the applicatiorandfill
However the site does not meet the definition oéstoration has been made through ‘developm
land has beeontrol'
restored under the terms of a planning permissidmownfield land.
The fact that the infilling was done in accordance

tipped than is contained

brownfield land because the

with previous planning permissions requiring
site to be restored (ref. no. 1987/0657/06
1981/0636/06) mean that the land is greenfield.

purposes where provision for

is excluded from the definition

hEven if restoration had not been completed tg

&e satisfaction of the planning authority
(which is not the case) this does not lead to th
site being brownfield in terms of the PPS3
definition because provision had been mad
for restoration by planning condition. PPS3
does not require the land to be 'remediated
but merely that 'provision for restoration has
been made through development control' and
this was the case.
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Environment Agency- The proposed
development will only be acceptable if t
following measure(s) as detailed in the Flood R
Assessment submitted with this application

implemented and secured by way of a plann
condition on any planning permission.

Noted, these matters can all be controlled
neneans of a condition as recommended by
igknvironment Agency.

are

ifthe Environment Agency has independently
reviewed the flood and contamination reports

the

and is satisfied with their content and
* Finished floor and site levels conclusions, prior to arriving at this
e SUDs recommendation.
* Contamination
e Pollution prevention
Newark Area Internal Drainage Board — No | Noted.
objection
It is noted on the application that surface wasefr i
to be directed to a pond as Sustainable Drainage
System (SUDS).
It has to be presumed that an outfall at a higbllev
will discharge excess water from the pond to|an
adjacent watercourse therefore the Drainage Board

Byelaw applies whereby any new outfall to any

watercourse in the district requires the pr
consent of the Drainage Board. Run-off from
developed site must be limited to 2.1 litres
second per hectare or that which could
expected from the land in its present condition.
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Severn Trent Water Authority — No objections
subject to conditions requiring drainage plans

Noted.
for

the disposal of foul sewage and surface water.




MBC Housing Policy Officer— Noted.

The proposed development will consist of fiftyfhe Applicant has stated that the market housing
one and two storey 2, 3, 4 and 5 bed dwellingstoposal will secure 20 of the 22 affordable

because this is an outline application no figuré®using units which have been identified throu
are available in relation to the number of eadhe borough’s Housing Needs Study. Whilst
dwelling type that will be provided. Thisproposal, if successful, could go a long W
information would be helpful to ensure theowards addressing this shortfall, the 22
development meets local housing need. |Adentified is in addition to provisions to K
mentioned above, in the rural north there i$ secured through S106 contributions from mar
shortfall of smaller housing, in particular |Zhousing proposals as part of the overall houg

gh
he
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as
e

ket
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bedroom houses and older person downsizisgpply. Whilst the Applicants points out that the

accommodation. Therefore, this developme@ouncil has no adopted SPG for secur
should focus on delivering smaller houses armdfordable housing the Council has underta

ng
en

bungalows rather than large executive housisgveral assessments in order to be informed by an
since there is a surplus of larger housing in [tlewidence base of housing need (househoplds
area. unable to access suitable housing withput

application will provide a 40% affordable housingwhere there is evidence of need”.
contribution, as standard for developments over 6
dwellings. Therefore, the 50 units proposed by thihe 40% policy requirement was adopted

financial assistance) and the development plan
With regard to affordable housing the proposeublicy (H7 of the Local Plan) requires provision

in

development will contribute 20 affordable units.| accordance with saved policy H7 of the Melton

Local Plan in January 2008 under the sg
The 2007 Housing Need Survey identified a negaocesses and procedures which have previg
for 22 affordable homes. This proposal shoukkt the threshold and contribution requireme
therefore work towards providing a mix

affordable housing which reflects the identifi
need. The tenure of the affordable units
needs to be discussed further with the Coundi. is considered that, whilst sufficient, the

@orough.

The Councils current policy position focuses on@roposal does not offer any greater benefits

tenure split of 70% social rent and 30% sharg¢dan what would normally be required for a
ownership. Also, the layout of the scheme wilharket housing proposal that was sited within
need to ensure the affordable housing is welle village envelope. The ‘offer’ of affordable

integrated to encourage social cohesiohousing is considered to meet, but not

Furthermore, the affordable units provided by thmutweigh, the development plan and it ig
site will need to be taken on by a Registeremnsidered that it does not constitute materia
Provider (RP), who may have their own conditionsonsideration which  would warrant a
to which the affordable units will need to adhere.departure contrary to policy OS2.

MBC Policy & Performance—

for affordable housing within the Melton

me
usly
nts

Sustainable Development- The site is situateg Noted. The proposal could only be supported if
outside the village envelope for Bottesford, in H&ere were special reasons that would outweigh
open countryside, as identified in the Meltpthe development plan policy OS2. As stated

Local Plan. Policy OS2 restricts development| idPove it is considered that little weight can

be

such locations, with a number of exceptions; tréforded to the argument on providing affordaple

application proposal meets none of these criterf2using as the level proposed would be requ
The objective of policy OS2 is to restricih any event.

development in the open countryside to preserve

the character and appearance of the countryslfieorder to support Sustainable Development
and prevent expansion of settlements. As such| ffiiectives The Core Strategy seeks to dired
village envelopes are positioned to limit th€0% of housing development to the town with
expansion of the built environment into the ope#0% allocated to the rural villages that have
countryside whilst providing the capability pfoeen considered to be sustainable. Whils
accommodating infill in villages. This aimBottesford is considered to be a sustainable
continues to be reflected in the Core Strategy [ait¢ location is outside of the settlement wher
national policy guidance. The current propos8Evelopment is not supported.

seeks consent for a substantial residential

development in the open countryside which would

8
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be contrary to these objectives.

Furthermore, the Core Strategy, in continuing
implement national and regional policy at a lo
level, seeks to ensure new development is loc
where there is good access to jobs, health
community facilities, education, shops, leisu
sport and recreation facilities. The reliance
travel by car will also be reduced by locati
development where it can be accessed by f
bicycle or public transport. To this end about 8
of new housing will be located in Meltg
Mowbray as this offers the most sustainal
approach to the broad location of developme
The current proposal is for a large hous
development which would be contrary to this &
being located away from the Melton Mowbr
Sub-Regional Centre. Whilst Bottesford

classified as a Rural Centre the developm
strategy considers such locations only suitable|
housing development within the existing bu
form of the village, with an exception fq
affordable dwellings which will meet locg
housing needs. In terms of its location within
village itself, the site is approximately 1km frg
the centre where the majority of services 3
facilities are located. This relatively remg
location is likely to encourage use of the priv
motor vehicle to access the village centre.

5 Year Land Supply - PPS3 requires local
authorities to demonstrate sufficient specific
sites to deliver a supply of housing in the first
five years, a five year land supply. This has
been evidenced in the 2010 Annual Monitoring
Report and the amount of dwellings with a
reasonable prospect of being delivered in the
next five years constitutes in excess of a 5 yea
supply. There is no significant undersupply of
land in the Borough which would require the
allocation of a site which does not accord with
the spatial vision for the area and would
undermine wider policy objectives. The site
was examined through the 2009 SHLAA
process and it was determined to be non
developable.
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The Governments key objective for housing,
established in PPS3 is to ensure that everyone
the opportunity of living in a decent home, whi
they can afford, in a community where they w.
to live. In order to satisfy this objective PP
requires all LPA’s to provide and maintain
2 continuous  five year supply of deliverab
r housing sitesWhere 5 years supply cannot be
demonstrated local planning authorities are
advised to consider planning applications for
housing favourably and such it is considerg
that this issue has the potential to be
consideration to balance against the Developn
Plan. However, if a deliverable five year la
supply is available, local planning authoriti
may resist any speculative applications that
not considered appropriate. PPS3 states th
deliverable site must be available, suitable

contribute to the creation of sustainable, mi
communities) and achievable (there is
reasonable prospect that housing will be delive
on the site within 5 years).

The Applicants have contested the Council
Year land supply and have calculated that
Council at best has a 4.3 year supply only. T
has been devised from including sites that
agents consider to be ‘windfall sites’ al
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suitable location for development and would
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Greenfield Site-The applicant makes reference
the fact that the land is previously developed ja
this is not the case. PPS3 provides a definitio
such land and excludes “Land that has b
developed for minerals extraction or wa
disposal by landfill purposes where provision
restoration has been made through developn
control procedures.” Following mineral extracti
on the site consent was granted by Leicesters
County Council in 1982 for tipping was
(81/0636); attached to this consent conditi
require restoration of the site upon completi
Following a further consent in 1988 to utili

correct to say that
supply assessment, when development
expected to take place (i.e infill development t

forms an expected part of overall supply) it d

within the 5 year land supply figures.

It is calculated that the Borough has had
oversupply of housing since 2006, totalling 2
units. It is considered that this quantity can
deducted from the requirement for the nex

amounts to 580 units (from 850 for the nex
years).

The Council has included small sites which are
conformity with the development plan (t
applicants refers to this as ‘windfall sites’)
when added to the large sites the Council is
to demonstrate 618 units which is in excess of
5 year land supply target as set out above.
applicant does not agree with the Coun
approach and provides an appeal decision to
forward their case. However the appeal quad
under supplying and is carrying over t
undersupply across the 15 year plan period.
Inspector considered this approach to
reasonable giving the ability to the local autho

planned strategy for growth.

The Council is of the opinion that PPS 3 - five
year land supply, is met and therefore do not

housing. The site is in the open countrysidg
and the site therefore is not appropriate for

and in the absence of any shortfall of supply, i
is not considered that PPS 3 requirements ca
be balanced against it.

tdbloted. See comments from LCC Minerals.
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further capacity in the void (87/0657) restorat

across the plan period (15 years). Whilst it| i
unidentified  windfa
development should not be included in the 5 y

not meet the definition of a windfall developme
and it is therefore acceptable to be inclug
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to have a greater amount of time to deliver

need to consider this site necessary to delive

development in terms of the Development Plan
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of the site was also required; enforcement ac
took place in 1990 as a result of non-complia
with this requirement. Not only is the lar
excluded from the definition of previous
developed land for this reason but PPS3

excludes land which “has blended
landscape in the process of time”. The applica
site is also considered to meet this exception.

Housing Density - Recent alterations to PP
have removed the minimum density requireme
of 30 dwellings per hectare required previous
instead more emphasis is placed upon identify
the distinctive features that define the characfe
a particular local area. The indicative layq
submitted with the application suggests
development of much greater density than
current properties in the vicinity.

tion
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s3I hat there is no longer a minimum dens
nmsquirement is noted. The proposal is conside
Iyo be of a form very urban in character in relat
ilg the open and spacious character of
rsurrounding development.
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Developer Contributions-

Waste -There will be no request for contributio
for this application as the nearest CA site
Bottesford has sufficient capacity for
development of this size.

Libraries - The proposed development at the (
Clay Pit, Grantham Rd, Bottesford is within 1 K

Noted If the development is consider
acceptable a Section 106 Legal Agreement
ngover developer contributions would be neede
at
a

DId
m

of Bottesford Library on Grantham Rd being the

nearest local library facility which would serveet
development site. The library facilitig
contribution would be £2,720.

Education- At the present time there is surpl
capacity in the local secondary school.
education contribution is therefore not required
this sector. However please note that it is ctos
generating a claim which may affect futu
requests.

However the local primary school is full a
forecast to remain so with a deficit of 24 plare
addition to the 12 places that would be gener
by the development. Consequently an educa
contribution of £145,188.12 is requested
Bottesford C of E Primary School.

LCC Highways - Public Transport

To comply with Government guidance in PPG
PPS1 and circular 05/05 the followin
contributions would be required in the interestg
encouraging sustainable travel to and from
site, achieving modal shift targets, and redug
car use.

» Travel Packs; to inform new residen
from first occupation what sustainab
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(can be supplied by LCC at £50.18
pack).

e 6 month bus passes, two per dwelling
application forms to be included
Travel Packs and funded by t

developer); to encourage new resident
use bus services, to establish change
travel behaviour from first occupatig
and promote usage of sustainable trg
modes other than the car (can be supp
through LCC at (average) £331.20 q
pass — NOTE it is_verwnlikely that a
development will get 100% take-up
passes, 25% is considered to be a h
take-up rate).

Improvements to 2 nearest bus st
(including raised and dropped kerbs
allow level access); to support mode
bus fleets with low floor capabilities. A
£3108.00 per stop.

Information display cases at 2 nearest
stops; to inform new residents of t
nearest bus services in the area.
£138.00 per display.

However if the configuration of the site shou
change, we would expect to be consulted again

NHS Lincolnshire PCT

A formal request for Section 106 Funding for
Health contribution to support the increasi
capacity of local Primary Care services provid
from the Welby Practice based at Bottesford .

A contribution of £45,200 is request which
based on £904 per dwelling.

This request has now been withdrawn
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hilisis considered that these contributions relate
h@ppropriately to the development in terms of
Mpeir nature and scale, and as such ar
appropriate matters for an agreement.
However, the developer has provided a draf
|dHeads of Terms for s106 agreement agreein
_to the Education and Library requests.

Noted.
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Representations:

A site notice was posted and neighbouring propedtmsulted. As a result 47 letters of objectiamir
39 separate households have been received andtedslaif support on the application. The

representations are detailed below:

Objection

Representations

Assessment of Head of RegulatorgrSices

Local Plan/sustainability
e Should be rejected as it is outside
village envelope and not agricultural
Melton Core Strategy plan also stat
that Bottesford is a Category 1 villa

ofhe site is outside the village envelope wh
special control exists for residential dwelling
cgsually tied to rural business for worke
@ccommodation or affordable housing as

and developments within villages |rexception site. A residential development of
these categories should be "small sqaséfe does not comply with the development p
infill development within their existing policy OS2 and is not supported.

built form

ere
S!

an
his
an

Should be infill housing developmentolicy H6 of the Adopted Local Plan allows f
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only

Too large to qualify as an exception sit

The emerging Core Strategy propos
that the village of Bottesford an
Easthorpe should remain separate

The site is not allocated for housingrhe Local Plan seeks to direct new housing

within the Local Plan and should not
developed

Not a sustainable location — not enou
employment in village for residents

No longer a through bus service a
public transport is poor. The applicant
wrong regarding the time tables as thg
have changed

Trains could be cut at any time and E

Midlands Train want to prevent evening

trains from stopping at Bottesford

Large-scale development is not neec
in Bottesford and will destroy it as
village

Site too far from shops/services and w
result in car use to access them.

The resulting increased population w
put a strain on existing services, €
mains sewage pipes, electricity a
village resources.

small scale development ‘within’ the envelof
The Core Strategy identifies Bottesford as a R
Service Centre suitable for some growth to m
local needs and support existing services aidin
the sustainability of the village.

eThe development is for market housing with
requirement to provide 40% of affordah
housing. It is not being considered as
exception site which allows for small siz
developments containing affordable housing or

5€Fhe village envelope constrains developm
dwithin the boundary to prevent sprawl and pol
OS2 along with PPS 7 is to guard against
coalescence of settlements.

P&ites within village envelopes. The local pl
dates from 1999 — 2006 and most of the polig
contained within the plan were saved by
Secretary of State in 2007 and remain extant
the adoption of the LDF. Policy OS2 is the m
relevant which restricts development outside
the village envelopes.

9R will not be possible for there to be employmé
for all of the residents locally. Howeve
Ngottesford remains a sustainable location

IBublic transport is reasonable for a rural area.
2se

ast

adot all development can be within the centre

the shops. Larger villages act as a service &
iflor surrounding areas as well as for the residk
within the village itself. Bottesford has be
considered to be a highly sustainable villg
which could sustain a small amount of n
development within the village envelope

support future and existing demand.

-®rder to support the development this will be
Nthe cost to the developer.

illf the existing infrastructure requires upgrading i
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&he village and there is no land available closg to
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Highways
50 dwellings will increase traffic o
Grantham Road

Access is on busy road near to cor

would create dangers to highway users

There are no footpaths and pedestri
would be in danger

The A52 is listed as one of the ma
dangerous A roads. The increase o
further 100 cars using the three junctig
onto the A52 will create further hazards
Traffic flow through the village no
accounted for

Highway visibility splay inadequate fqg
number of vehicles

Will conflict with Sunday Market traffic
The submitted traffic assessment e

mentions that traffic was in excess of the

speed limit in this location — a ne
access would not doubt be dangerous
The highway access is very poor at

proposed entrance and within a 40 M}
speed area. Even if the 40 MR
restriction was moved people would st
speed along the road

Risk to cyclists and pedestrians

nThe Highway Authority raises no objectio
subject to conditions, see assessment above.

1q'rhe site sits on the Grantham Road on &
stretch of road which is subject to a 40 mph
Adpeed restriction. There is no footpath on the
south side which would need to be providec
sdlong with a cycle path should permission be
fanted. The Highways Authority has also
tipulated, by means of imposing a condition
that a pedestrian crossing be installed ang
""possible extension to the 30 mph restriction s
I that the development is contained within that
speed limit.

>,

=

en

Character of the Area

Too big a development — affects ru
character

Urbanises village and affects
character
Development
surroundings
The site layout is to dense and not
keeping with this part of the village
Over-dominant and oppressive

Much higher density than surroundi
which impacts upon the character of
area.

Bottesford will lose its village characts
and will become too large like Binghan

not in keeping wit

rur F

alt is considered that 50 dwellings could resulgi
development with a ‘urban’ form that does not
s omfortably with edge of settlement location

surrounding form of development. PPS 3 states
that density of surrounding area should not dictate
hdensity of new development. However,

The

Geduce the height of the hedge and could not be

:rh@een as an opportunity to screen the development.

Due to the large scale of development proposed it
»is inevitable that the character of the area wquld
be altered from its existing form.

The application is in outline form with matters
consideration relating to the access arrangements
only however an indicative layout plan has been
provided which shows an arrangement of housing
along a spinal road, which would lead in to cul-
de-sacs with the housing in groups. Whilst thi
an improvement on the previous layout sho
the earlier proposal there is no doubt that a
development of this size, on the edge of the
village, would alter the character of the area.

1
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The proposed type of dwellings are g
of keeping with the character of the are

The villages of Easthorpe and Bottesfq
are separate entities and should not
merged by development

keeps villages apart

Will have negative impact on th
character of the village adding furth
encroachment into the countryside

site of natural beauty which will imping
of residents views
This site is currently shielded by tre

and bushes, but behind these is a visu W

acceptable open space which will
impacted upon should a development
approved.

The dominance of such a densely pac
estate, removing any glimpse of such
heritage asset (Belvoir Castle)
unacceptable in rural area

Visually intrusive and will impact upo
the views from nearby dwellings

Green fields are part of character tharownfield where there is no presumption in

Site is outside of the village and within 3,

Uvlatters relating to design have not been
aSubmitted and can not be assessed in this oy
application. Design would be dealt with unde
reserved matters application if this applicat

was successful.

Ira
on

rghis is noted, but careful development can eng
lr)lglat there is no merging of settlements.
The site is considered to be Greenfield and naqt
favour of development. The site has no special
edesignation but is outside of the village
cgnvelope and is there considered as opeg
countryside. Development of this nature is no
supported by policy and there are no material
considerations which would warrant a
departure from the local plan.

n

Although matters relating to layout, siting and
ppearance of the development are not ones
Econsideration at this time an indicative layoutp
has been provide. The layout shows that vi
psould be created to allow views from the roads
afrough the development out towards

bgountryside and the river Devon.

a
ide
he
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lﬁatters relating to loss of view from resident
properties are not considerations taken i
e@count on planning proposals as they are
‘@lanning matters’ no one has a right to a view

is

Flood/drainage

Flooding is likely/close to flood-plain
Disagree that the site lies out of the flo
zone as the site does flood

Concerned that surface water will run
to the river Devon which could cau
properties at Easthorpe View to flood
what will happen in extreme storms
The proposed balancing pond will

ineffective and could not cope with flagh

floods

Extra hard surface/dwellings will floo
other property

No doubt flood issues will be design g
for future residents leaving existin
home owners to suffer the consequenc

of
the
he

e

1 in

The location for the housing would be outside
the flood zone 2 and 3 as shown on
oEnvironment Agency’s flood maps. Closer to
River Devon the site at that location is within
flood zone however no buildings are proposec
this part of the site.

'Wnder the Surface Water Management Act 20
5&he requirement for the use of Sustainable Ur
Drainage (SUD) systems is required on
development of this scale. The attenuation p
droposed is one form of SUD and will allg
retention of surface water which controls run

10,

ond
W
off
of
DW

'rates preventing flooding of the site. The aim
SUDS is to restrict development runoff peak fl

drates to predevelopment rates, in this cas
greenfield run off rates will apply.
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g
es

D

15

tline

ure

for

stas

not

ban



Extra strain on drainage which is poor
STW have been out to unblock t
sewers several times this year. T
proposal will add to this problem

Zdeveloper may need to fund upgrading, and
h(éould be controlled by means of a condition.

The application has been supported with
appropriate  reports which have been
independently reviewed by the Environment
Agency and they raise no objection subject t(
conditions, (see above).

this

Overlooking/loss of amenity

Planning statement submitted is not tf
in relation to scale and lack
overlooking.
Noise/dust/dirt/smell  whilst
work carried out

Noise from proposed car-parking area

Property will be overlooked
Loss of privacy to neighbourin

properties

Devalue existing properties

building This would be controlled by Environment

u€he submitted layout is only illustrative at th

windows, scale etc

Health.

Noted, but layout only illustrative at this stage

g

This is not a planning consideration.

is

ofstage and there is no indication as to position of

Contamination

Will require expensive remediation
contamination

Site had licence for inert tipping, b
locals know that other materia
including asbestos (medium risk) a
arsenic, mercury and nickel were al
dumped (high-risk) — health risk
Developing this site could put others
risk from landfill gas

Excavation of the site could cau
contamination to both land and wat
affecting the river Devon

Brownfield sites /landfill not suitable fo
development

hfNoted — it is for the developer to assess whe
economic to develop

"rhe Environmental Health Officer has review
Sthe contamination report and concludes that i
ndound.

S0

at

5&Gee response above from the Environm
eAgency.

=

Government advice directs new housing
derelict and vacant sites — they are suitable
appropriate remediation. However this site
considered to be a Greenfield site as restoratig
the land took place (see minerals response abg

The application has been supported W
appropriate  Environmental reports and
objections have been raised subject to conditio

ther
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Wildlife

Will result in loss of habitat and wildlife
Site contains grass snakes/ amphibig

Appropriate surveys have been submitted ang
M@ve been independent reviewed by bot

Leicestershire County Council Ecologist and
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reptiles/bats/water-voles/wildbirds(King- Natural England. Neither consultee objects tq
beinghe proposal subject to conditions (see above)

brownfield and the reports do not seem

fishers) and otters, despite
to acknowledge this.

The submitted survey has
estimated the number of wild

particular birds that use this site

The site is attracting a lot of wildli
which would be lost if developme
proceeded

under
life,

f As part of the Sustainable Urban Drainage sys

tprovisions are to be made to enhance
biodiversity of the site as well as manage the
of rate from the site.

Affordable Housing

Wrong location for affordable housing
should be near centre and amenities

The Affordable housing will not b
affordable as the developer will wan

—Policy requires affordable dwellings on all
appropriate sites. The affordable hous
proposed for this scheme would form part of
overall housing supply, over and above t
identified for specifically local needs by the Ru
Homes Enabler.

tpousing would be borne by the developer.

affordable units would be managed by

tem
the
run

ng
he
hat
ra

- The cost of development, market or affordaple
The
a

need ,t‘? claw back costs of tln(?egistered social land lord.
remediation work.
Others
e« Loss of view of Vale of Belvoir from Loss of view is not a material consideration and
dwellings and footpath other views will be taken into account at the
reserved matters stage should approval be granted
*  Schools do pot have capacity — teach "Yee LCC consultation response above| —
standards will fall contributions are sought to enable the expansion
of theprimary schol, due to limited capacity.
+ Doctors surgery not large enough See Noted, no evidence received to support this
»  Other utility services cannot cope Noted, no evidence received to support this
* Not a brownfield site See commentary in relation 0

There’s no need for a development
such scale there are empty proper
within the village

Brownfield/Greenfield

dfach application should be viewed on its meritg
ies

No changes proposed which sho

warrant a different recommendation then
refusal for the earlier application that

Id
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was withdrawn

Campaign to Protect Rural England — objects
to the proposal.

The proposal is contrary to the local pl
policy OS2 and there is no spec
justification for a development of th
size.

The site is a former landfill site and h
high contamination which would be
serious health risk to residents

The development would increase ‘ribb
development’ and elongates the villa
which is out of character with the villag
A development of this size woul
increase the flood risk to the village
Added pressure on the village schog
services and highways

Noted. See above.

al

7]

Support

Representation

Assessment of Head of Regulatoryr8iees

Wishes to support the application,
order to keep the village vibrant

encouraging new houses will ensure t

local facilities i.e. post office, school
library will be maintained,

The village needs more housing to all
the young people to stay in the villa
and in desperate need for afforda
housing.

The local business's need the n

housing to keep them open and rem

ihe village of Bottesford has been consider

haervice centre for the borough. This is bec
sthe village offers a variety of services such
local shops, pubs, café’s, schools and he
services all offering employment opportunities.

The development proposed is situated outsid
the village envelope in what has been design
as open countryside, it is for this reason that

with the Local Plan.

pWhe Council is not opposed to Affordah

gedousing, it is a Council’s priority to help to me

pithe borough’s local need and the local p
contains a policy which actively suppo
affordable housing schemes outside of the vill
envelope however this development proposal i
excess of what can be considered as an ‘exce
site’ and the developer is relying on mar
housing to support the provision of the affordal
dwellings.

There is a requirement for all market housing
developments to provide 40% provisions fof
affordable housing and this development is no
offering any more than what would be
required through a S106 agreement for 4
private market housing developments.

e\Bottesford is one of the largest villages in t

e
be a highly sustainable location and named}

to
s a
use
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alth

e of
ated
the

proposal is not supported as it does not comply

le
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alsorough. Whilst the Council wishes to supp
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viable

The garage/store has recently closed
to lack of business. Local busines
struggle to compete with larger sup
markets. More residents will help

retain trade in the village
Construction jobs will be
benefiting local tradesman

create

the local business’s in the village it should net
at the cost of losing greenfield sites.
proposal for 50 dwellings would be contain
outside of the \village envelope
development of this nature is not supported.

didere could be a number of reasons why
5’Business ceases trading. A petrol station
esubject to competition and consumer choice.

(o]

dNoted.
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Other material considerations (not raised through onsultation or representation)

Considerations

Assessment of Head of Regulatory Seéces

Application of Development Plan and other
planning policy.

The application site is situated outside of
village envelope for Bottesford and within t
open countryside, where new development of
nature is resisted by Policy OS2 of the adop
Melton Local Plan.

hgustification for the proposal.
this

The proposal is contrary to the development p
and should be refused unless there are s
reasons to warrant a deviation from the Lo
helan. The applicant has not advanced suffic

t&danning Policy Statement 3; Housing, indica
that if a 5 year supply of land cannot be idenifi
then Local Planning Authorities should lo
favourably on suitable residential developme
and that a lack of supply can constitute a ‘male
consideration’ that can outweigh a poli
objection.

In this instance, it is considered that there is ng
undersupply of housing land that would
warrant the grant of planning permission.

The land concerned is a Greenfield site and P
gives advice on a sequential approach
identifying housing sites when prepari
Development Plans. It states that the locatior
new development should follow a sequen
approach so that it meets housing requiremen
the most sustainable way. A search seque
should be followed starting with the re-use
previously developed land in urban areas, t
urban extensions and finally new developm
around nodes in good public transport corridors
is recognised that development may also
needed outside such areas, depending on
overall need for housing in the area, however
such cases the most sustainable option shoul
utilised as set out in Planning Policy Statemen
The criteria include: availability of previous
developed sites, location and accessibility to jg
shops, services, capacity of existing infrastruest

an,
ound
cal
ent

tes

a)

Dk
nts
ria
Cy

PS 3
to
ng
of
ial
s in
nce
of
hen
ent
5. It
be
the
L in
d be
t1.
y
bs
ur

ability to build communities and physical a

nd

19



environmental constraints of the land.

It is not considered that the proposed developn
meets the sustainability criteria set out above,
being a Greenfield site that is likely to gener
usage by the private car it is not a particulg
sustainable location and there are likely to
more sustainable brownfield sites that should
developed in preference to the current site

nent
an
ate
rly
be
be

Density of development

Whilst PPS3 seeks (greater intensity

development at locations with good transp
accessibility to facilities and the guidance a
seeks the more efficient use of available hous
sites and on brownfield land, there is no longe
requirement to meet minimum housing densitie|

Whilst the density of surrounding developme
should not dictate the density of ng
development, PPS 1 does require n
development to respect the locally distinct
character of an area and to be an approp
design.

This requires a balance to be struck between
efficient use of land and providing a developm
of an appropriate standard of design.

The site lies on the very edge of the settlem
and forms a transition between the villa
development and the countryside beyond,
where a suitable design is vital.

The density of the proposal is considered to
inappropriate and the indicative layout of
dwellings is an improvement on the previg
submitted scheme of 54 units but would s
create a very “urban” appearance to
development given the size of the site and
number of units proposed. This part of Bottesf:
has a characteristic of a more open and spaq
appearance and a development of this scale w
have an adverse impact upon the character o
area.
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Affordable housing

The level of identified need for affordab
housing is extremely high within the borough.
light of this level of need Melton Boroug
Council currently has a 40% affordable hous
policy requirement, this was adopted
accordance with saved policy H7 of the Melt
Local Plan in January 2008 under the sg
processes and procedures which have previg
set the threshold and contribution requireme
for affordable housing within the Melton Boroug
throughout the Local Plan's history.

It is considered reasonable to seek afforde
lehousing on this application and whilst t
lapplication is in outline form, the applicant h

able
he
as

hagreed in principle to the provision of affordable

ngousing although no Section 106 obligation
ilbeen advanced to deliver/control the afforda

ohousing.

me

uSlye level of affordable dwellings (20 units out
nse) is considered acceptable however the Cod

jtwould wish to see the Affordable Housing mg
integrated within the development than t

nas
ble

of
ncil
re

nat

shown on the illustrative plan.
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Layout and Design The proposed development comprises |50
dwellings, and the impact of such a scale| of
development on the character of the area has been
discussed under ‘density’ above.

The development is not considered to |be
appropriate for this edge of settlement locatipn,
although it is accepted that the application is/gnl
in ‘outline’.

Impact on residential amenity The development is in outline and it is considered
that the final layout could comply with the
separation standards normally accepted with
regard to the relationship to existing neighbouring
properties and the provision of suitable boundary
treatment would also ensure that the privacy of all
occupants would be protected to within acceptable
levels.

The only issue to be considered is that of access
and it is considered that the access proposed
would not create any issues of amenity ffor
residents.

Conclusion

This is a greenfield site outside the village eopel for Bottesford within the open countryside and
therefore is in a location that represents an w@eable encroachment in to the countryside contary
the advice contained in PPS 7 and policy OS2 ofLiheal Plan. The development is not one of the
types of development permitted within the counttgsby policy OS2 and the applicant has not
advanced sufficient justification for allowing tlievelopment contrary to the development plan. As
such, it is considered that there are no matewakiderations that would warrant the granting of
planning permission in this instance as there isdentifiable 5 year housing supply as required by
PPS3.

The site is not in a sustainable location and @getbpment would encourage the use of the private
motor car, and it represents a sizeable elemethieodverall annual housing requirement that shbeld
directed to Melton Town and the release of gre@hfsites should be on the basis of the Plan-led
system and considered and assessed through thekegslopment Framework process and not on the
basis of individual applications.

The development of 50 dwellings on a site of thize svould result in an urban form in an edge of
settlement location where the general charactef i3 more spacious and open appearance and the
proposal would be detrimental to the characterfand of the settlement.

Accordingly the application is recommended for saflu

RECOMMENDATION: Refuse Permission for the Following Reasons:-

1. This is a greenfield site which lies outsidettaf village envelope and within the countryside
and in a location that represents an unacceptatdmachment in to the countryside as the
proposal is not one of the types of developmeninpieed within the countryside by Policy
OS2 of the Adopted Melton Local Plan, and the appli has not advance sufficient
justification for allowing the development contray the development plan. It is therefore
contrary to national policy contained mPS 3 and PPS 7 and it conflicts with Policy OS2 of
the Adopted Melton Local Plan.

2. Within the Borough of Melton there is currentiy identifiable 5 year housing supply as

required by PPS 3, and therefore there is no adargr need to release the application site
contrary to the provisions of the development pldie benefits that have been advanced by
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the applicant are not considered to outweigh threnh@used by the proposals and the site is
not considered to be a sustainable location whegedevelopment of a significant housing
development of this nature would be likely to getersignificant traffic movements by the
private motor car, contrary to the objectives oSRRnd PPS3.

3. The development of 50 dwellings on a site o$ tize would result in an urban form in an
edge of settlement location where the general chards of a more spacious and open
appearance and the proposal fails to reflect thallp distinctive character of Bottesford and
would be detrimental to the character and form lef settlement. The proposal would
therefore conflict with the provisions of Policy BbBf the Adopted Melton Local Plan.

Officer to contact: Mrs Denise Knipe 2° August 2011
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