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 Name  
 

Policy 
/Page  

Full Representation  
 

1 Anglian 
Water 
Services 
Limited  
Lancaster 
House, 
Lancaster 
Way, Ermine 
Business 
Park, 
Huntingdon, 
Cambridgeshi
re. PE29 6XU 

 Thank you for contacting Anglian Water on the draft Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan. I have 
checked our records and Severn Trent Water provides the water and sewerage services for the area. 
Therefore, we offer no comments on the draft document. 
  
Please note we are now using a team email address for neighbourhood plan correspondence and I 
should be grateful if you could please update your records 
ï strategicgrowth@anglian.water.co.uk.  Thank you. 
 

2 The 
Environment 
Agency,  
Scarrginton 
Road 
Nottingham  
NG2 5FA 

 The Environment Agency has no adverse comments to make on the Plan as submitted.  
 

3 Historic 
England , 
THE 
FOUNDRY 82 
GRANVILLE 
STREET 
BIRMINGHAM 
B1 2LH 

 Ref: Houghton the Hill Neighbourhood Plan Examination Consultation 
 
Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the above consultation. 
 
Having reviewed the revised neighbourhood plan, we do not consider it necessary for  
Historic England to provide further detailed comments at this time. We would refer you  
to any previous comments submitted at Regulation 14 and 16 stages, and for any  
further information to our detailed advice on successfully incorporating historic  
environment considerations into your neighbourhood plan, which can be found here:  

mailto:strategicgrowth@anglian.water.co.uk


https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-yourneighbourhood/ 
 
I would be grateful if you would notify me if and when the Neighbourhood Plan is made  
by the district council. To avoid any doubt, this letter does not reflect our obligation to  
provide further advice on or, potentially, object to specific proposals which may  
subsequently arise as a result of the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, where we  
consider these would have an adverse effect on the historic environment. 

4 National 
Highways  
 

 Location: Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan Review - Examination 
  
Many thanks for your correspondence dated Wednesday 2nd July 2025 
  
Further to your consultation below in relation to the above named planning application, please be advised 
that due to the distance of the site from the strategic road network National Highways has no comment to 
make, our response dated 31st October 2024 still stands. 
 

5 Cateby 
Estates,  
c/o Jason Tait 
Planning 
Prospects  
4 Mill Pool  
Nash Lane  
Belbroughton  
Worcestershi
re 
DY9 9AF 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HOUGHTON ON THE HILL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN REVIEW SUBMISSION (REGULATION 16) 
CONSULTATION REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF CATESBY ESTATES 
 

1. Introduction  
1.1 This representation, submitted on behalf of Catesby Estates, responds to the 
óHoughton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan Reviewô submission (Regulation 16) 
consultation being undertaken by Harborough District Council. The response is to the 
submitted Neighbourhood Plan Review document and accompanying documents 
including the Basic Conditions Statement, having regard to the national and local 
planning policy context.  
1.2 The representations are framed in the context of the requirements of 
neighbourhood plans to meet the Basic Conditions. The Basic Conditions are set out in 
in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended). The Basic Conditions a neighbourhood plan must meet are:  
Å The plan has regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by 
the Secretary of State.  
Å The neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development.  
Å The neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained 
within the development plan for the area.  
Å The plan does not breach and is otherwise compatible with EU obligations.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Å Meets the prescribed conditions in relation to the neighbourhood development plan 
and prescribed matters have been complied within in connection with the 
neighbourhood plan.  
 
1.3 These representations also consider the legal and procedural requirements 
associated with the neighbourhood planning process 
 
2. Planning Policy Context  
 
2.1 Neighbourhood planning was introduced through the Localism Act and enables 
communities to prepare plans at a local level which, once ómade,ô form part of the 
development plan for their area. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
updated in December 2024 states that neighborhood planning enables communities to 
develop a shared vision for their area and set out policies and proposals to shape, 
direct and help deliver sustainable development (paragraph 30).  
 
2.2 Unlike Local Plans there is no requirement for communities to review or update 
neighborhood plans once made. However, the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
notes that where a plan and its policies have been in place for a period of time or where 
a new local plan has been prepared that the neighbourhood plan policies may become 
out of date or carry reduced weight (Paragraph: 084 Reference ID: 41-084- 20190509). 
The guidance continues that to reduce the likelihood of this taking place communities 
may wish to review their plans to take account of the latest evidence and local policies.  
 
2.3 In this context it is clearly for the local community to consider the necessity to 
review the plan in the context of national and local policy changes. This noting a 
significant change to national planning policy in the form of the new NPPF published in 
December 2024, the change in Government which preceded it and national objectives 
which link national economic growth to planning and development.  
 
2.4 The Neighbourhood Plan includes new policies for the first time not seen in the 
current adopted Plan and this includes an approach to defining Settlement Boundaries 
and the inclusion of an additional layer of policy constraint in the form of an Area of 
Separation for some of the land adjoining the village. Mention is made that the 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Neighbourhood Plan is prepared to align with the Harborough Local Plan 2011-2031 - 
Adopted April 2019 where Houghton is designated a Rural Centre. The District is 
however in the process of updating the Local Plan in order to bring its policies up to 
date and reflect new evidence of need and changes to national policy. The new Local 
Plan is still at a formative stage however and whilst the Neighbourhood Plan Review 
also suggests it complies with the latest published version of the Harborough Local 
Plan, it does and indeed must be recognised that this is currently under review and not 
yet submitted for Examination in Public or adopted. The timing is clearly unfortunate as 
there is some potential for the Local Plan review to change and respond to objections 
and representations that have also been put to it. This issue speaks to the level of 
housing being planned for, noting the extended plan period to 2041. Indeed, the 
delivery of 100 dwellings (even noting the reserve site) is significantly less that what the 
current adopted Neighbourhood Plan sought to plan for over its much shorter plan 
period. This noting that the country is currently in a national housing crisis.  
 
2.5 Given the current stage of preparation limited weight can be given to the emerging 
Local Plan in accordance with NPPF paragraph 49. Therefore, the Local Plan with 
which the review of the Neighbourhood Plan will need to demonstrate general 
conformity is the adopted Harborough Local Plan 2011-2031 (2019).  
 
2.6 The Parish Council have submitted a Basic Conditions Statement alongside its 
Neighbourhood Plan which sets out its consideration of how the Basic Conditions have 
been met. Ultimately it will be for the Independent Examiner to assess the Plan and 
determine whether these conditions have been met or whether modifications to the 
Plan will be required 
 
3. Neighbourhood Plan Review Representations  
 
3.1 The following provides two key concerns in respect of the Plan, highlighting that 
these elements do not meet the Basic Conditions. Neighbourhood Plan Period  
 
3.2 Unlike local plans, there is no requirement within the NPPF for neighbourhood 
plans to look forward for at least fifteen years upon adoption. The review of the 
Neighbourhood Plan extends the plan period well beyond that of the current Local Plan 



 
 
 
 
Policy L2 
Area of 
Separatio
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(to 2031). It would be more aligned if the Neighbourhood Plan period ran for 6 years to 
2031.  
 
3.3 The emerging Harborough Local Plan, whilst still emerging, has a plan period to 
2041. As such it is likely that this review of the Neighbourhood Plan will be superseded 
by the new Local Plan and therefore require a further review in the next five years. 
Such an approach would better allow the Neighbourhood Plan to be aligned with a 
better understanding of development needs, particularly housing. Policy L2: Area of 
Separation  
 
3.4 The Neighbourhood Plan Review introduces a new policy which seeks to identify an 
óArea of Separationô on the western side of the village. The policy overlays with the 
open countryside designation (land outside Settlement Boundaries) by applying an 
additional layer of restraint, essentially applying a restriction on any development in this 
area. The policy states that development proposals in the delineated area will be 
controlled, and any permitted developments will be located and designed to preserve 
the separation.  
 
3.5 Catesby have significant concerns regarding the identification of this area and the 
principle of the proposed policy approach. At the very least the policy is not consistent 
with the Harborough Local Plan.  
 
3.6 The approach to the identification of the Areas of Separation has not had regard to 
national policy and the PPG. The PPG requires neighbourhood plans and their policies 
to be supported by a ñproportionate, robust evidenceò which supports ñthe choices 
made and the approach takenò (Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040- 20160211). The 
PPG goes further and states that policies ñshould be concise, precise and supported by 
appropriate evidenceò (Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041- 20140306).  
 
3.7 The Plan as drafted does not provide any specific evidential basis for the 
identification and designation of such an óArea of Separationô and therefore does not 
meet the Basic Conditions. The Neighborhood Planôs justification for the designation is 
the communityôs wish to see the settlements remaining separate, to help retain the 
physical separation between the built-up area of Houghton and the adjoining villages of 



Thurnby & Bushby and Scraptoft in order to maintain the identity and distinctiveness of 
both settlements, as well as their landscape setting, built environment and the views 
across open countryside. By so doing it will help to preserve the character of Houghton 
and to prevent harmful encroachment into the countryside.  
 
3.8 More telling it also states that the policy is added as an additional protection in full 
recognition of the considerable large-scale developer interest in developing the land 
between these communities and that the level of developer interest is sufficient to 
warrant the inclusion of the policy.  
 
3.9 The Basic Conditions Statement submitted alongside the Plan provides the Parish 
Councilôs consideration of how the policy meets the basic conditions. The statement 
provides no evidential justification for the policy. In respect of NPPF justification, it 
suggests that a core principle of the NPPF is that planning should empower local 
people to shape their surroundings and contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by protecting valued landscapes. There is no evidence to suggest this is a 
valued landscape, nor is the policy needed to assist in protecting the site from built 
development, noting that it is already part of the defined open countryside.  
 
3.10 In respect of the Local Plan it suggests that the Local Plan recognises the need to 
prevent coalescence and identifies Areas of Separation. Further, it indicates that the 
strategic policies in the Core Strategy advocate for the protection and enhancement of 
local landscape, character and heritage, consistent with the values attributable to Areas 
of Separation. These values are not ones for which the Area of Separation are 
advocated however.  
 
3.11 Elsewhere again reference to developer pressure and approach to introduce a 
policy which seeks to reduce the risk of these villages becoming joined and seeks to 
retain the geographical distinction and visual separation of the built areas.  
 
3.12 The anecdotal justification that the community wish the settlements to remain 
separate is not sufficient to meet the Basic Conditions. Additionally, the fact that there 
is a level of developer interest is not robust evidence to therefore restrict development 
in a such a broad area. This would be contrary to the NPPFôs requirement that plans 



are ópositively preparedô. The Neighbourhood Plan does not have any proportionate 
and robust evidence as is required by the NPPF and PPG and therefore the policy as 
drafted does not meet the Basic Conditions.  
 
3.13 The desire for communities to layer constraints to development are not 
uncommon. By way of example, the Ashby De La Zouch Neighbourhood Plan initially 
sought to introduce an óArea of Local Separationô policy which was broadly similar to 
that now proposed in Houghton-on-the-Hill. The policy was removed from the plan 
(prior to referendum) following the recommendation of their Independent Examiner, 
who concluded that the policy did not meet the Basic Conditions and should therefore 
be deleted. The Examiner concluded that the policy did not meet the Basic Conditions 
as the óAreas of Local Separationô extended beyond the neighbourhood area and that 
their identification was not substantiated by robust evidence, as is required by national 
policy and guidance.  
 
3.14 The comparisons to Ashby are compelling.  
 
3.15 In this case it is also noteworthy that the óArea of Separationô within the 
Neighbourhood Plan Review only extends to the Neighbourhood Plan area and clearly 
cannot extend beyond. Its role and function canôt be strategic in this context, suggesting 
that such areas should clearly be a matter for the Local Plan.  
 
3.16 The adopted Local Plan does identify Areas of Separation (through Policy GD6) 
between Great Bowden and Market Harborough and Bitteswell, Lutterworth and Magna 
Park. That such a strategic policy identified this policy designation but did not seek to 
identify any further areas of separation, and specifically none around Houghton on the 
Hill demonstrates that such a policy is unnecessary and the Policy in the 
Neighbourhood Plan is not consistent with the Local Plan. Indeed, the Local Plan states 
that Areas of Separation are defined where the potential risk of merging is at its 
greatest, whether this is between settlements or between settlements and nearby 
employment areas. The function of these areas is to ensure that development does not 
harmfully reduce the separation between settlements or between settlements and 
employment areas. In identifying its Areas of Seperation is states in fact that most 
settlements in the District are physically separated from each other and there is little 



danger of new development resulting in villages or towns merging together. That is 
clearly the case at Houghton on the Hill. The Area of Separation Review, LUC, 2017 
which formed the evidence basis for the Local Plan makes no mention of Houghton on 
the Hill and provides no direct or evidential support which could be carried into this 
Neighbourhood Plan, indeed like it never did for the current Houghton on the Hill 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
3.17 The emerging Local Plan likewise provides no justification for an Area of 
Separation at Houghton on the Hill, even noting that Areas of Separation are carried 
forward into the emerging Plan (albeit now Policy DS04 rather than the old GD6) ï four 
areas are now identified, but again none proposed at Houghton on the Hill. Reference 
is made to the new Harborough Areas of Separation Study, LUC, 2024 which states 
that Harborough district has identified a need for a robust evidence base to justify the 
areas of separation to be proposed in the emerging local plan and to inform reviews of 
areas of separation defined in made neighbourhood plans. This evidence provides 
analysis to inform considerations regarding the continuing suitability of gaps and 
boundaries defined in plans and the potential for additional gaps to be defined and the 
impact on settlement separation or potential development allocations in the forthcoming 
Local Plan. It states that this review supersedes the previous review undertaken in 
2017. Understanding this as an approach and evidential basis for the emerging Local 
Plan, directly counters any suggestion that an Area of Separation in Houghton on the 
Hill is justified.  
 
3.18 It can also be noted more generally that the óArea of Separationô terminology is not 
consistent with, or included within, national policy as a type of designation which 
protects land from certain forms of development. The areas currently protected are far 
different to that proposed in this Neighbourhood Plan. No evidence has been provided 
to support the additional areas which are proposed to be introduced through the 
Neighbourhood Plan Review.  
 
3.19 Catesby considers that óAreas of Separationô are a strategic matter to be set out 
within the adopted Local Plan, using a consistent evidence base. It is not for adhoc and 
random Areas of Separation to be identified without justification, more to merely add a 
level of protection over land where there is evidence of developer pressure. The NPPF 



is clear that the role of neighbourhood plans is to provide non-strategic policies which 
are in general conformity with the strategic policies of the local plan and not to create or 
replicate strategic policies themselves. As such, the óAreas of Separationô should not be 
a matter for the Neighbourhood Plan as this represents strategic policy and goes 
beyond the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
3.20 Moreover the policy is contrary to the direction of travel from the Government who 
are seeking to simplify the planning system introduced by the Levelling-Up and 
Regeneration Act and Planning and Infrastructure Bill, including the introduction of 
national development management policies. The introduction of additional policies 
including ódesignationsô which are not nationally recognised would be counter to this 
direction of travel.  
 
3.21 The purpose of the policy is already served by the designation of this area as open 
countryside, which restricts development beyond the identified limits at all locations to 
which the Area of Separation also applies. This demonstrates that the policy is 
unnecessary and therefore should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan. Indeed, 
this was a point also made to the Independent Examiner when examining the Ashby de 
la Zouch Neighbourhood Plan in relation to a similar proposed Areas of Separation 
Policy.  
 
3.22 It is also worth noting that the wording of Policy L3 in the Neighbourhood Plan is 
not aligned to the Local Plan by proposing a level of additional restraint. By contrast the 
Local Plan suggests that ñDevelopment in the Areas of Separation will be permitted 
where it would not compromise, either alone or in conjunction with other existing or 
proposed development, the effectiveness of the Area of Separation in protecting the 
identity and distinctiveness of these settlements.ò Where this policy wording aligns to 
the objective of the Policy, it is a more reasonable and balanced wording that should at 
least be echoed in the Neighbourhood Plan if it were to introduce a new Area of 
Separation that was supported by clear evidence 
 
4. Conclusions  
 



4.1 Catesby raise here concerns that the Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the Basic 
Conditions. It is unfortunate that the Neighbourhood Plan is not aligned to the Local 
Plan in timeframe terms, nor sensibly awaits the outcome of the emerging Plan which 
could result in a better understanding of development needs, including for housing.  
 
4.2 New policies are proposed, but there is no evidential justification for this, and there 
is a lack of consistency with the Local Plan with the proposed introduction of a new 
Area of Separation to the west of the village. The policy and proposed designation 
should be deleted as the proposed Area of Separation is not considered to be in 
conformity with national and local policy 
 

6 Policy, 
Economy & 
Community, 
Chief 
Executiveôs 
Department, 
Leicestershi
re County 
Council, 
County Hall, 
Glenfield, 
Leicestershi
re LE3 8RA 
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Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan Comments Requested ï 2-7-2025  
 
Leicestershire County Council is supportive of the Neighbourhood plan process and 
welcome being included in this consultation.  
 
Highways  
Specific Comments  
 
Flooding  
The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) welcomes the requirement for every building to 
be fitted with rainwater harvesting under Policy D4. This will provide flood risk benefits 
to the downstream Bushby Brook catchment within Leicester.  
 
Page 12 ï We suggest Paragraphs 58 and 59 (Listed under Section 5.3.5 Services and 
Facilities) are moved to Section 5.3.2 Environment & Climate Change, as these relate 
to flooding and pollution.  
 
Page 57 ï Paragraph 169 reads: As its name might convey Houghton on the Hill is not 
prone to flooding. However effective and efficient manmade and natural water courses 
are, and will continue to be, important in ensuring proper management of surface water.  
 
Whilst I appreciate the first line refers to Houghton on the Hillôs risk of main river 
flooding, I donôt think this paragraph reads well. We suggest this is removed or re-



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

worded. Quite contrary to what is written, Houghton on the Hill has a high-risk surface 
water flow path running through the middle of it. Additionally, proposed housing 
allocation HH1 within the draft Harborough Local Plan has an associated high risk of 
surface water flooding which will need to be mitigated should development come 
forward here.  
 
General Comment  
 
Whilst little development is likely within the southern portion of the NDP area, this area 
drains towards the River Sence catchment. There are areas of high flood risk within 
Great Glen further downstream. Whilst it is expected that the emerging new 
Harborough Local Plan will be strengthened with policies relating to peak surface water 
runoff rates, it would help to have this requirement reiterated within the Neighbourhood 
Plan. The proposed Harborough Local Plan policy will require all major development to 
limit surface water runoff to the Qbar greenfield rate minus 20%, offering a 20% 
betterment on pre-development conditions.  
 
General Comments  
The County Council recognises that residents may have concerns about traffic 
conditions in their local area, which they feel may be exacerbated by increased traffic 
due to population, economic and development growth.  
 
Like very many local authorities, the County Councilôs budgets are under severe 
pressure. It must therefore prioritise where it focuses its reducing resources and 
increasingly limited funds. In practice, this means that the County Highway Authority 
(CHA), in general, prioritises its resources on measures that deliver the greatest benefit 
to Leicestershireôs residents, businesses and road users in terms of road safety, 
network management and maintenance.  
 
Given this, it is likely that highway measures associated with any new development 
would need to be fully funded from third party funding, such as via Section 278 or 106 
(S106) developer contributions. I should emphasise that the CHA is generally no longer 
in a position to accept any financial risk relating to/make good any possible shortfall in 
developer funding.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
To be eligible for S106 contributions proposals must fulfil various legal criteria. 
Measures must also directly mitigate the impact of the development e.g. they should 
ensure that the development does not make the existing highway conditions any worse 
if considered to have a severe residual impact. They cannot unfortunately be sought to 
address existing problems.  
 
Where potential S106 measures would require future maintenance, which would be 
paid for from the County Councilôs funds, the measures would also need to be 
assessed against the County Councilôs other priorities and as such may not be 
maintained by the County Council or will require maintenance funding to be provided as 
a commuted sum.  
 
In regard to public transport, securing S106 contributions for public transport services 
will normally focus on larger developments, where there is a more realistic prospect of 
services being commercially viable once the contributions have stopped ie they would 
be able to operate without being supported from public funding.  
 
The current financial climate means that the CHA has extremely limited funding 
available to undertake minor highway improvements. Where there may be the prospect 
of third-party funding to deliver a scheme, the County Council will still normally expect 
the scheme to comply with prevailing relevant national and local policies and guidance, 
both in terms of its justification and its design; the Council will also expect future 
maintenance costs to be covered by the third-party funding. Where any measures are 
proposed that would affect speed limits, on-street parking restrictions or other Traffic 
Regulation Orders (be that to address existing problems or in connection with a 
development proposal), their implementation would be subject to available resources, 
the availability of full funding and the satisfactory completion of all necessary Statutory 
Procedures.  
 
Flood Risk Management  
 
The County Council are fully aware of flooding that has occurred within Leicestershire 
and its impact on residential properties resulting in concerns relating to new 



developments. LCC in our role as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) undertake 
investigations into flooding, review consent applications to undertake works on ordinary 
watercourses and carry out enforcement where lack of maintenance or unconsented 
works has resulted in a flood risk. In April 2015 the LLFA also became a statutory 
consultee on major planning applications in relation to surface water drainage and have 
a duty to review planning applications to ensure that the onsite drainage systems are 
designed in accordance with current legislation and guidance. The LLFA also ensures 
that flood risk to the site is accounted for when designing a drainage solution.  
 
The LLFA is not able to:  
Å Prevent development where development sites are at low risk of flooding or can 
demonstrate appropriate flood risk mitigation.  
Å Use existing flood risk to adjacent land to prevent development.  
Å Require development to resolve existing flood risk. When considering flood risk within 
the development of a neighbourhood plan, the LLFA would recommend consideration 
of the following points:  
Å Locating development outside of river (fluvial) flood risk (Flood Map for Planning 
(Rivers and Sea)).  
Å Locating development outside of surface water (pluvial) flood risk (Risk of Flooding 
from Surface Water map).  
Å Locating development outside of any groundwater flood risk by considering any local 
knowledge of groundwater flooding.  
Å How potential SuDS features may be incorporated into the development to enhance 
the local amenity, water quality and biodiversity of the site as well as manage surface 
water runoff.  
Å Watercourses and land drainage should be protected within new developments to 
prevent an increase in flood risk.  
 
All development will be required to restrict the discharge and retain surface water on 
site in line with current government policies. This should be undertaken through the use 
of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). Appropriate space allocation for SuDS 
features should be included within development sites when considering the housing 
density to ensure that the potential site will not limit the ability for good SuDS design to 
be carried out. Consideration should also be given to blue green corridors and how they 



could be used to improve the bio-diversity and amenity of new developments, including 
benefits to surrounding areas.  
 
Often ordinary watercourses and land drainage features (including streams, culverts 
and ditches) form part of development sites. The LLFA recommend that existing 
watercourses and land drainage (including watercourses that form the site boundary) 
are retained as open features along their original flow path and are retained in public 
open space to ensure that access for maintenance can be achieved. This should also 
be considered when looking at housing densities within the plan to ensure that these 
features can be retained.  
 
LCC, in its role as LLFA will not support proposals contrary to LCC policies. For further 
information it is suggested reference is made to the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012), Sustainable drainage systems: Written statement - 
HCWS161 (December 2014) and the Planning Practice Guidance webpage .  
 
Flood risk mapping is readily available for public use at the links below. The LLFA also 
holds information relating to historic flooding within Leicestershire that can be used to 
inform development proposals.  
 
Risk of flooding from surface water map: https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk   
Flood map for planning (rivers and sea): https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/   
 
Public Rights of Way  
 
Leicestershire has an extensive network of Public Rights of Way which are key to allow 
people to explore the local countryside, link communities and give access to schools, 
shops, work and facilities. Public Rights of Way are recorded on the Definitive Map and 
a version of this can be viewed at: https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-
travel/cycling-and-walking/where-to-walk-inleicestershire  
 
Public Rights of Way are a material consideration in the determination of Planning 
applications. National Planning Policy Framework states that ñPlanning policies and 

https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/cycling-and-walking/where-to-walk-inleicestershire
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/cycling-and-walking/where-to-walk-inleicestershire


decisions should protect and enhance Public Rights of Way and access, including 
taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to 
existing rights of way networkséò. Leicestershire County Council will expect that where 
Public Rights of Way are impacted by development consideration is given not just to 
replacement or reinstatement but enhancement of the provision.  
 
Planning  
Minerals & Waste Planning  
Specific Comments  
Most of the village is within the Minerals Safeguarding Area (MSA) for Sand & Gravel, 
therefore we would indicate that this is a concern that it is not acknowledged in some of 
the allocations assessments.  
 
Å Land to the north of Uppingham Road, west of Houghton (Figure 6-3). Potential for up 
to 80 dwellings (AECOM estimate) ï identified correctly as half of site within MCA 
(Mineral Consultation Area). Also within MSA however as MSAs are also MCAs  
Å Land north of Stretton Lane Planning Application (24/00359/FUL) is for 24 dwellings ï 
this is also within MSA/MCA which is not mentioned in assessments  
Å RESERVE SITE; Land north of the A47, east of Houghton (Figure 6-5) ï half of the 
site Is within MSA/MCA which is not mentioned in the assessments.  
 
Any allocation and forthcoming application/s would need to be accompanied by an 
assessment of the potential mineral resource adjacent and within the allocation in line 
with Policy M11 of the Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (LMWLP). The 
'agent of change' principle would apply if an allocation were made which could affect 
the operation of extant waste sites by the introduction of sensitive uses. There is an 
extant sewage treatment works (STW) within the vicinity of the village, and this could 
impact upon amenity of the site proposed to the west of the school (Land north of 
Stretton Lane). This site lies to the east of the extant STW. Any allocation in closer 
proximity to the extant STW would need to be in line with Policy W9 of the 
Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (LMWLP)  
 



The County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority; this means the 
council prepares the planning policy for minerals and waste development and also 
makes decisions on mineral and waste development.  
 
The County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority; this means the 
council prepares the planning policy for minerals and waste development and also 
makes decisions on mineral and waste development. Although neighbourhood plans 
cannot include policies that cover minerals and waste development, it may be the case 
that your neighbourhood contains an existing or planned minerals or waste site. The 
County Council can provide information on these operations or any future development 
planned for your neighbourhood.  
 
You should also be aware of Minerals and Waste Safeguarding Areas, contained within 
the adopted Minerals and Waste Local Plan (Leicestershire.gov.uk). These 
safeguarding areas are there to ensure that non-waste and non-minerals development 
takes place in a way that does not negatively affect minerals resources or waste 
operations. The County Council can provide guidance on this if your neighbourhood 
plan is allocating development in these areas or if any proposed neighbourhood plan 
policies may impact on minerals and waste provision.  
 
Property Education  
Whereby housing allocations or preferred housing developments form part of a 
Neighbourhood Plan the Local Authority will look to the availability of school places 
within a two-mile (primary) and three-mile (secondary) distance from the development. 
If there are not sufficient places, then a claim for Section 106 funding will be requested 
to provide those places.  
 
It is recognised that it may not always be possible or appropriate to extend a local 
school to meet the needs of a development, or the size of a development would yield a 
new school.  
 
However, in the changing educational landscape, the Council retains a statutory duty to 
ensure that sufficient places are available in good schools within its area, for every child 
of school age whose parents wish them to have one.  



 
Strategic Property Services  
 
No comment at this time.  
 
Adult Social Care  
 
It is suggested that reference is made to recognising a significant growth in the older 
population and that development seeks to include bungalows etc of differing tenures to 
accommodate the increase. This would be in line with the draft Adult Social Care 
Accommodation Strategy for older people which promotes that people should plan 
ahead for their later life, including considering downsizing, but recognising that peopleôs 
choices are often limited by the lack of suitable local options.  
 
Archaeology and the Historic Environment  
 
General Comments  
 
The planning process provides one of the most effective tools to manage the impact of 
land use change upon the historic environment. This is achieved both through the 
shaping of development plans (Local and Neighbourhood Plans) and the delivery of 
development management advice on individual planning applications. In that context, 
the inclusion of heritage in your Neighbourhood Plan, and the provision of relevant and 
effective policies, will significantly strengthen the management of these issues, and will 
be an effective way of the community identifying its own concerns and priorities.  
 
Ideally, Neighbourhood Plans should seek to work in partnership with other agencies to 
develop and deliver this strategic objective, based on robust local evidence and 
priorities. We recommend that each Neighbourhood Plan should consider the impact of 
potential development or management decisions on the conservation and 
enhancement of the historic environment. The historic environment is defined as 
comprising all aspects of the environment resulting from the interaction between people 
and places through time, including all surviving evidence of past human activity, 



whether upstanding, buried or submerged, as well landscapes and their historic 
components.  
 
The Leicestershire and Rutland Historic Environment Record (LRHER) can provide a 
summary of archaeological and historic environment information for your 
Neighbourhood Plan area. This will include gazetteers and maps describing the locally 
identified non-designated heritage assets, typically archaeological sites (both 
earthworks and buried archaeological remains), unlisted historic buildings and historic 
landscapes (parks and gardens). We will also provide information on medieval ridge 
and furrow earthworks to help you evaluate the surviving earthworks in your area. 
Information on Designated assets (Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Registered 
Parks and Gardens, Battlefields) is available from the National Heritage List for 
England (NHLE). https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/ Consideration of the 
historic environment, and its constituent designated and non-designated heritage 
assets, is a material consideration in the planning process. While the data held by the 
LRHER is constantly maintained and updated, it is unlikely that the record represents 
an exhaustive list of all assets with the plan area. We suggest that information provided 
by the LRHER should be taken into account when preparing the Neighbourhood Plan 
and contribute to any list of locally identified heritage assets. Based upon a structured 
assessment process, this will be the basis of any non-designated heritage assets 
identified within the plan and given force through the preparation of appropriate 
heritage policy. Contact: her@leics.gov.uk, or phone 0116 305 8323  
 
For help with including heritage in your Neighbourhood Plan please see the following 
guidance: CBA Toolkit No. 10, Neighbourhood Planning (2017) 
https://www.archaeologyuk.org/asset/6FE3A721-B328-4B75-9DEBBD0028A4AEED/  
National Trust Guide to Heritage in Neighbourhood Plans (2019) 
https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/documents/neighbourhood-planning-and-
heritageguidance.pdf  
 
Environment  
 
Specific Comments  

https://www.archaeologyuk.org/asset/6FE3A721-B328-4B75-9DEBBD0028A4AEED/
https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/documents/neighbourhood-planning-and-heritageguidance.pdf
https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/documents/neighbourhood-planning-and-heritageguidance.pdf


Waste Policy and Strategy team Comments Suggest strengthening within Design Code 
BD1: Sustainable building, the need to use reused/ recycled building materials where 
possible, in order to minimise waste and reduce the need to use virgin materials.  
 
General Comments  
 
With regard to the environment and in line with Government advice, Leicestershire 
County Council (LCC) would like to see Neighbourhood Plans cover all aspects of 
archaeology and the historic and natural environment including heritage assets, 
archaeological sites, listed and unlisted historic buildings, historic landscapes, climate 
impacts, the landscape, biodiversity, ecosystems, green infrastructure as well as soils, 
brownfield sites and agricultural land.  
 
Climate Change  
 
The UK Met Office predicts that Britain could experience summers as much as 5°C 
hotter by 2070. Winters could be up to 4.2°C warmer, and sea levels could rise by up to 
1.15 metres by 2100. Average summer rainfall could decrease by up to 47% by 2070, 
while there could be up to 35% more precipitation in winter.  
 
In June 2019 the Climate Change Act (2008) was amended committing the UK to 
achieving net zero carbon emissions by 2050.  
 
The County Council has a target to achieve net zero for its own operations by 2035 and 
working with Leicestershire people and organisations to become a net zero county by 
2050. Leicestershireôs Net Zero Strategy and Action Plan is available here.  
 
Planning is one of the key levers for enabling these commitments to be met. 
Neighbourhood Plans should, as far as possible, align to Leicestershire County 
Councilôs Net Zero Strategy and Action Plan.  
 
Furthermore, Neighbourhood Plans should, as far as possible, seek to include 
measures which increase the neighbourhoodôs resilience to climate change such as 
avoiding building on flood plains, using sustainable urban drainage systems, using 



nature based solutions to reduce flood risk, reducing the amount of non-permeable 
hard surfaces and encouraging tree planting, green walls and roofs to provide natural 
shading and cooling.  
 
These recommendations not only protect local communities but also enhance well-
being, lower energy bills and create prosperous future proof neighbourhoods.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): Meeting the challenge of climate 
change, flooding and coastal change ï paragraphs 157 to 179.  
 
Para 157 - The planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in 
a changing climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. It should help 
to: shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, minimise vulnerability and improve resilience; encourage the reuse of 
existing resources, including the conversion of existing buildings; and support 
renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.  
 
Landscape  
 
The County Council would like to see the inclusion of a local landscape assessment 
taking into account: Natural Englandôs Landscape character areas; the Leicestershire, 
Leicester and Rutland Historic Landscape Characterisation Project; the Local 
District/Borough Council landscape character assessments; and the Landscape 
Sensitivity and Green Infrastructure Study for Leicester and Leicestershire (2017), 
which examines the sensitivity of the landscape, exploring the extent to which different 
areas can accommodate development without impacting on their key landscape 
qualities.  
 
We would recommend that Neighbourhood Plans should also consider the street scene 
and public realm within their communities, further advice can be found in the latest 
óStreets for All East Midlandsô document (2018) published by Historic England: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-east-midlands/.  
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-east-midlands/


For more information on place-making within new development please review Manual 
for Streets and Manual for Streets 2 Wider Applications of the Principles and 
Leicestershire County Council have produced an updated Leicestershire Highways 
Design Guide: https://www.leicestershirehighwaydesignguide.uk/.  
 
LCC would encourage the development of local listings as per the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) and LCC have some data on the social, cultural, 
archaeological and historic value of local features and buildings: 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/leisure-and-community/history-and-
heritage/historicenvironment-record Contact: her@leics.gov.uk or telephone: 0116 
3058323  
 
Examples of policy statements for Landscape: POLICY X: LOCAL LANDSCAPE 
CHARACTER AREAS ï Development proposals falling within or affecting the Local 
Landscape Character Areas (LLCAs), where possible, enhance the LLCAôs particular 
characteristics, important views and local distinctiveness. Proposals having a harmful 
effect on a Local Landscape Character Areaôs character will not be supported. 
Landscape Assessment is a specialist area and accredited landscape consultants can 
provide advice. https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/  
 
Biodiversity  
 
Section 40[1] of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (NERC Act) 
as amended by section 102 (1c)[2] of the Environment Act 2021 places what is called 
the strengthened biodiversity duty on all public authorities in England and Wales to 
conserve and enhance biodiversity, in the exercise of their duties.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2023 clearly outlines the importance 
of sustainable development alongside the core principle that planning should contribute 
to conserving and enhancing the natural environment, providing net gain for 
biodiversity, and reducing pollution. Neighbourhood Plans should therefore seek to 
work in partnership with other agencies to develop and deliver a strategic approach to 
protecting and improving the natural environment based on local evidence and 
priorities. Each Neighbourhood Plan should consider the impact of potential 

https://www.leicestershirehighwaydesignguide.uk/
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development or management of open spaces on enhancing biodiversity and habitat 
connectivity, such as hedgerows and greenways. Habitat permeability for species 
which addresses encouragement of movement from one location to another such as 
the design of street lighting, roads, noise, exposure to chemicals, obstructions in water, 
exposure of species to predation, Invasive and Non-Native Species, and arrangement 
of landuses should be considered.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan can be used to plan actions for the parish council on itsô own 
land (community actions) and guide the actions of others (policy actions).  
 
In July 2025 the Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) for Leicestershire, Leicester 
and Rutland was launched. The LNRS sets out the landscape scale priorities for nature 
recovery across the area, identifying priority areas and measures. Details on the LNRS 
and supporting resources can be found here: 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-andplanning/local-nature-recovery-
strategy/leicestershire-leicester-and-rutland-local-naturerecovery-strategy  
 
Local Nature Recovery Strategies are not intended to provide red line boundaries 
preventing or placing new restrictions on land use which may be changed either 
through development or in taking advantage of new opportunities identified through the 
strategy. This has been established by national guidance. LNRSôs are an additional 
evidence base to inform Local Plans, and other elements of the formal Development 
Plan which include Neighbourhood Plans and the proposed new Spatial Development 
Strategies. Local Plans remain the primary tool used by local planning authorities to 
determine which land should be developed and how.  
 
For specific advice on species and habitats of importance in the County and actions 
that can make a difference to their conservation and ways to increase the quality and 
quantity of these, please refer to the Leicestershire and Rutland Biodiversity Action 
Plan https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/biodiversity-
strategy  
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-
andbiodiversity  
 

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-andplanning/local-nature-recovery-strategy/leicestershire-leicester-and-rutland-local-naturerecovery-strategy
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The Leicestershire and Rutland Environmental Records Centre (LRERC) can provide a 
summary of wildlife information for your Neighbourhood Plan area. This will include a 
map showing nationally important sites (e.g. Sites of Special Scientific Interest); locally 
designated Wildlife Sites; locations of badger setts, great crested newt breeding ponds 
and ponds with high potential to support great crested newtsô and bat roosts; and a list 
of records of protected and priority Biodiversity Action Plan species. These are all a 
material consideration in the planning process. If there has been a recent Habitat 
Survey of your plan area, this will also be included. LRERC is unable to carry out 
habitat surveys on request from a Parish Council, although it may be possible to add it 
into a future survey programme. Contact: LRERC@leics.gov.uk., or phone 0116 305 
1087 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/leicestershire-
andrutland-environmental-records-centre-lrerc ,  
For informal advice on actions for nature that can be taken forward on parish land 
please contact EnvironmentTeam@Leics.gov.uk  
 
There are many protected species of plants and animals in England and often their 
supporting features and habitats are also protected. What you can and cannot do by 
law varies from species to species and may require a preliminary ecological appraisal. 
For information on protected species and the law please visit: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-specieshow-to-review-planning-applications  
 
Examples of policy statements that can be added to the plan to support biodiversity:  
POLICY X: BIODIVERSITY PROTECTION IN NEW DEVELOPMENT ï Consideration 
should be made in the design and construction of new development in the Plan Area to 
protect and enhance biodiversity, where appropriate, including:  
Å Roof and wall construction should incorporate integral bee bricks, bird nest boxes and 
bat breeding and roosting boxes. Target species and locations to be based on advice 
sought from the Local Authorityôs Biodiversity Officer (or equivalent).  
Å Hedges (or fences with ground-level gaps) should be used for property boundaries to 
maintain connectivity of habitat for hedgehogs and other terrestrial animals.  
Å Work with landowners to ensure good maintenance of existing hedgerows, gap up 
and plant new hedgerows where appropriate and introduce a programme of 
replenishing hedgerow trees.  

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/leicestershire-andrutland-environmental-records-centre-lrerc
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/leicestershire-andrutland-environmental-records-centre-lrerc
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Å Avoidance of all unnecessary exterior artificial lighting: there is no legal duty requiring 
any place to be lit.  
Å Security lighting, if essential, should be operated by intruder sensors and illuminated 
for no longer than 1 minute. Sports and commercial facility lighting should be switched 
off during agreed ócurfewô hours between March and October, following best practice 
guidelines in Bats and Lighting Leicestershire Environmental Records Centre, 2014.  
Å Lighting design, location, type, lux levels and times of use should follow current 
bestpractice, e.g. by applying the guidelines in Guidance note 08/18 Bats and artificial 
lighting in the UK: Bat Conservation Trust / Institution of Lighting Professionals, 2018.  
Å Natural/semi natural grassland margins adjacent to hedges of up to 5m buffer.  
Å Retain natural features wherever possible.  
Å In creating habitats, consider the underlying geology and allow natural colonisation 
near local high-quality habitats.  
Å Avoid use of topsoil to promote plant diversity, especially in areas of limestone or 
areas near to heathland - consider exposing sandy soils to encourage acid grassland 
and heath.  
Å Allow for structural diversity of habitats ï for example long and tall grass, to maintain a 
suitable grassland habitat for wildlife. A management plan should accompany all 
planning applications.  
Å Avoid development and hard landscaping next to watercourses.  
Å Restore naturalness to existing watercourses for example by retaining some steeper 
earth banks suitable for Kingfisher and Water Vole breeding.  
Å Retain areas of deadwood within the site to maintain biodiversity.  
Å Plant 30% of trees with a selection of larger native species and create lines of trees 
(this could support the feeding zone of bats for instance and well managed hedges can 
do the same).  
 
Green Infrastructure  
Green infrastructure (GI) is a network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, 
which is capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits 
for local communities (NPPF definition). GI includes parks, open spaces, playing fields, 
woodlands, street trees, cemeteries/churchyards, allotments and private gardens as 
well as streams, rivers, canals and other water bodies and features such as rain 
gardens, pocket parks and swales.  



 
The NPPF places the duty on local authorities to plan positively for a strategic network 
of GI which can deliver a range of planning policies including: building a strong, 
competitive economy; creating a sense of place and promoting good design; promoting 
healthier communities by providing greater opportunities for recreation and mental and 
physical health benefits; meeting the challenges of climate change and flood risk; 
increasing biodiversity and conserving and enhancing the natural and historic 
environment. Looking at the existing provision of GI networks within a community can 
influence the plan for creating & enhancing new networks.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan groups have the opportunity to plan GI networks at a local scale to 
maximise benefits for their community and in doing so they should ensure that their 
Neighbourhood Plan is reflective of the relevant Local Authority Green Infrastructure 
strategy. Through the Neighbourhood Plan and discussions with the Local Authority 
Planning teams and potential Developers communities are well placed to influence the 
delivery of local scale GI networks.  
 
Sites that are designated as Local Green Spaces can form an important strategic part 
of local Green Infrastructure and can be conserved and enhanced to make an 
important contribution to the district green infrastructure. Delivery of the conservation 
and enhancement can be dealt with in Policy and Community Actions.  
 
NPs should be aware of the Local Nature Recovery Strategy for Leicester, 
Leicestershire and Rutland and consider how the sites and the management of can 
contribute to the strategy and action for delivery: 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/local-nature-
recoverystrategy/what-a-local-nature-recovery-strategy-is  
 
Brownfield, Soils and Agricultural Land  
 
The NPPF encourages the effective use of brownfield land for development, except 
where this would conflict with other policies in the NPPF Framework, including causing 
harm to designated sites of importance for biodiversity. Neighbourhood planning groups 
should check with Defra and the District or Borough council who keep a register of 

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/local-nature-recoverystrategy/what-a-local-nature-recovery-strategy-is
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brownfield sites to see if their neighbourhood planning area includes brownfield sites. 
Where information is lacking as to the ecological or heritage value of these sites then 
the Neighbourhood Plan could include policies that ensure such survey work should be 
carried out to assess the ecological and heritage value of a brownfield site before 
development decisions are taken.  
 
Soils are an essential finite resource on which important ecosystem services, such as 
food production depend.,. and should be enhanced in value and protected from 
adverse effects.. Within the governmentôs ñSafeguarding our Soilsò strategy, Defra have 
produced a code of practice for the sustainable use of soils on construction sites which 
could be helpful to neighbourhood planning groups in preparing environmental policies.  
 
High quality agricultural soils should, where possible, be protected from development 
and where a large area of agricultural land is identified for development poorer quality 
areas should be used in preference to the higher quality areas. Neighbourhood 
planning groups should consider mapping agricultural land classification within their 
plan to enable informed decisions to be made in the future. Natural England can 
provide further information and Agricultural Land classification and have produced the 
following guide. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-
proposals-fordevelopment/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-
land.  
 
The British Society for Soil Science provide advice on what should be expected of 
developers in assessing land for development suitability. https://soils.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2022/02/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Jan-2022.pdf  
 
Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEAs)  
 
Information for Neighbourhood Planning groups regarding Strategic Environmental 
Assessments (SEAs) can be found on the Neighbourhood Planning website 
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/understand-planrequires-
strategic-environmental-assessment-sea/  and should be referred to. A Neighbourhood 
Plan must meet certain basic conditions in order to be ómadeô. It must not breach and 
be otherwise compatible with the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-fordevelopment/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-fordevelopment/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
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Regulations SI 2004/1633 (available online). These regulations deal with the 
assessment of environmental plans and programmes and implement Retained 
Reference Directive 2001/42 óon the assessment of the effects of certain plans and 
programmes on the environmentô.  
 
Not every Neighbourhood Plan needs a SEA; however, it is compulsory to provide 
when submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority either:  
Å A statement of reasons as to why SEA was not required  
Å An environmental report (a key output of the SEA process). As a rule of thumb, SEA is 
more likely to be necessary if both of the following two elements apply:  
Å a Neighbourhood Plan allocates sites for development (for housing, employment etc.); 
and  
Å the neighbourhood area contains sensitive environmental assets (e.g. a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)) 
that may be affected by the policies and proposals in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
In light of these two considerations, it is very unlikely that a Neighbourhood Plan would 
require SEA if the plan is not allocating land for development. This is because 
allocating land for development is more likely to generate physical changes which lead 
to significant effects.  
 
As the UK has now left the EU, Neighbourhood Planning groups should remain mindful 
of any future changes which may occur to the above guidance. Changes may be 
forthcoming as a result of the Governmentôs Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 
(LURA). This proposes óEnvironmental Outcome Reportsô to replace the current system 
of Strategic Environmental Assessment (including Sustainability Appraisals) and 
Environmental Impact Assessment and introduce a clearer and simpler process where 
relevant plans and projects (including Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects) are 
assessed against tangible environmental outcomes. Prior to the new Labour 
government taking office, the provisions in the Act to enable the EORs to be brought 
forward had not been enacted and this remains the situation as of summer 2024.  
 
Impact of Development on Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC)  
 



Neighbourhood planning groups should remain mindful of the interaction between new 
development applications in a district and borough area and the existing HWRC 
services delivered by Leicestershire County Council.  
 
The County Councilôs Waste Management team considers the impact of increased 
waste arisings from proposed developments on a case by case basis and when it is 
identified that a proposed development will have a detrimental effect on the local 
HWRC infrastructure then appropriate projects to maintain the capacity of the HWRC 
(most likely impacted) have to be initiated.  
 
Planning obligations to fund these projects are requested in accordance with the 
Leicestershire County Councilôs Planning Obligations Policy and the three CIL tests (as 
per Regulation 122 under the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 (as 
amended)) as described below;  
 
A planning obligation is a legally enforceable commitment (secured within a Section 
106 agreement or S106 unilateral undertaking (as per s106 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended)) entered into to mitigate the impacts of development. 
Planning obligations can only be sought (and considered to be CIL compliant) where 
they meet the following 3 tests:  
Å necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;  
Å directly related to the development;  
Å fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development;  
 
Public Health  
 
Health is shaped by many different factors throughout our lives. Health is affected by 
the settings in which we live, work, learn and play. These influences start to determine 
health and opportunities for better health from birth and throughout the whole life 
course, for example the environment, community, transport, education and income.  
 
This complex range of interacting social, economic and environmental factors are 
known as the wider determinants of health or the social determinants of health.  
 



When there is a difference in these conditions it contributes to health inequalities- 
ñHealth inequalities are the preventable, unfair and unjust differences in health status 
between groups, populations or individuals that arise from the unequal distribution of 
social, environmental and economic conditions within societiesò (NHS England)  
 
The diagram below illustrates types of wider factors that influence an individualôs 
mental and physical health.  
 
 
The diagram shows:  
Å personal characteristics at the core of the model and this includes sex, age, ethnic 
group, and hereditary factors  
Å The layer around the core contains individual ólifestyleô factor behaviours such as 
smoking, alcohol use, and physical activity  
Å The next layer contains social and community networks including family and wider 
social circles  
Å The next layer covers living and working conditions include access and opportunities 
in relation to jobs, housing, education and welfare services  
Å The final outer layer is general socioeconomic, cultural and environmental conditions 
and includes factors such as disposable income, taxation, and availability of work  
 
Research by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, looked into the major contributors 
to health and wellbeing and found that: Health Behaviours contribute to 30% of health 
outcomes made up of: Å Smoking 10% Å Diet/Exercise 10% Å Alcohol use 5% Å Poor 
sexual health 5% Socioeconomic Factors contribute to 40% of health outcomes: Å 
Education 10% Å Employment 10% Å Income 10% Å Family/Social Support 5% Å 
Community Safety 5% Clinical Care contributes to 20% of health outcomes: Å Access to 
care 10% Å Quality of care 10% Built Environment contributes to 10% of health 
outcomes: Å Environmental Quality 5% Å Built Environment 5% Source: Robert Wood 
Johnson Foundation and University of Wisconsin Population Health Institute, Used in 
US to rank Counties by health Status  
 
 



Therefore, due to the complex way in which the built environment and communities we 
live in impact on our health any opportunity to mitigate negative impacts and enhance 
positive outcomes should be taken. Completing a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is a 
good practice to ensure neighbourhood concerns and recommendations are 
considered.  
 
Undertaking a HIA as part of your neighbourhood plans has the potential to influence all 
these areas, alongside influencing decisions made about access to care through 
transport and infrastructure.  
 
To aid you in undertaking a HIA please visit: Health Impact Assessments | 
Leicestershire County Council Professional Services Portal  
 
At the bottom of this page there are also links to a number of local data sheets at a 
district level. You can also familiarise yourself with the health profile for your area by 
visiting: https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/health-profiles Leicestershire Inequalities 
JSNA | Tableau Public   
and  
Health Inequalities and Wider Determinants of Health | LSR Online Dahlgren G, 
Whitehead M. (1991). Policies and Strategies to Promote Social Equity in Health. 
Stockholm, Sweden: Institute for Futures Studies. NHS England, ñReducing health 
inequalities resources,ò [Online]. Available: 
https://www.england.nhs.uk/about/equality/equality-hub/resources/  [Accessed 
February 2021].  
 
Active Together   
 
An ever-increasing body of research indicates that the environment in which we live is 
inextricably linked to our health across the life course. For example, the design of our 
neighbourhoods can influence physical activity levels, travel patterns, social 
connectivity, mental and physical health and wellbeing outcomes.ò (Spatial Planning for 
Health- An evidence resource for planning and designing healthier places; Public 
Health England, 2017)  
 

https://www.england.nhs.uk/about/equality/equality-hub/resources/


There is growing evidence that the design of our bult environments, places and travel 
routes can either discourage or encourage people to be physically active depending on 
how they are designed and constructed.  
 
The latest evidence shows that, there are still more than one in four adults doing less 
than 30 minutes of activity per week. People in the UK are around 20% less active now 
than in the 1960ôs and the evidence also show that physical inactivity affects groups 
unequally, with women, people from ethnically diverse communities, people living in 
more deprived areas, people with disabilities, and people with long-term health 
conditions less likely to be active.  
 
Medically there is no dispute that increasing the level of physical activity is directly 
linked to improvement in physical and mental health and that regular physical activity 
contributes to a reduction in particular health conditions i.e. obesity, CHD, diabetes and 
cardiovascular disease). Designing our neighbourhoods in a way that proactively 
encourages communities and residents to walk, cycle and be active is an important 
factor in improving population health.  
 
Over the next 30 years there are opportunities to shape the design of our 
neighbourhoods, residential developments, travel routes, town centres, employment 
spaces and other environments in such a way that physical activity (walking, cycling, 
recreational exercise) becomes an easy choice and benefits the health of our local 
population.  
 
Active Together encourages neighbourhood plans to adopt the 10 principles of Active 
Design Guidance. This is national published guidance for Local Authorities and place 
making stakeholders developed by Sport England, Active Travel England and the 
Department of Health and Social Care. Active Design aims to create places and spaces 
which encourage people to move more, with more opportunities for everyone to 
increase their activity levels and lead healthier lives. The full guidance can be accessed 
via Sport England: https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-
planning/design-and-costguidance/active-design  
 
The Ten Principles of Active Design Foundational Principles  

https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-costguidance/active-design
https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-costguidance/active-design


1. Activity for all  
Supporting Active Travel  
2. Walkable Communities  
3. Providing connected active travel routes  
4. Mixing Uses and co-locating facilities Active,  
High-Quality Places and Spaces  
5. Active buildings inside and out  
6. Providing activity infrastructure  
7. High-quality streets and spaces  
8. Network of multi-functional open spaces  
Creating and Maintaining Activity  
9. Activating spaces  
10. Maintaining high-quality flexible spaces  
 
The places we inhabit can have a considerable effect on our health, behaviour and 
quality of life. Places that provide opportunities for people to lead physically active lives 
can positively impact peopleôs physical and mental wellbeing. But the opposite can also 
be true, where the design of a place creates barriers making it difficult, unpleasant or 
inconvenient for people to be physically active  
 
Embedding principles of developing Active Environments at a strategic level could 
result in:  
Å Housing developments which make walking and cycling the preferred method of 
individual transport and reduced reliance on the car and motorised transport.  
Å Neighbourhoods where people live closer to where they work, and sustainable 
transport becomes a realistic option.  
Å Safe mixed-use developments and neighbourhoods where residents feel safe and 
encouraged to maximise outdoor space for travel and recreation.  
Å A contribution to increasing local population physical activity levels and a factor in 
reducing air pollution and maximising green infrastructure  
Å Supporting Local Authority corporate challenges to improve health outcomes, develop 
community cohesion, and impact on community safety and neighbourhood resilience.  
 



The benefits of places that encourage activity go beyond just public health. Compact, 
walkable, linked communities that are centred around people being active rather than 
using cars:  
Å Are more environmentally friendly,  
Å Have lower carbon emissions,  
Å Have better air quality,  
Å Are more socially inclusive,  
Å Are more economically productive.  
Active Environments:  
1. More environmentally friendly  
2. Better air quality  
3. More economically productive  
4. More socially inclusive  
5. Lower carbon emissions  
 
Sport England have produced a useful Active Design check list for Local Authorities to 
use in the planning of places and new environments: https://sportengland-production-
files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2023- 05/Document%203%20-
%20Active%20Design%20Checklist%20- 
%20May%202023.pdf?VersionId=fc45irvlfyWPhgC396_2BFSas4y4d7gN   
There is further published planning support guidance that encourages the design of 
local and neighbourhood plans to adopt principles that encourage provision for physical 
activity and sport: https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-
2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2024- 
07/Planning%20for%20Sport%20Guidance%20June%202019%20- 
%20Last%20Updated%20April%202024..pdf?VersionId=Kl5U5ev8R4TmeoxiEyLayqby
AaCl S4PT 
 
Active Together supports and works collaboratively with Leicestershire County Council 
Public Health Team to encourage health-based planning and supports the use of 
Health Impact Assessments and use of local health data to support planning decisions  
 
Other useful information and guidance for the healthy design of local places has been 
collated and can be found at: www.healthyplacemaking.co.uk 

http://www.healthyplacemaking.co.uk/


 
Active Together would welcome the opportunity to discuss the development of the 
neighbourhood plan and examine, with the Parish Council, the opportunities for shaping 
infrastructure design, systems and processes within the plan that would maximise 
physical activity opportunities for those communities and residents impacted by the 
neighbourhood plan.  
 
Communities  
 
Consideration of community facilities is a positive facet of Neighbourhood Plans that 
reflects the importance of these facilities within communities and can proactively protect 
and develop facilities to meet the needs of people in local communities. Neighbourhood 
Plans provide an opportunity to;  
1. Carry out and report on a review of community facilities, groups and allotments and 
their importance with your community.  
2. Set out policies that seek to;  
Å protect and retain these existing facilities,  
Å support the independent development of new facilities, and,  
Å identify and protect Assets of Community Value and provide support for any existing 
or future designations.  
3. Identify and support potential community projects that could be progressed. You are 
encouraged to consider and respond to all aspects of community resources as part of 
the Neighbourhood Planning process. Further information, guidance and examples of 
policies and supporting information is available at 
www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/np/useful-information.  
 
Economic Development  
 
We would recommend including economic development aspirations with your Plan, 
outlining what the community currently values and whether they are open to new 
development of small businesses etc.  
 
Fibre Broadband  
 

http://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/np/useful-information


Our ambition is for a Digital Leicestershire. This includes the ambition for everyone to 
have access to fast, accessible, inclusive, reliable digital infrastructure and we are 
working to support government targets to achieve gigabit capable, lightning-fast 
broadband connections to 85% of the UK by December 2025, increasing to near 
universal coverage by 2030.  
 
A fast and reliable digital infrastructure will open new opportunities for residents, 
communities and businesses. It will underpin innovation, improve community and social 
networks and support learning and development for all. It will help to deliver a range of 
societal benefits including the more effective provision of public services, information 
and connect people to support at the point of need.  
 
The Digital Leicestershire team manages programmes aimed at improving digital 
infrastructure in the county. This includes superfast, ultrafast and full fibre broadband. 
This work combines three approaches; engaging with commercial operators to 
encourage private investment in Leicestershire, working with all tiers of government to 
reduce barriers to commercial investment, and operating intervention schemes with 
public funds to support deployment of digital infrastructure in hard-to-reach areas that 
are not included in broadband suppliersô plans, reaching parts of the county that might 
otherwise miss out on getting the digital connectivity they need. We are currently 
providing support throughout the county with our Gigabit and Gigahub programmes.  
 
How does this role relate to neighbourhood plans?  
The UK government has brought into force new laws that require new homes in 
England to be built with gigabit broadband connections and enables telecoms firms to 
be able to get faster broadband to nine million people living in blocks of flats across the 
UK.  
 
Ministers have amended the Building Regulations 2010 to ensure that new homes 
constructed in England will be fitted with infrastructure and connections capable of 
delivering gigabit broadband - the fastest internet speeds on the market.  
 
The updated regulations mean that more people moving into new homes will have a 
gigabitcapable broadband connection ready when construction is completed, avoiding 



the need for costly and disruptive installation work after the home is built and enabling 
residents to arrange the best possible internet service at the point they move in.  
 
In a further boost to peopleôs access to better broadband, another new law has made it 
easier to install faster internet connections in blocks of flats when landlords repeatedly 
ignore requests for access from broadband firms.  
Both of these new laws came into effect on 26 December 2022.  
 
The updated building rules mean home developers will be legally required to future-
proof new homes in England for next-generation gigabit broadband as standard 
practice during construction.  
 
Connection costs will be capped at £2,000 per home for developers and they will work 
together with network operators to connect developments to the gigabit network. It is 
estimated that over 98 per cent of premises fall within this cap, meaning moving into a 
new build property without lightning-fast internet speeds will become a thing of the past 
for the vast majority of people across England.  
 
Where a developer is unable to secure a gigabit-capable connection within the cost 
cap, developers must install the next fastest connection available.  
 
And even where a gigabit-capable connection is not available within the cost cap, 
gigabitready infrastructure, such as ducts, chambers and termination point, still needs 
to be installed. This will ensure that homes are fit for the digital age but may not be 
connected straight away. The Council supports a ódig onceô approach for the 
deployment of communications infrastructure and a build which is sympathetic to the 
character and appearance of the surrounding area.  
 
The Council encourages telecommunications build which does not significantly impact 
on the appearance of any building or space on which equipment is located and which 
minimises street clutter.  
 
Groups working on emerging neighbourhood plans are encouraged to visit the Digital 
Leicestershire web site to learn more about current and forthcoming full fibre 



broadband provision for their local area https://www.thinkbroadband.com/ and also 
BDUK (Building Digital UK) Further Information https://digital-leicestershire.org.uk/  
 
Email: broadband@leics.gov.uk Building Regulations: Infrastructure for Electronic 
Communications (R)  
 
Equalities  
 
While we cannot comment in detail on plans, you may wish to ask stakeholders to bear 
the Councilôs Equality Strategy 2020-2024 in mind when taking your Neighbourhood 
Plan forward through the relevant procedures, particularly for engagement and 
consultation work. A copy of the strategy can be view at: 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2020/7/10/Equality-
strategy2020-2024.pdf   
 
The Neighbourhood plan should comply with the main requirements of the Public 
Sector Equality Duty. This requires public bodies to have due regard of the need to:  
Eliminate discrimination  
Advance equality of opportunity  
Foster good relations between different people  
 
Accessible Documents  
 
In todayôs working environment more and more information is being produced digitally. 
When producing information which is aimed at or to be viewed by the public, it is 
important to make that information as accessible as possible. At least 1 in 5 people in 
the UK have a long-term illness, impairment or disability. Many more have a temporary 
disability.  
 
Accessibility means more than putting things online. It means making your content and 
design clear and simple enough so that most people can use it without needing to 
adapt it, while supporting those who do need to adapt things.  
 

https://digital-leicestershire.org.uk/
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2020/7/10/Equality-strategy2020-2024.pdf
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2020/7/10/Equality-strategy2020-2024.pdf


For example, someone with impaired vision might use a screen reader (software that 
lets a user navigate a website and óread outô the content), braille display or screen 
magnifier. Or someone with motor difficulties might use a special mouse, speech 
recognition software or on-screen keyboard emulator.  
 
Public sector organisations have a legal requirement to make sure that all information 
which appears on their websites is accessible. As Neighbourhood Plans have to be 
published on Local Planning Authority websites, they too have to comply with 
government regulations for accessibility. Guidance for creating accessible Word and 
PDF documents can be found on the Leicestershire Communities website: Creating 
Accessible Word Documents  
 Creating Accessible PDFs  
 
To enable Development Officers to implement your policies, it is important to make sure 
that they are clear, concise and worded in such a way that they are not open to 
interpretation. This Policy Writing Guide has been designed to provide you with a few 
key points to look out for: https://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/policy-
writing-guide17.pdf?v=1667547963  
 

7 Resident  
  

Policy L1 
Settlemen
t 
Boundary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy L1 - Settlement Boundary  
The development boundary should 'reflect the built form of the village and the edge of the built up area 
- the continued exclusion of the Brown Field Site at the rear of The Willowsic, 34 Main Street from the 
development area is contrary to that and lacks Historical Context. 
 
The buildings clearly qualify as 'Brownfield' and historically form part of the built up area of the 'old' 
village'. They were originally connected to Main Street by a public road -'Willowsic Close'. They were 
given planning permission in 1948 by Billesdon DC as 'concrete sheds' and have been continually used 
from 1948 till 2010 as a car workshop/garage, They are supplied with electricity, Wi-Fi, mains water and 
drainage. Unfortunately they have become redundant because of poor condition. Commercial insurance 
has also been refused on them. 
 
Planning guidance stresses the 'critical need' to re-use redundant developed sites for housing. The site 
was offered to the new Village Plan for 2 Self-Build Houses/Design Studio (Site L) but was refused 
because of the Development Line issue (Even though a wall of one of the buildings actually forms the 
development line). No self-build houses were allocated in the new Houghton Village Plan (nor in the 
previous current plan) nor was any capacity identified for them within the current development 

boundaries quote: 'If land within the boundary is not formally allocated for self-build, there will be Ẅ 

https://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/policy-writing-guide17.pdf?v=1667547963
https://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/policy-writing-guide17.pdf?v=1667547963
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requirement to demonstrate that there is enough capacity within the boundary to enable development to 
take place: 
It therefore follows that if the current development boundary is too restrictive to fill Local and National 
policy on housing choice/provision it should be sympathetically amended. 
 
L3 Residential Site Allocation.  
No provision or allocation was made for Self-Build Houses within the new plan to meet local demand and 
provide variety contrary to policy (both Harborough DC and National). The current restrictive and 
outdated limit of the 'permitted development area' is preventing local young people from both living and 
working in the village. In effect there is a veto on any local resident building within the village and that 
veto has existed for at least a decade. The development line should be sympathetically adjusted to allow 
suitable self-build houses to be built in line with local and national policy. 
 
 
 
To: Harborough District Council Planning Dept/Local Plan Examiner 
 
Complaint against Harborough DC Planning Dept. 
 
Re: Houghton on the Hill Village Plan Submission Version. 
 
Harborough DC failed to take into account its own local policy and national policy. 
 
Harborough DC should not have accepted Houghtonôs Submission Versionof the new Village Plan 
because it failed to provide any provision for self-build homes to meet proven need for self-build homes 
in the village contrary to Harborough DC and National Policy. 
 
The failing to provide sites for self-build homes within the village is a continuation of the previous Village 
Plan and is unfair and reasonable to local young residents who want to both live and work in the village. 
 
If sites were unavailable within the Village Development Boundary it is indicative that the Boundaries are 
óunreasonably restrictiveô and should be open to slight alteration. 
 
Several viable options put forward for sites although actually very close to the development line or 
actually on it were therefore unreasonably refused. These should be re-evaluated. 
 
Yours 
 
To: Harborough District Council Planning Dept Local Plan Examiner 
 
Complaint against Houghton on the Hill Village Plan - óSubmission & Examination Versions 



 
 
 
 
Site L 

 
Ref: Failure to understand/address evidence correctly and failure to take Harborough DC and National 
Policy into account with reference to Proposed Housing Site L - Land at rear of The Willowsic. 
 
Site L - The Brownfield Site at the rear of The Willowsic, 34 Main Street, Houghton was offered for the 
new Village Plan (as Site L) for 2 Self-Build Homes but was refused óbeing outside of the Settlement 
Boundaryô 
 
As with the previous (current) plan, the proposed new Village Plan fails to allocate any sites for Self-Build 
homes to meet local need. The potential for suitable self-build plots in Houghton under the Self-Build and 
Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 appears to be non-existent. The New Village Plan fails to meet the 
condition that: óIf land within the boundary is not formally allocated for self-build, there will be a 
requirement to demonstrate that there is enough capacity within the boundary to enable development to 
take place.A reasonable conclusion would be that the development area needs to be sympathetically 
altered to allow some self-build homes to be built to meet need. Site L would seem to be ideal, being 
Brownfield and close to the current Development Line (in fact it touches it). 
 
The decision to refuse Site L was incorrect, failing to address the evidence supplied both for the original 
application and to the Pre-Submission Draft correctly, ignoring the intentionof both local and national 
policy. Their summary for their refusal of Site L in the Village Plan also failed to include many important 
facts positive to the proposal but did include many errors. 
 
Background 
The Site consisting of 3 Post War Concrete Industrial Buildings was offered for a single 2 bedroom self-
build house with attached office for my niece - a local person, to live and work at home. Having sent the 
application in, someone from the Plan Working Party visited me (presumably officially) and said óthere 
was plentyof space for 2 houses and did I want to alter the application to 2 homes? This was agreed. The 
plan for 2 houses on the site was in effect down to the Working Party - making the decision to refuse it 
quite illogical. It was also extremely embarrassing because my niece had already found another local 
person for the second house. 
 
Reasons for refusal 
Development would require the Settlement boundary to be moved further into the countryside bringing it 
closer to the existing footpathô 
 
In fact the Settlement/DevelopmentLine, the Footpath Line and The Willowsic Garden Wall are already 
all the same at this point (the footpath is at the right of the building) 



 
 
The reason given for the refusal is totally erroneous. | commented on this in reply to the Pre-Submission 
Consultation Draft but wasnôt replied to. 
 
 
2. No perceived community benefit 
A. The provision of an affordable home & home working place for 4 local young people is considered of 
óvital importanceô both at National and Harborough level. My niece is a shoe designer and works from 
home, her partner is a Fireman at Billesdon. The other young lady and her partner run a business from 
home. 
 
B. There would be significant óecological benefitsô with improvement in the habitat and biodiversity of the 
site including a natural pond (restoring an old medieval pond) I informed the member from the Working 
Party that the proposal would include a new Broad Leaf Wood using the entire field at the rear of the site. 
 
 
Proposal included a new Broad Leaf Wood. 
 



 
 
Yet the óExamination Version of the Village Planô says ówe would like to create a new wood for the village 
but a site hasn't been offeredô 
 
 
 
 
C. There would be a substantial improvement in the appearance and aesthetics of the site - considered 
of ócommunity benefitô by government guidance, especially with regard to the appearance of the Village 
Edge. 
The 2 new homes and high quality landscaping would be a vast improvement to the area and would be 
far more in harmony with the landscape and The Willowic (which was identified in the Village Plan as a 
Heritage Asset) The buildings and footpath ótunnelô have a serious problem with litter and anti-social 
behavior including cannabis smoking. 
 



 
 
 

The appearance of the public footpath next to the buildings contrasted with that at the rear of the rest of 

the Willowsic. The Village Plan identifies The Willowsic as a Heritage Asset, quote: óThese assets and 

their features and settings will be protected wherever possibleô and yet they are refusing an opportunity 

to vastly improve the site. 

 

 

 

3. The development would extend significantly beyond the rear garden lines of Main Street dwellings 
and set a precedent ~ In fact The Willowsic already extends far beyond other houses on Main Street and 
has done since 1780. Further lateral development is highly unlikely ð to the left is a medieval Ridge and 
Furrow Field and there is no access to the right, so any development would mean demolishing houses in 
the Conservation Area to create access. 

 

Discrepancies in refusal statement 
Frequent reference to Buildings as Agricultural - In fact the buildings are industrial and the site is 
clearly Brown Field. Planning permission was given for óConcrete Shedsô in 1948 by Billesdon DC and 
were used for Car Repair and Storage and Machinery Storage. They are supplied with electricity and 
mains water and drainage. Unfortunately they have come to the end of their natural life and are in poor 
condition. My insurer the NFU has refused to supply commercial insurance. 
 

Reference to the proposed development as an óEco Houseô - in fact it was made clear in the original 

application that it was for a óhouse and officeô for home work. The Village plan stresses the desirability of 

home working in the village but this was ignored. 



 
 
The proposed new Village Plan fails to supply any sites for self-build homes. Site L would appear to be an 

attractive (if admittedly partial) solution to help meet that need and by refusing it they have also robbed 

the village of a chance to significantly improve the appearance and environment of an identified óimportant 

Village Assetô - the public footpath. 
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 Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan Review - Regulation 16 Consultation  
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 02 July 2025  
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, 
thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
 
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft 
neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they 
consider our interests would be affected by the proposals made.  
 
Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft neighbourhood plan.  
 
However, we refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues and opportunities that should be 
considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan and to the following information.  
 
Natural England does not hold information on the location of significant populations of protected species, 
so is unable to advise whether this plan is likely to affect protected species to such an extent as to 
require a Strategic Environmental Assessment. Further information on protected species and 
development is included in Natural England's Standing Advice on protected species .  
 
Furthermore, Natural England does not routinely maintain locally specific data on all environmental 
assets. The plan may have environmental impacts on priority species and/or habitats, local wildlife sites, 
soils and best and most versatile agricultural land, or on local landscape character that may be sufficient 
to warrant a Strategic Environmental Assessment. Information on ancient woodland, ancient and veteran 
trees is set out in Natural England/Forestry Commission standing advice.  
 
We therefore recommend that advice is sought from your ecological, landscape and soils advisers, local 
record centre, recording society or wildlife body on the local soils, best and most versatile agricultural 
land, landscape, geodiversity and biodiversity receptors that may be affected by the plan before 
determining whether a Strategic Environmental Assessment is necessary.  
 



Natural England reserves the right to provide further advice on the environmental assessment of the 
plan. This includes any third party appeal against any screening decision you may make. If an Strategic 
Environmental Assessment is required, Natural England must be consulted at the scoping and 
environmental report stages. 

9 Leicestershir
e Police  
Designing 
Out Crime 
Offcer  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy D1 
Design 

Reference ï Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan Site ï Houghton on the Hill  
 
Thank you for giving Leicestershire Police Designing Out Crime Officers the opportunity to comment on 
the updated Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Over the past twelve months, reported incidents of crime and anti-social behaviour in Houghton on the 
Hill have been relatively low however, there are instances of crimes such as burglary and criminal 
damage. With the continued expansion of towns and villages, the potential risk of crime naturally 
increases. It is therefore important that this is considered, when developing local plans and policies.  
 
From reviewing the proposed plan, I am in support of section 155 of Policy D2 Housing Design which 
states:  
 
ñCrime and community safety are important factors as part of all new development, and the Council 
works with Leicestershire Police and developers to ensure that all new major developments are secured 
by design.ò The NPPF (Dec 2024) notes at para. 139 that development that is not well designed should 
be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies. The VDG&C seeks to avoid poor 
design in Houghton.ò  
 
Ensuring all new developments, including residential, commercial, and educational, meet the Secured by 
Design principles will ensure that there is a measurable reduction in crime as supported by statistics.  
 
Another positive feature of the proposed neighbourhood plan is that it has taken the safety of the citizens 
of Houghton on the hill into consideration throughout, including:  
 
ñThe creation of new footpaths and cycle routes, or the enhancement of existing routes will be supported 
to provide safe, convenient and attractive routes to shops, employment, schools, and community facilities 
and for health & leisure.ò  
 
It is important that any development proposals received, clearly indicate how they will achieve safe, 
secure environments where crime and the fear of crime have been considered within their designs. 
Consideration could be given to introducing a dedicated policy or incorporating relevant wording into an 
existing policy, such as Policy 6.3 ï Design of Sights and Buildings 
 
A suggested form of wording might be:  
 



ñProposals will be expected to demonstrate how the design has been influenced by the need to plan 
positively to reduce crime and the fear of crime, and how this will be achieved.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan presents a valuable opportunity to help shape a safe, secure, and resilient 
environment. By integrating Designing Out Crime principles at the earliest stages of development, the 
plan can help reduce both crime and the fear of crime for current and future residents of Houghton on the 
Hill. 
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 Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above neighbourhood plan. 
  
Government planning policy, within the National Planning Policy Framework  (NPPF), identifies how 
the planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, 
inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to become more physically active through walking, 
cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays an important part in this process. Providing enough 
sports facilities of the right quality and type in the right places is vital to achieving this aim. This means 
that positive planning for sport, protection from the unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along with an 
integrated approach to providing new housing and employment land with community facilities is 
important. 
  
Therefore, it is essential that the neighbourhood plan reflects and complies with national planning policy 
for sport as set out in the NPPF with particular reference to Pars 103 and 104. It is also important to be 
aware of Sport Englandôs statutory consultee role in protecting playing fields  and the presumption 
against the loss of playing field land. Sport Englandôs playing fields policy is set out in our Playing Fields 
Policy and Guidance document. 
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-
sport#playing_fields_policy 
  
Sport England provides guidance on developing planning policy  for sport and further information can 
be found via the link below. Vital to the development and implementation of planning policy is the 
evidence base on which it is founded. 
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-
sport#planning_applications 
  
Sport England works with local authorities to ensure their Local Plan is underpinned by robust and up to 
date evidence. In line with Par 104 of the NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of need and 
strategies for indoor and outdoor sports facilities . A neighbourhood planning body should look to see 
if the relevant local authority has prepared a playing pitch strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports facility 
strategy. If it has then this could provide useful evidence for the neighbourhood plan and save the 
neighbourhood planning body time and resources gathering their own evidence. It is important that a 
neighbourhood plan reflects the recommendations and actions set out in any such strategies, including 

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Fhow-we-can-help%2Ffacilities-and-planning%2Fplanning-for-sport%23playing_fields_policy&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135684338%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZfA5ZK7eacvu2OFR8txsfxemqVRiWoLGyM3H2Tq%2FfIw%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Fhow-we-can-help%2Ffacilities-and-planning%2Fplanning-for-sport%23playing_fields_policy&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135684338%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZfA5ZK7eacvu2OFR8txsfxemqVRiWoLGyM3H2Tq%2FfIw%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Fhow-we-can-help%2Ffacilities-and-planning%2Fplanning-for-sport%23planning_applications&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135728380%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=StQDmljt4rebrD5t2KzXEVIQJ%2BFhf3VN2rDQVwHk8Pk%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Fhow-we-can-help%2Ffacilities-and-planning%2Fplanning-for-sport%23planning_applications&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135728380%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=StQDmljt4rebrD5t2KzXEVIQJ%2BFhf3VN2rDQVwHk8Pk%3D&reserved=0


those which may specifically relate to the neighbourhood area, and that any local investment 
opportunities, such as the Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support their delivery. 
  
Where such evidence does not already exist then relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan 
should be based on a proportionate assessment of the need for sporting provision in its area. Developed 
in consultation with the local sporting and wider community any assessment should be used to provide 
key recommendations and deliverable actions. These should set out what provision is required to ensure 
the current and future needs of the community for sport can be met and, in turn, be able to support the 
development and implementation of planning policies. Sport Englandôs guidance on assessing needs 
may help with such work. 
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance 
  
If new or improved sports facilities  are proposed Sport England recommend you ensure they are fit for 
purpose and designed in accordance with our design guidance notes. 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/ 
  
Any new housing  developments will generate additional demand for sport. If existing sports facilities do 
not have the capacity to absorb the additional demand, then planning policies should look to ensure that 
new sports facilities, or improvements to existing sports facilities, are secured and delivered. Proposed 
actions to meet the demand should accord with any approved local plan or neighbourhood plan policy for 
social infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from any assessment of need, or set out in any playing 
pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports facility strategy that the local authority has in place. 
  
In line with the Governmentôs NPPF (including Section 8) and its Planning Practice Guidance (Health and 
wellbeing section), links below, consideration should also be given to how any new development , 
especially for new housing, will provide opportunities for people to lead healthy lifestyles and create 
healthy communities. Sport Englandôs Active Design guidance can be used to help with this when 
developing planning policies and developing or assessing individual proposals. 
  
Active Design, which includes a model planning policy, provides ten principles to help ensure the design 
and layout of development encourages and promotes participation in sport and physical activity. The 
guidance, and its accompanying checklist, could also be used at the evidence gathering stage of 
developing a neighbourhood plan to help undertake an assessment of how the design and layout of the 
area currently enables people to lead active lifestyles and what could be improved. 
  
NPPF Section 8: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-
communities 
  
PPG Health and wellbeing section: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing 
  
Sport Englandôs Active Design Guidance: https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign 

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Fplanningtoolsandguidance&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135761003%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5gDbINO8NviT4wzJI2ZimVXnReIqNbW0uNLNjlxKy%2BU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Ffacilities-planning%2Ftools-guidance%2Fdesign-and-cost-guidance%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135794311%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QPc7aubvsc8EmyXiVI%2F3Fvd%2B98xTqCo8VkIbe1TzZEQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fguidance%2Fnational-planning-policy-framework%2F8-promoting-healthy-communities&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135822714%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4rJyoTpaCFV1nXJzJrL8TnkvmSi4xn4pGAudIOHiAFk%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fguidance%2Fnational-planning-policy-framework%2F8-promoting-healthy-communities&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135822714%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4rJyoTpaCFV1nXJzJrL8TnkvmSi4xn4pGAudIOHiAFk%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fguidance%2Fhealth-and-wellbeing&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135850664%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VW6dsSRLOX8ftNIBZkH97cbWdHS4tkjMOSH9X90MxUQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Factivedesign&data=05%7C02%7Cneighbourhoodplans%40harborough.gov.uk%7C68ffe91b5fc649a96d7008ddbe2f6a18%7C56632edb098b43f39e288985e98f5f89%7C0%7C0%7C638875833135873337%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WYE3Y9SNpeb0eiEHYhwx1Y3J%2BObAGvEzcrNv7ZDlAr0%3D&reserved=0


 

11 Resident  
 

 Thank you very much for your email. I apologise profusely for my very delayed acknowledgement of it. I 
meant to reply at the time and then because the deadline wasnôt so close at that stage I delayed. My 
apologies for being rude.  
 
As you will know from previous correspondence to you and to Houghton Parish Council there were 
significant governance concerns in Houghton, some of which related to the generation of the NDP e.g. 
delayed publication of Minutes, lack of local scrutiny etc and Iôm not sufficiently knowledgeable about the 
law to know whether that fits your emailed criteria but I think that local mitigations and modifications have 
now addressed those issues satisfactorily enough. 
 
The plan as currently written, although it got to via a torturous route, seems satisfactory enough too to my 
untrained eyes  
 
Iôm very grateful for you sending me this information,  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

12 Harborough 
District 
Council  
The 
Symington 
Building  
Adam and 
Eve Street  
Market 
Harborough  

 
Policy L1 
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t 
Boundary 
 
Para 144 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Para 147 
 
 
 
 
Env7 
 
 

References to Core Strategy to be removed/replaced  
1. Remove in  POLICY L1: SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY third paragraph  
 
and the Harborough District Council Core Strategy (Policy CS11) and; 
 
2. Remove in para 144 
144. The HDC Core Strategy 2006-2028; paragraph 5.78 reminds us that:  
a. ñThe Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006, Section 40 requires the Council 
to have regard to biodiversity conservation when carrying out its functions. This duty, commonly referred 
to as the ñbiodiversity dutyò, means that the Council must, in exercising its functions, have regard to the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity.ò  
 
b. ñéthe potential exists to create and enhance wildlife corridors and networks and encourage the 
rebuilding of fragmented habitats through conservation management.ò 
 
3. Amend in para 147 
a) HDC Core Strategy 2006-2028, Paragraph 5.78 
to  
a) HDC Local Plan 2011 to 2031 policy GI5 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
 
P. 7 ï Policy ENV 7  ï suggest checking the para numbers of the NPPF to ensure they are correct as 
they do not match to those used on P.38.   



 
 
 
Figure 10 
 
 
 
Appendix 
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Appendix 
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Policy D1 
Design 

 - Developers are required to submit a historic impact assessment with any development affecting the 
outlined non designated heritage assets. 
 
P.38 - Figure 10  - It would be useful to show the Grade II* asset (1061587) in a different colour (as has 
been done for the Scheduled Monument) to ensure that the different levels of asset significance are 
clearly identified. 
 
Appendix 5  ï the map (see comments for map on P.38) the appendix lists the designated heritage 
assets including the list entry number and level of designation which is good to see.  It may be helpful to 
include a hyperlink for each entry which can take the reader directly to the full listing entry on the Historic 
England website. 
 
Appendix 6  - this has been produced in line with best practice and provides the reader with a good 
understanding of the reasons for inclusion and the local significance of the identified assets. Ther Old 
School and the Old School House are assets with group value and it is recommended that this group 
value is noted in Appendix 6.   
 
Policy D 1: Design . 
To strengthen this policy suggest adding the following: 
     - Developers are required to respond to the design code and outline how they respond to the checklist 
at the end of the code. Any new development of any scale should provide a character assessment and 
statement to show the design code has been taken into consideration and has positively influenced 
design decisions. 
 
 

13 Parker 
Strategic 
Land  
5th Floor  
1 Newhall 
Street  
Birmingham  
B3 3NH 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Executive Summary  
These representations are made on behalf of Parker Strategic Land (PSL) in respect of the Houghton on 
the Hill Regulation 16 Submission Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The representations provide clear evidence that the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) does not meet the Basic 
Conditions in order for it to proceed to Referendum. The representations identify a series of flaws within 
the plan making process any of which would individually create an issue of compliance with the Basic 
Conditions but cumulatively they demonstrate overwhelmingly that the Plan fails to meet Conditions a. 
d. and e. specifically, and therefore cannot lawfully proceed to Referendum. 
 
The Objectorôs case is essentially twofold: 
 

a) the Housing Requirement is flawed, and 
 

b) the process by which the Neighbourhood Plan has allocated land is flawed. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key problems with the evidence base underlying the plan which lead to this inevitable conclusion are 
summarised as follows: 
 

¶ The plan has proceeded on an erroneous assumption that it should be providing for 100 
homes. The figure which derives from the emerging Local Plan is without merit, is not the 
figure which NPPF §70 or PPG state should be used and has no evidential basis to support 
the contention that it will deliver a sustainable development strategy for Houghton on the Hill 
(HoTH). 

 
¶ The adopted Local Plan is out-of-date, the emerging Local Plan can be afforded only limited 

weight at best. NPPF §70 notes that in these circumstances an indicative figure should take 
into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing need. That is the current 
2024 Standard Methodology figure. The emerging Local Plan coming forward under 
transitional arrangements, and upon which the 100 home NP figure appears to be derived, 
is based on the 2023 Standard Method (óSMô) methodology, which significantly 
underestimates current need. 

 
¶ The Neighbourhood Planôs own evidence base would indicate a housing requirement of 312 

homes 
if it were to meet local affordable housing needs in full. 
 

¶ The new Standard Methodology has increased the requirement for homes within 
Harborough District over and above current proposals by some 2,247 homes during the 
emerging plan period, this has not been reflected yet in any strategic policy, emerging or 
otherwise. 

 
¶ The Neighbourhood Plan is progressing without having regard to the latest evidence of local 

housing needs within its area. The Neighbourhood Plan strategy will inevitably fail to meet 
identified local housing needs and local affordable housing needs, and therefore, will not 
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. 

 
¶ The assessment of PSLôs land interests at Sites H and F have grossly misrepresented the 

factual position relating to both sites, thus preventing a transparent, fair, robust and 
defensible assessment of the sustainability merits of alternative strategies to that selected. 
This has resulted in a consultation being undertaken which does not offer residents an 
accurate reflection of the evidence or merits of the choices before them. 

 

 
¶ Sites F and H: Contrary to statements within the evidence base, both Sites H and F 

can each achieve safe and deliverable highway access which has been confirmed by 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Leicestershire County Council Highways Department. The substantial highways 

benefits arising from the proposals are not referenced in any balanced assessment. The 

siteôs pedestrian accessibility to recreational facilities and village services has not been 

accurately reflected. The NP assessment of landscape is not supported by evidence and 

is in stark contradiction to technical assessments undertaken by Officers of HDC which 

have found the site to be acceptable and policy compliant on these grounds. The 

assessment identifying the PSL sites as neither suitable, available or achievable is as a 

matter of fact incorrect on all three grounds and contradicts the findings of Officers of 

Harborough District Council (HDC). All of PSLôs submissions to the Neighbourhood Plan 

to date, have invited correction of these factual errors, yet have been ignored. The site 

should be rated green. In reporting PSLôs planning application for these sites to HDC 

Committee no technical objections were raised by Officers nor did any appear in the 

subsequent refusal reason (which is related solely to scale and is the subject of Appeal). 

 

¶ The NP evidence base assesses sites A ï F using different metrics to the assessments 

of sites G ï M, this results in an unbalanced and inconsistent assessment process. 

Moreover, the assessments do not reflect the changes in the SHELAA between 2021 

and 2024 which remove previous references to perceived concerns with landscape 

impacts and access arrangements at the PSL site. Moreover, the southern half of Site 

F sits within the existing village settlement boundary, as a reserve housing site. No 

reference is made to this at all within the assessment process. This is a significant 

omission of fact. 
 

¶ Site D, the Neighbourhood Plan proposed allocation: Since the Regulation 14 Stage, this 

preferred Neighbourhood Plan site designation has been ódowngradedô in the evidence 

base from Green to a combined Amber and Red rating. It is also noted that development 

should not occur to the west of the site, yet this is now being proposed. This change in 

status is not addressed anywhere within the submission plan nor has any reassessment 

of the strategy been undertaken to address this change. This is a significant omission of 

fact. For the avoidance of doubt, part of the allocation site where it is proposed that 

housing should be located is rated Red in the evidence base. This means the ósite [is] 

not suitable for allocationô. The site is also the subject of a significant area of surface 

water flood risk which also extends across the proposed allocation site access area. No 

Sequential Flood Assessment has been undertaken, and this is contrary to the 

requirement of NPPF §172. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

¶ The assessments undertaken are in effect ópolicy onô; they appear to have been drafted 

in a manner to support the allocation of Site D. Indeed, they appear to plainly disregard 

their own policy and settlement boundary which would clearly identify Site F as the 

preferred option. The assessments do not relate to or reflect the new NPôs Vision and 

Objectives. 

 
¶ The PSL sites offer a range of additional benefits; care home for the existing ageing 

population, retail including food store, EV charging points, and potential for a new GP 

Surgery. This will meet a number of the NPs stated objectives against its own Vision. 

The NPôs preferred site delivers none of these, it therefore provides no mechanism to 

meet its own Vision and Objectives in a comprehensive manner, and it does not 

therefore, even on the Planôs own terms, achieve a sustainable development strategy 

for the village, which is contrary to Basic Condition d. 

 
The assessments of Policy L3A and L3B are not undertaken on a coherent or consistent 

basis. The consequence of which is that the local community are not being presented 

with an equitable consistent or fair basis to judge the relative merits of alternative 

sustainable development strategies. In ignoring the benefits which the PSL site can deliver 

with regard to retail, EV charging, care home (for which there is a clearly evidenced need), 

and a potential GP practice, all of which would reduce the need to travel outside of the 

village, the Plan fails to explain how its Vision and Objectives are going to be achieved. 

The preferred strategy does not address these needs and is silent on how the Plan will 

then deliver them. 

 

 
Conclusions 

 
The accumulation of inaccuracies, significant omissions, and a strategy which does not address 

the NPôs own Vision and Objectives, results in a Plan which is being subject to a Regulation 16 

consultation, but which does not enable those being consulted upon it, to understand the actual 

choices before them. It has not accurately or fairly, informed HotHôs residents of the relative 

merits of the options before them. It does not accurately portray how the Regulation 16 NP 

would fail to fulfil any number of the Planôs own Vision or Objectives. The consultation process 

is therefore flawed. 

 
Any one of the key issues identified in respect of the flaws underline the preparation of the 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Neighbourhood Plan would be sufficient for the plan to fail the Basic Conditions. Their 

cumulative effect is overwhelmingly against the Neighbourhood Plan being found capable of 

meeting the Conditions and proceeding to Referendum. 

 
Because of this and even recognising how high the bar is with regard to finding against a 

Neighbourhood Plan meeting the Basic Conditions, this Neighbourhood Plan contains 

significant errors, makes serious omissions of fact/analysis, and has neither demonstrated that 

it is contributing to the aims of sustainable development, nor that it has had regard to National 

Policy within the NPPF/PPG. The Basic Conditions a. d. and e. have not been met, and the Plan 

should not therefore progress to Referendum. 

 

1. Introduction  

1.1. These representations are made on behalf of Parker Strategic Land (PSL) in respect to the 

Houghton on the Hill Regulation 16 Submission Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

1.2. Neighbourhood Plans (NPs) can set out policies and proposals for development of land within their 
area, and once óMadeô they form part of the Development Plan relating to the area. To be 
considered acceptable by an independent Examiner, Neighbourhood Plans must conform to a 
number of óBasic Conditionsô as set out paragraph 8(2) of Scheduled 4B to the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 

 

1.3. A draft order meets the basic conditions if ð 

 

1.3.1. having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 

Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the order , 

 

1.3.2. having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to make 
the order, 

 

1.3.3. having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 

appearance of any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order, 

 

1.3.4. the making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development,  

 

1.3.5. the making of the order is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained 

in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area),  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1.3.6. the making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, assimilated (ie 

EU) obligations, and 

 

1.3.7. prescribed conditions are met in relation to the order and prescribed matters have been 

complied with in connection with the proposal for the order. *(emphasis added) 

 

1.4. PSL contend that the Houghton on the Hill (HotH ) Neighbourhood Plan signally fails to meet the 
Basic Conditions. Specifically, it does not meet basic conditions a., d., and e., in that it is based on 
the wrong housing requirement figure, it does not contribute to meeting the aims of sustainable 
development (and fails to deliver development to achieve its own Objectives in this regard), that it 
is not in conformity with the strategic policies in the Development Plan, and it does not have regard 
to material national policy. 

 

1.5. The NPPF was updated in December 2024, alongside this has been the production of a new 

Standard Methodology (SM) figure for the District. This emerging NP (eNP) is brought forward under 

the December 2024 NPPF and the new SM. 

 

1.6. The Harborough District Council consulted on their new Regulation 19 version of the emerging 

Local Plan (eLP) between 10th March to 6th May 2025. It has been progressed under the 

transitional arrangements through the predecessor NPPF, and unlike the eNP is brought forward 

under the 2023 NPPF and the 2023 SM. It is noteworthy that the consultation started two 

days prior to the expiry of eligibility for transitional provisions. 

 
1.6.1. The Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan does not address the housing needs of HoTH and 

fails to deliver a sustainable development strategy. 

 
1.6.2. There is a very real risk that this Neighbourhood Plan will be óout of dateô either when 

it is Made or shortly after it is Made. NPPF §31 establishes that where a Local Plan is 

approved after a NP is Made, then if there are conflicting non-strategic or strategic 

policies, it is the Policies in the Local Plan which will take precedence. Whilst the NP 

has been progressed to submission stage, it would seem to be a more prudent use of 

resources to allow the Local Plan to progress first, to minimise the risk of NP policies 

becoming out of date very shortly after being Made, and thereby negating the benefit of 

the Neighbourhood Planning exercise. 

 
1.6.3. These Representations review in Section 3, the reasons why the Neighbourhood Plan 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

fails to deliver sufficient housing and therefore does not address the basic condition d. 

which requires the achievement of sustainable development. 

 
1.6.4. Section 4 addresses the Evidence Base, and in particular the factual errors and 

inconsistency in assessment of sites promoted for allocation. It is concluded that the 

Site Assessment process fails to assess sites on a fair, or equitable footing, thereby 

failing on its own defined terms, which are said to be important, and failing to provide 

residents with factually accurate basis upon which to reach a balanced judgement. 

 
1.6.5. Section 5, reviews individual policies within the NP and passes commentary upon them. 

 
1.6.6. Finally, Section 6 provides a brief summary and conclusion, finding that the 

Neighbourhood Plan fails to meet with the Basic Conditions. 

 

2. Context  
2.1. PSL are aware that this Examination is an assessment of whether the NP as submitted meets the 

Basic Conditions. It is not an exercise for the promotion of óomission sitesô, nor is it the purpose to 
test if an alternative strategy may achieve greater sustainability benefits. It is an assessment of the 
NP against the Basic Conditions. 

 
2.2. To assist the Examiner, however, and given the long involvement of PSL in both the NP process, 

the emerging Local Plan (eLP), and the Harborough Districtôs Development Management process, 
it is considered helpful to relate the current planning status of PSLôs land, as this is material to how 
the sites have been factually assessed through the evidence base. 

 
2.3. PSL have long promoted their land as a sustainable development option for the Village, with the 

potential to deliver a range of community benefits that meet with the aspirations of residents as 
reflected in the emerging Planôs Vision and Objectives. These representations follow from those 
made at Regulation 14 stage. Many of the points raised now, were also raised at Regulation 14 
and are additionally supplemented by observations with regard to the implications of the new 
Standard Methodology and the strategic housing policies of the local plan becoming out of date. 

 
2.4. PSL have recently received a refusal of planning permission with regard to their planning 

application on their land interests on land both north and south of the A47 to the east of Houghton 
on the Hill (HoTH). The application was recommended for approval by planning officers (see 
Officer Report to Committee attached at Appendix 1a ) and was refused by members against 
officerôs advice in relation to scale only (see Decision Notice attached at Appendix 1b ). This 
related to one of three applications that were before Harborough District Council (HDC). The 
refusal has been appealed and is subject to a Planning Inquiry which is scheduled to start on 
November 4th 2025. The remaining two applications are still before the Council for determination. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2.5. The three applications in summary are as follows: 

 

¶ Application 1 (App 1 ï 23/01499/OUT) relates to the whole extent of the PSL land being 
promoted both North and South of the A47 to the East of the village and offers a 
comprehensive scheme which maximises the potential benefits deliverable to the village 
through its development, and includes some local shop provision, a care home and a GP 
surgery. The Application Boundary and Illustrative masterplan for its development are attached 
at Appendix 1c.  

¶ Application 2 (App 2 - 23/01810/OUT) relates solely to their land interests North of the A47, 
with development contained wholly within the existing settlement boundary. Site and illustrative 
layout plans for application 2 are attached at Appendix 2.  

¶ Application 3 (App 3 ï 24/00175/OUT) relates solely to their land South of the A47, both these 
applications are focussed exclusively on residential delivery. Site and illustrative layout plans 
for application 3 are attached at Appendix 3.  

 
3. Provision of Sufficient Housing  

3.1. The Neighbourhood Plan is progressing based on an incorrect housing requirement figure that 
does not comply with the requirements of NPPF §70. It is a fundamentally flawed basis on which 
to have prepared the NP. 

 
3.2. NPPF §70 sets out how an NP should proceed; 

 
Where it is not possible to provide a requirement figure for a neighbourhood area,33 the local 
planning authority should provide an indicative figure, if requested to do so by the 
neighbourhood planning body. This figure should take into account factors such as the latest 
evidence of local housing need, the population of the neighbourhood area and the most 
recently available planning strategy of the local planning authority. 

 

33Because a neighbourhood area is designated at a late stage in the strategic policy- making 
process, or after strategic policies have been adopted; or in instances where strategic 
policies for housing are out of date. 

 
3.3. The steps to be taken are clear: 

 
1) Firstly, because the strategic policies of the Local Plan are out of date, these cannot be relied upon. 

 
2) The LPA should provide an indicative figure, having regard to ólocal housing needô the population of 

the neighbourhood area and the most recently available planning strategy. 
 

3.4. Local Housing Need (LHN) is a defined term within the NPPF, it means óThe number of homes 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

identified as being needed through the application of the standard method set out in national 
planning practice guidance.ô 

 
3.5. The current Standard Method (SM) came in to being in December 2024. For Harborough, this 

identifies a LHN of 734 homes/year. The NP should be being brought forward under the current 
SM. 

 
3.6. The Parish Councilôs HNA, which predates the current SM (HNA Jan 2024, para 58) suggest that 

the Council provided an indicative requirement of 55-70 homes for the NP to provide. PSL have 
requested evidence from HDC as to how this figure was calculated through a Freedom of 
Information request. It has not yet been forthcoming. 

 
3.7. However, that figure was in any event, not derived from the latest evidence of LHN established by 

the December 2024 NPPF. It cannot therefore be relied upon. 
 

3.8. The Parish Council have subsequently indicated in email correspondence (Appendix 12 ) to 
Pegasus Group dated 18/8/25 that; 

 
As described in the NPPF, the Designated Body requested an indicative housing number 
from Harborough District Council (HDC) as the planning authority. During the drafting of the 
revised plan, and in consultation with HDC, this number evolved to the value of about 100 
which was approved by HDC and included in its draft Local Plan. 

 
3.9. However, there is a critical error identified here by the approach taken. 

 
3.10. The eLP is being prepared under the transitional arrangements of the 2024 NPPF. That 

means the eLP is reliant on a predecessor version of the SM (the 2023 SM), which produces 

a substantially lower LHN for Harborough District. A NP figure which is aligned to the eLP 

is critically not one, therefore, which has met the requirement of taking account of the ólatest 

evidence of local housing needô. It is not compliant with NPPF §70. 

 

3.11. To put this into context. The current SM identifies a LHN for Harborough District of 

734 homes/yr. It is significantly higher than the housing figure being promoted by the eLP 

under transitional arrangements, which averages over plan period of 627 homes/yr (this is 

formed of 657homes/yr 2020 to 2036 and then 534homes/yr, 2036 ï 2041). It creates a 

difference of some 2,247 homes over the plan period, which the eLP does not account for.  

 
3.12. Using the latest evidence of LHN as the NP should have done to accord with NPPF 

§70, would result in a different and higher housing requirement figure. The figure relied upon 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

of 100 homes is not correct. 

 
3.13. A less significant point is that even if the eLP had been the correct base to use 

(which it is not), the NP figure should have been to plan for 104 homes, not 100 homes. The 

figure is also therefore incorrect on this basis too. 

 
The emerging Local Plan 

 
3.14. It is recognised that it is not the role of the Examiner to determine whether the eLP 

is sound. The points below are simply made for context, in explaining why the eLP is also 

flawed in its approach, and why the eLP Housing Policy DS01 housing figures are also being 

challenged. Indeed, PSLôs primary position is that the housing requirement within the eLP 

is flawed as it does not align with §70 of the NPPF, given it does not take account of local 

housing need (rather it relies upon a former local housing need). However, even if that was 

not correct, the eLP purports to rely upon the housing requirement allegedly derived from the 

emerging Local Plan. This is not correct, given the eLP relies on a figure of 104 homes for the 

neighbourhood plan area, whereas the eNP relies on a housing requirement of 100 homes. 

Whilst this only represents a difference of 4 units, it is unclear where this disparity is derived 

from. 

 
3.15. Given the eLP has relied upon an incorrect interpretation of the 2023 SM to derive its 

housing requirement, the eNP is similarly infected by this error and thus, the eLP becomes 

relevant to this examination. 

 
3.16. Policy DS01 is the subject of duly made objections by many parties, including PSL. 

Their representations are attached as Appendix 4 to this submission. 

 
3.17. The strategic housing requirement of the eLP has significantly underestimated the 

Districtôs overall housing need. Consequentially the spatial distribution of the eLPôs 

housing requirement has not had regard to the appropriate housing figure. In short, the overall 

housing requirement of the eLP should be higher and the spatial strategy and associated 

housing figures for individual locations/settlements will need to be updated to reflect the 

higher requirement. 

 
3.18. The reasons for this are set out within the representations made to the eLP and are 

material even though the eLP is currently being progressed under the transitional 

arrangements. For example, the Local Plan uses a 2020 base date rather than a 2024 base 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

date in direct contradiction to the advice within the 2023 NPPF/PPG under which it is 

progressing. Because the eLP is progressing under the 2023 SM, it is necessary to rely 

upon the PPG as it was in 2023, which applies to this Older SM methodology. That requires 

that the baseline for a Local Plan should take óthe current year being used as the starting 

point from which to calculate growth over that periodô (PPG: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-

20201216 ï Step 1) 

 

3.19. HDC have chosen to use a 2020 base date, contrary to the direction of PPG. A 

consequence of this is that the Council has seeking to use past over-supply in the 

immediate years after 2020 (against a then lower housing need) to discount against current 

and future housing requirements. This results in a calculation which fails to meet the future 

requirements of the plan period. 

 
3.20. Further, PSL have provided evidence to support the case that HoTH should be 

identified as a Large Village in accordance with the Councilôs methodology criteria. This 

would also result in the village being identified for additional growth under the eLP 

settlement hierarchy. 

 
3.21. What is clear, is that at this stage, very little weight should be attached to the eLP 

policy DS01 figure of 104 homes for HoTH. Indeed, this was explicitly recognised in the 

Officerôs report to Committee (Appendix  1b) in determining the PSL application, where it was 

confirmed at Ä6.7 that only ólimited weight at bestô should be attached to the emerging plan. 

 
3.22. Notwithstanding this, however, the eNP describes the 100 homes as a minimum 

requirement to be satisfied (§9) and as a óé requirement imposed on this NDP by the 

Harborough Local Plané for the period 2025-2041ô. This is an inaccurate statement. The eLP 

is a draft figure yet to be tested and is not óimposedô on the Neighbourhood Plan. Moreover, 

it does not follow from NPPF §70, which requires the NP to come forward using the latest 

evidence of LHN, which would be the much higher figure than underlies the Councilôs 

reliance through transitional arrangements, of the 2023 SM. 

 
3.23. The reliance on the 100 homes figure, a figure which has no status, undermines the 

basis of the Neighbourhood Plan which must, therefore, fail to meet the basic conditions. 

This is because it does not make provision for sufficient housing, is not based on the latest 

evidence of LHN and cannot therefore provide for the sustainable development of the 

settlement. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.24. NPPF §8 establishes that achieving sustainable development means that the planning 

system has to address itôs three overarching objectives. The social objective requires that a 

sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future 

generations. NPPF §11 notes that for plan making applying the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development means that óall plans should promote a sustainable pattern of 

development that seeks to: meet the development needs of their areaô. 

 
3.25. The 104-home figure within the Local Plan derives from eLP Policy DS01, which the 

Council Officers themselves say should only be óafforded limited weight at bestô. It cannot 

be reasonably concluded that this is the órequirementô which is óimposedô on the 

Neighbourhood Plan. It is not a NPPF §70 compliant figure. 

 
3.26. Indeed, given the very obvious flaws in the methodology of the eLP it is conceivable 

that there will need to be a revision to the Councilôs overarching housing requirement as a 

result of the Councilôs Local Plan Examination. Irrespective of that process, however, at this 

time and for the purpose of this eNP, the figure can be accorded limited weight at best. It 

certainly should not form the basis of policies within the eNP, as it is not an NPPF §70 

compliant figure. 

 
3.27. It is not clear if the NP Working Group have requested an up-to-date indicative figure 

for production of the Neighbourhood Plan from the Local Planning Authority (Freedom 

of Information requests to establish this remain outstanding at present). Given that 

Harborough District Council now accept that their current Local Plan regarding its strategic 

housing policies is out-of-date (see Appendix  5 and further explanation below) if such a 

figure were requested it should in accordance with NPPF §70 take into account inter alia 

factors such as the latest evidence of housing need (ie the current SM). There is no 

indication that this has occurred. 

 
3.28. The hundred homes figure for HoTH proposed in the emerging Local Plan is without 

merit and has no evidential basis to support the contention that it will deliver a sustainable 

development strategy for HoTH. 

 
What should be the approach of the Neighbourhood Plan to housing requirements 

 
3.29. The current situation is as follows: 

 
1) The current development planôs (Harborough Local Plan 2011 ï 2031) strategic housing 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

policies are out-of-date. 

 
2) The emerging Local Plan has not progressed sufficiently to be attached any more than 

limited weight at best. It is subject to duly made objections specifically with regard to the 

housing requirement. 

 
3) The Council cannot currently demonstrate a 5YLS, illustrative of a failure of strategic plan 

making. 

 
4) Reliance within the eNP on the 100 homes figure fails to deliver sustainable development 

in accordance with NPPF §8 and §11, moreover, it would fail to achieve the Government's 

objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes (NPPF § 61), nor is it a figure based 

on the latest evidence of local housing need (NPPF § 70) 

 
3.30. The eNP is supported by a Housing Needs Assessment (Aecom: Houghton on the Hill 

Housing Needs Assessment January 2024) (HNA) which identifies that in HoTH: 

¶ Households on average incomes are unable to access even entry-level homes unless 

they have the advantage of a very large deposit (§11). 

 

¶ Private renting is generally only affordable to higher earners (§12). 

 

¶ There is a need for 45.3 rental affordable homes over the plan period, 2024-36, (§17) ï 

which would equate to a need for 64.2 rental affordable homes by the end of the eNP 

plan period in 2041. 

¶ There is a need for 42.7 affordable home ownership units over the plan period, 2024- 

36, (§18) ï which would equate to a need for 60.5 affordable home ownership units by 

the end of the eLP plan period in 2041. 

¶ There are 44 households currently registered in need of affordable housing (§19). 

 

¶ The expected delivery of affordable housing in the Parish does not meet the identified 

demand (§23) ï indeed, based on the provision of 104 homes with 40% affordable 

housing, 42 affordable homes would be delivered in response to the need for 124.7 

affordable homes. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

¶ The area has a higher proportion of older residents than the District and Nation (§27). 

 

¶ 89.1% of homes are under-occupied, including 96.6% of properties occupied by older 
households which may be symptomatic of smaller and/or more suitable properties being 
unavailable for older people (§30). 

¶ Population growth is expected to be driven by the oldest households (§31). 

 

¶ The number of people aged 75+ is expected to increase from 262 to 407 by 2036 (§35). 

 

3.31. In other words, the evidence demonstrates that there is a desperate need for housing 
including affordable housing locally which will not be met by the eNP. Indeed, over the plan 
period of the eLP the Housing Needs Assessment identifies a need for 124.7 affordable 
homes (= 64.2 + 60.5). Assuming that 40% of homes, as per the policy target in both the 
adopted plan (Policy H2) and the emerging local plan (Policy HN01), are delivered as 
affordable housing, this would require the delivery of 312 homes in Houghton on the Hill to 
meet local affordable housing needs in full. 

 

3.32. The eNPôs own evidence base demonstrates the paucity of proposed housing delivery 

against the actual identified needs as above, this will fail to deliver sustainable development as 

established by the NPPF, and required by the basic conditions. 

 

3.33. The current Local Planôs strategic housing policies are out of date, a matter accepted 
by Harborough Council (Appendix 1a para 6.4 and Appendix 5 ), and the Council cannot 
demonstrate a 5YLS. However, the Neighbourhood Plan does not seek to conform with the 
existing out-of-date Local Plan, but rather it is tested against the housing requirement 
identified through the early emerging Local Plan which is contrary to both NPPF §70 and to the 
following part of the PPG; 

 

3.34. They [Neighbourhood Plans] can be developed before, after or in parallel with a Local 
Plan, but the law requires that they must be in general conformity with the strategic policies in 
the adopted Local Plan for the area (and any other strategic policies that form part of the 
statutory development plan where relevant, such as the London Plan). Neighbourhood plans 
are not tested against the policies in an emerging Local Plan although the reasoning and 
evidence informing the Local Plan process may be relevant to the consideration of the basic 
conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested. 

PPG §013 Ref ID: 12-013-2070728 

(*emphasis added) 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.35. The weight of the policies within the eLP, however, is limited at best according to 
Harborough District Council Officers (Appendix 1a para 6.7 ), and its Strategic Policies are the 
subject of duly made objections. It too, therefore, cannot form the basis of identifying the 
housing need which the eNP should address. 

 

3.36. The most up to date and latest evidence of local housing need, which the eNP should 
be based upon (NPPF §70), is the current Standard Methodology which proposes a much 
higher figure than the eLP proposes. The January 2024 Aecom report supports a housing 
figure for HotH of some 312 homes to meet local affordable homes need in full. 

3.37. PSL invite the Examiner to find that the eNP fails to meet the Basic Conditions, 

because it fails to have regard to national policy (specifically NPPF §70 and PPG), and in not 

basing itself on the latest evidence of local housing need, and not delivering a sufficient level 

of housing, does not contribute to the achievement of sustainable development (NPPF §8, 

11). 

 

4. The Evidence Base  

4.1. Concerns are raised regarding the approach taken to specific aspects of the evidence base, 
which are internally inconsistent, with regard to treatment of different sites, and also, lacking in 
critical analysis for some of the key conclusions reached, especially with regard to Older 
Persons Housing. 

 

4.2. Just by way of clarity the following nomenclature is used in this representation: 

 

¶ Site L3A or Site D refers to the proposed allocation north of the A47 to the west of 

Houghton. 

 

¶ Site L3B or App 2 ï refers to current and proposed Reserved Housing site north of the 
A47, East of Houghton and owned by PSL, and forms the southern half of Site F. 

¶ Site F refers to the whole of PSLôs land to the north of the A47, east of the village, which 
includes the L3B reserve allocation in the lower part but extends beyond this reserve 
allocation to include additional land to the north. 

¶ Site H or App 3 refers PSLôs land to the south of the A47, to the east of the village. 

 

¶ App 1 refers to the combined Sites F and H. 

 

Site Options and Assessment Final Report, Aecom February 2024  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.3. The assessment of the PSLôs sites, namely Sites F and Site H, is summarised at Table 5.1 

and the following observations are made on that assessment, and the assessment proforma. 

 

General Commentary 

 

4.4. The NP assessment was dated in December 2023. Whilst it therefore pre-dated two of the three 
planning applications across PSLôs two parcels F and H, nonetheless the NP Working Group 
were aware of the potential to treat these sites individually, as well as on a current NP basis, as 
reflected in the three applications. In other words, the NP should have examined and assessed 
the relative merits of all 3 of the application options, all of which have been known to the NP 
Working Group since February 2024, which has been more than ample time to update the 
evidence base assessment to include all three options, each of which provides a slightly 
differing mix of opportunities and benefits. 

 

4.5. As evidenced in Section 2 above, the NP should be providing for a greater housing requirement 

(circa 300 homes as a minimum). In focusing solely on a strategy of a presumed need of 55 to 

70 homes (Housing Needs Assessment, January 2024 para 58), it does not reflect the NPôs own 

evidence base, nor properly assess the sustainability potential, and benefits achievable (see 

para 5.5 below) , from an allocation which would deliver additional housing, better aligned to the 

growth, which is required by the new NPPF, and of Harborough District Council moving forward 

(basic conditions a. and d. are engaged). Indeed, the references at paras 9 and 78 of the 

submitted Neighbourhood Plan, in suggesting an allocation of 100 homes is itself a recognition 

that the HNA evidence is dated. The 55-70 homes HNA evidence was produced against the 

adopted Local Plan which the Council now recognise fails to meet housing need and should be 

attached only limited weight at best. The 55 ï 70 home figure is plainly a figure to which no 

weight can continue to be attached 

4.6. The following commentary from the Aecom report (Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan, 

Site Options and Assessment Final Report, February 2024) is noted: 

 

Executive Summary: The Neighbourhood Plan Working Party are working on the 
assumption that the expected requirement is currently in the range of 55-70 dwellings, but 
a definitive figure is not yet known. 

 

1.2 It is important that the site assessment process is carried out in a transparent, 

fair, robust and defensible way and that the same process is applied to each 

potential siteé 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.10 éThe primary school provides for 4 to 11 year-oldsé. Demand for places is high 

with 

about half the pupils coming into the village from outside the catchment areaé 

 

3.22 [Harborough Local Plan 2011-2031] SS1 The Spatial StrategyéRural Centres are 
identified as a focus for rural development, to serve both the settlements themselves 
and the surrounding rural areaé [emphasis added] 

 

4.7. The NPPF and accompanying papers propose an uplift in the Standard Methodology (SM) 
housing requirement for Harborough from 510 homes/yr to 734 homes/yr. In his Plan for 
Change Speech on 5 December 2024, the Prime Minister doubled down on his commitment to 
deliver 1.5m new homes during the life of this parliament (source: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-on-plan-for-change-5-december- 2024). 
This is a material consideration, for the housing requirement of Harborough District, and 
equally for those settlements within the growth hierarchy, such as HotH. 

 

Site H (App 3) 

 

4.8. The Table 5.1 summary analysis for Site H which PSL are promoting for development 
currently indicates that it is unsuitable for development. This is based on an incorrect 
statement that it lacks suitable access. Access to the site has been approved already, in 
relation to proposals for the adjoining Golf Club development and moreover was found to be 
acceptable by Leicestershire County Council Highways Department in assessing development 
proposals from PSL. The access is capable of construction in its own right, independent of the 
Golf Club, and delivers a wider benefit and improvement to Highway Safety through the 
closure of the existing Gaulby Lane/A47 junction, which is considered sub optimal in terms of 
safety ï to the benefit of all road users. 

 

4.9. For the avoidance of doubt, PSLôs planning applications seek approval for the same road and 
junction configuration as that approved under the golf course consent, ensuring that the 
necessary highway infrastructure can be delivered independently of the golf course. 
Furthermore, the approval of the golf course application, which included full/detailed planning 
approval of the new road and junctions and the ósign offô from LCC Highways, demonstrates 
their acceptability. 

 

4.10. None of this, including the substantial Highways benefits arising through the closure of 
the existing junction between Gaulby Lane and the A47 and which is considered to be 
dangerous, is factored into the Aecom Assessment. Other benefits, also not reviewed, are set 
out under the consideration of Policy L3B below. 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-on-plan-for-change-5-december-2024
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-on-plan-for-change-5-december-2024


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.11. With regard to óphysical constraintsô the site is said to have limited access for 

pedestrians, 

vehicles, or cyclists. However, this has no regard to the fact that an access road for the site 

(the Gaulby Lane/A47 link) is already approved and capable of implementation. Both 

Applications 1 and 3 look to deliver this route, in an identical fashion to that approved, and 

thus access for all modes, is wholly achievable. 

 
4.12. Moreover, there is a clear local desire for the current informal pedestrian access to 

the adjoining Houghton Field Association Football Pitch, Play Park, and the Houghton Tennis 

club to be formalised as evidenced by the current non-consensual usage, and the Parish 

Council having submitted a Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO) to secure access. 

Whilst the DMMO has failed, this has not yet been formally written up by the County Council. 

These facilities adjoin the Site, and an informal pedestrian access is already in existence. 

This is proposed to be formalised into a recreational route, through the current App 1 and 

App 3. 

 
4.13. Compared to the NP allocated site L3A, access from Site H is substantially better, 

being immediately adjoining to the facilities on foot or bicycle. For example, instead of the 

830m journey from Site D, including travel along the A47 corridor, Site H is immediately 

adjoining the facilities. 

 
4.14. The potential for journeys to be made on foot/cycle to the key retail and leisure 

facilities from the PSL site H is therefore much greater than from the NPôs preferred 

allocations site D. The SHELAA Review Table of Site D is wholly silent on this matter (NP 

Options and Assessments Appendix B). 

 
4.15. In addition, the same commentary can be made with regard to access to the current 

Village Co-op store, and facilities beyond (ie Village Hall, Church, Primary School). The Co-op 

is some 110m closer to Site H for a pedestrian desire line, than from allocated Site D, and then 

similarly to the facilities beyond. Site H is, in all respects, better related to the facilities at 

heart of the village than Site D. 

 
4.16. There is also an alleged óépotentially high visual sensitivityô (Table 5.1) of Site H. 

However, this is not supported by evidence, nor does it appear to have regard to the approved 

Golf Course permission immediately adjoining the site, which will materially alter the context 

in which the site is viewed in the wider landscape. Moreover, in reporting the application 1 

to planning committee and with specific regard to the southern parcel Officers concluded 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(see Appendix  1a, §6.4.6 and 6.4.17) that the landscape and visual effects would only be 

óModerateô and moreover that development would comply with policy GD8 of the Harborough 

District Local Plan in terms of landscape and visual impact. Notwithstanding that these 

matters were raised at Regulation 14 stage, there appears to have been no attempt to review 

or address a revision or review of the overarching assessment. 

 
4.17. The Aecom analysis is further unsupported by the evidence contained within the 

Landscape and Visual Assessment accompanying the Planning Applications (a copy of 

which is attached as Appendix  6), and which was undertake to a GLVIA3 methodology, 

unlike the assessment of the Aecom Report. PSLôs submitted assessment confirms that, 

with mitigation, the visual effects of the development after construction + 15 years, from 

homes on Uppingham Road and Firs Road, will be at worst óModerate/Minor Adverseô, and 

from PROWs and Roads, at worst, óNegligibleô. The summary assessment that the site ómay 

have potentially high visual sensitivityô, is therefore unsupported. Moreover, it is not 

supported by the Officer assessment of App 1 as referenced above. 

 
4.18. With regard to Policy Constraints, whilst it is correct to note that the current Local 

Plan allocates the site for a Golf Course (and in so doing acknowledging a change to the 

landscape at this site), the Aecom assessment doesnôt acknowledge the approved Golf 

Course layout,and that the site H proposal does not seek to rely on this land in order to 

deliver the 18-hole golf course, clubhouse, car parks, practice areas, a golf academy with 

9-hole course, driving range and reception building and a grounds maintenance facility.  

 
4.19. The Conclusions section of the Aecom appraisal for site H is factually incorrect in 

stating that the site lacks suitable access, it is also incorrect to state that it is distant from 

services within HoTH making it an unsustainable location for development. Indeed, if site H 

which is closer in all respects to key facilities and services is considered ñdistantò, than 

preferred site D is demonstrably more distant. 

 
4.20. Both the housing proposed by PSL at site H and the Golf Course are capable of 

independent delivery, Whichever comes first will deliver the enhanced Gaulby Lane, A47 link 

road, and thus deliver the associated highway benefits. The precise replication of the road 

and junction details in the two schemes ensures there is no conflict in respect of Hillside. 

 
4.21. The siteôs red rating as being neither suitable, available, or achievable, is as a 

matter of fact, incorrect on all 3 counts and does not reflect the findings of Officers in their 

report to planning committee. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.22. The site is suitable . The identified site H óconstraintsô of Visual Impact and distant 

Access are demonstrably not correct, and indeed Site H is significantly better placed in this 

regard than the NP proposed allocation. 

 
4.23. NPPF 115 requires that sites which are allocated in plans, should ensure, inter alia 

that opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes have been taken up. Moreover, 

plan making should consider transport issues so that environmental impacts of traffic and 

transport infrastructure can be taken into account, and appropriate opportunit ies taken for 

avoiding and mitigating adverse effects and for net environmental gains (NPPF 108). 

 
4.24. NPPF 187 requires consideration to be given to recognising the intrinsic character and 

beauty of the countryside. The evidence with regard to this has been offered in regard to the 

Aecom Site H analysis, but no such equivalent analysis has been provided for the Site D 

analysis. 

 
4.25. The Site is  available . The Site is controlled by PSL and a live planning appeal is 

now before the Planning Inspectorate, demonstrating the siteôs availability. 

 
4.26. The Site is achievable . Site access is readily achievable, using the already 

approved Gaulby/A47 link, delivery of which will also deliver wider network benefits, 

currently unassessed by the Aecom report. Significantly, these were known at the point the 

assessment was undertaken, as the ólinkô had already received planning permission. 

 
4.27. Further, formalising an existing informal pedestrian link as the Parish desire, will, 

consistent with NPPF objectives, maximise the pedestrian accessibility of the site to the 

heart of the Village Centre and associated facilities in a way in which the NP preferred 

allocation of Site D cannot. These differences have not been properly recorded in the 

assessments, and therefore consultation upon the options has been undertaken on a partial 

basis, which has the potential to have impacted how residents have engaged in the process. 

 
4.28. All of this information was available to the NP working group through the planning 

applications, for a period of at least 12 months prior to the NP Reg 16 consultation and could 

have be incorporated into the analysis. They were also made at Regulation 14 stage and were 

not addressed. 

4.29. The evidence base has therefore failed in its own terms to undertake a site assessment 

process which has been ócarried out in a transparent, fair, robust and defensible wayô. This has 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ramifications for compliance with the basic conditions, especially whether the plan has properly 

been able to demonstrate that it contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. 

This is addressed further below. 

 

Site F 

 

4.30. Whilst PSL are of the view that the whole site as promoted, is capable of delivery, the 

Aecom assessment should either have treated it as two separate parcels (green lighting the 

southern parcel which they acknowledge is capable of delivery), or, as they originally illustrated 

in December 2023 Site Options and Assessment Report (extract at Appendix 7) for the preferred 

allocation Site D, ógreen litô the whole site, but with a textual explanation that only half the site in 

their opinion, is capable of delivery. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.31.  
 

4.32. Table 5.1, in its summary of the allocated Site D, notes that this site needs to have 
access confirmed by the Highway Authority, that design will need to account for an impact on 
local landscape and visual sensitivity, and that only the Eastern half of the site can be 
developed. It is then rated amber. In the December 2023 Assessment (extract at Appendix 7) 
the allocation Site D was rated green. There is no evidence to explain if, when or how the 
Neighbourhood Plan group reassessed their allocation strategy in the light of the eastern 
portion of Site D being down rated from green to amber , and the western half of allocation 
Site D including part of the housing allocation being rated red . 

 
4.33. Further comments on the suitability of any site access for PSL Sites F and H are 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

made in the Highway Technical Note submitted here as Appendix  8. The summary of Site 

F notes that the southern portion is potentially suitable for housing, could deliver the 

required housing numbers, and can be accessed from the A47 (although stating that the 

Highway Authority ówould be minded to advise refusal on sites where access from a road 

where measured speeds are from 40mphô; LCC Highways in fact raised no objection to the 

proposals. 

 
4.34. In the light of the evidence before the Neighbourhood Plan group, Site F should 

have been rated green . This is what a fair and equitable assessment process would 

conclude. If the NP Group then wished to select one site (rated in part red  and part amber ) 

over another (rated green ) to respond to local community wishes, that would be for the 

community to decide. However, a Plan which is consulted upon, based on a partial 

assessment, and which fails on its own terms to provide consultees with a fair, robust and 

defensible assessment process, cannot be one which either meets the terms of the NPPF 

or can evidence a demonstration that it is achieving sustainable development. 

 
4.35. Further reference is made to how this impacts the requirements of the Basic 

Conditions in the Conclusions section of this representation. 

 
4.36. Site F is assessed (as with Site D) as part of the carrying forward of the SHELAA 

analysis undertaken in 2021. The SHELAA review of Sites A ï F did not undertake an analysis 

using the same metrics as has been used within the NP for Sites G-M. It would have been 

an appropriate and beneficial exercise to do so, in order that the same process was applied 

to each potential site. 

 
4.37. The Site F analysis made no reference or acknowledgement that the southern half 

of the site falls within the currently defined settlement boundary in the extant NP or that this 

area is identified in the current NP as a reserve housing site. 

 
4.38. In any event the proposals now agreed with the County Council Highwayôs team in 

terms of access layout and configuration, both show the smaller southern parcel, and the 

wider complete parcel, with access solely from the A47, without a secondary access onto 

Ingarsby Lane. This thereby addresses previous concerns in the 2021 SHELAA regarding 

closure of the existing Ingarsby Lane/Main Street junction. It was always in the gift of those 

undertaking the site assessment to have stipulated this órequirementô in reaching a 

conclusion of the site acceptability. This is how Site D was treated in the December 2023 

Assessment when it was noted that development should only occur east of the gas pipeline 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(see plan at Appendix  7), no explanation is provided as to why notwithstanding this earlier 

conclusion land to the west of the pipeline is now allocated for housing even though it is rated 

red . There is nothing within the Aecom Site Assessment Appendix B, or the Neighbourhood 

Plan itself Policy L3a which provides any explanation or evidenced justification for why the 

allocation area has been extended in contradiction of the evidence base. 

 
4.39. Moreover, as identified in the extracts below (Figs 2 and 3), land within the allocated 

site D and adjoining the A47 is the subject of surface water flooding, which runs along the 

entire southern boundary of the site and crosses all potential points of access. There is a 

requirement within the NPPF §172 that all plans should apply a sequential, risk-based 

approach to the location of development taking into account all sources of flood risk. The 

aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest risk of 

flooding. Below are two extracts, the first is from the Government website indicating the 

extent of 1 in 100 year surface water flooding at the site D location. The second is that same 

mapping overlapping onto the current Site D planning application parameters plan. It 

demonstrates that the site access does impact upon areas subject to surface water flooding 

 

 

 
Fig 2: extract from Gov.uk surface water flood mapping (August 2025) 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Fig 3: extract from Site D planning application parameters plan with surface 
water flood risk mapping overlaid 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.40. Whilst the Neighbourhood Plan proformas at Appendix A include surface water flooding 
as a consideration, the proformas for the allocated site at Appendix B do not. Moreover, the 
Appendix B summaries flow from the SHELAA, but the SHELAA analysis itself does not 
reference surface water flooding. The Neighbourhood Plan therefore has progressed without 
any sequential testing of flood risk for the proposed allocated site (Site D). This is in clear 
contradiction to the requirements of the NPPF and is in conflict therefore with Basic Condition a. 

 
4.41. This is particularly relevant because Sites F and H are both sequentially preferable. For 

Site H this is confirmed in the Aecom Site Assessment Appendix A Proforma. For Site F whilst 
there is a small amount of potential for surface water flooding central to the site this can be 
accommodated outside of any built development area and therefore need not be the subject of 
sequential testing (NPPF §175). This has been confirmed by detailed site-specific modelling. 
See also Illustrative Masterplan at Appeal (Appe ndix 1c ). 

 
4.42. The Neighbourhood Plan group have signally failed to address sequential testing as part 

of the evidence base in direct contradiction to NPPF §172. 
 

4.43. As with Site H, the contradictory nature of the assessment and conclusion of Site D 
when compared to Site F (and indeed H) are noteworthy. Specifically, with regard to matters of 
Highways attached at Appendix 8 to these representations is a Technical Highways note 
prepared for PSL addressing the relative merits and assessment of the Site D and Site F. It 
highlights the inconsistency of approach and confirms that both the PSL parcels as promoted in 
App 1 perform substantially better in terms of proven acceptability, and delivering sustainability 
and safety improvements. This was reaffirmed with LCC Highways raising no objection to the 
app 1 proposals. 

 
4.44. The submission Neighbourhood Plan should have had regard to the most recent 

SHELAA update which was published in 2024. Instead, the Neighbourhood Plan continues to 
rely upon the out-of-date 2021 SHELAA findings. This is most evident when reviewing the 
summary of Site F contained at Appendix B of the Submission Neighbourhood Plan. There are 
critical changes that were made between the 2021 and 2024 SHELAA extracts of each are 
inserted below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Fig  4: Extract  from  2021 SHELAA  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig  5: Updated  Assessment  Extract  from  2024 SHELAA  
 
 

 
 

4.45. There are significant changes since 2021. Firstly, any reference to access 

arrangements impacting viability and achievability has been removed. Secondly, any 

reference to the siteôs impact on the wider landscape being adverse has been removed, 

with the assessment instead noting that there are no physical limitations or potential 

detrimental impacts which could not be managed or mitigated. It is noted that the site would 

be an attractive location for the housing market. 

 
4.46. None of these changes have been referenced within the submission Neighbourhood 

Plan. This gives an unfair and wholly prejudicial impression of the merits of Site F. 

 
4.47. The SHELAA conclusions reflected within the evidence and rationale for Policy L3B 

(Site F) fail to reflect the updated SHELAA evidence. They give an inaccurate reflection of 

the actual SHELAA conclusions, and this cannot be a fair or reasonably basis on which to 

proceed to referendum when the information being presented to the residents of the village 

is partial, inaccurate, and misleading. 

 
4.48. It cannot be possible for Basic Condition a. to have been met when the plan has so 

many substantive flaws and errors in its approach, whether they be factual or related to the 

application of NPPF policy. There would be obvious grounds for a legal challenge to the 

validity of the plan were it to be Made with such fundamental errors uncorrected or resolved. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.49. Consequentially, it must also be concluded that without factually correct or up to 

date evidence being presented within the plan it cannot be possible to conclude whether the 

plan as submitted contributes to the achievement of sustainable development as it has not 

properly assessed on a transparent, fair and robust basis the comparable merits of 

reasonable alternative strategies. In this regard, Basic Condition d. cannot be met either.  

 
Summary of Site Assessments 

 
4.50. In summary, the assessments undertaken appear to have been drafted in a manner 

to support the allocation of Site D. Indeed, they appear to plainly disregard their own policy 

and settlement boundary which would clearly identify Site F as the preferred option. Neither 

do the assessments relate to the new NPôs Vision and Objectives. Had they been 

undertaken on a fairer and more robust basis, then an equitable treatment would have found 

Site F should have been identified Green in contrast to the allocation siteôs mixed amber /red 

rating. Failure to apply policy such as the Flood Risk Sequential Assessment or to 

accurately represent the findings of the most recent SHLAA or Site Assessment have 

resulted in a Plan which does not present its reader with an accurate or balanced 

understanding of the issues which are being consulted upon. A fair, transparent and robust 

assessment process (as deemed necessary by the Aecom Site Options and Assessment 

Report 2024), would have enabled a more equitable process of consultation and then site 

selection to have occurred. Contrary to the statement made within the Neighbourhood Plan 

at para 83 ï the assessments have not been óobjectiveô. 

 
4.51. This impacts whether the Basic Conditions regarding identifying truly sustainable 

development options can have been fairly reached, or whether those same objectives in the 

NPPF, have been addressed. 

 
Housing  Needs Assessment  (HNA) ï Aecom  January 2024 

 
4.52. Comments on the HNA are limited to Section 6 regarding Specialist Housing for older 

people. Commentary about Housing Requirements is made in Section 2 above. 

 

4.53. Modelled projections of older people (75+) in HotH during the Plan period (Table 

6.1) reflect a national trend. That is, there is going to be an increase in the 75+ population in 

absolute terms (in HotH from 262 persons to 407) but also that as a % of the village 

population, this will also increase from 12.5% to 17.5%. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.54. The HNA goes on to consider the need for specialist housing for older people 

including housing with care (estimated at 36/37 homes) and specifically for Care Homes, 

identifying a locally generated need of 9 care home beds. 

 
4.55. PSLôs offer for the Village as set out in App  1, is to provide for between 25 and 35 

bungalows to meet the needs of an aging community, and to provide the site with a Care 

Home, supported by additional community uses including a Convenience Store, and a GP 

surgery. All of these elements were added specifically to reflect local needs brought to PSLôs 

attention through many months and years of discussion and engagement with the Parish 

Council/NP working group and indeed the pre-application consultation. 

 
4.56. This is significant because the HNA concludes at §226, that HotH is óa less suitable 

location for specialist accommodation on the basis of accessibility criteriaéô. Those criteria 

being access to services and facilities, public transport options, and the necessary 

workforce of carers. HNA §205, sets out a view that such accommodation would be best 

placed in a single centralised point (Leicester), in a hub and spoke model. 

 
4.57. Further commentary with regard to the inconsistency of encouraging the decanting 

of the Villageôs elderly population into Leicester, against the stated NP Objectives of 

delivering: 

 
1) Community Cohesion; nurturing health and well-being regardless of age, 

 
3) Sustainable New Housing; to provide a balanced range of housing to meet the 

villages evolving demographic profile, 

 
5) Enhance Services and Facilities;ô to enhance services and facilities, 

 
9) Promote Employment; promote increased employment 

opportunities,  

is made in Section 5 below. 

4.58. It is sufficient to observe here, that the NPôs preferred allocation offers nothing 

toward meeting NP Objectives 1, 3 and 9 ï all of which are offered by App 1 / Sites F and H. In 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

addition, whilst any of the promoted sites may meet requirements for M4(2) and M4 (3) 

homes, the PSL site is the only site offering delivery of a Care Home (so the existing aging 

population can choose to stay in their own Village), and which has the local employment 

benefits associated with that. They are also the only Promoter who has committed to the 

delivery of up to 35 bungalows for the village. 

 
4.59. There is a disconnect between the NPôs own evidence base, and the Plan strategy 

as promoted. This goes to the heart of its sustainability. Whilst the bar for Neighbourhood 

Plans in terms of supporting evidence is rightly not so burdensome as that required for a 

Local Planôs test of soundness, where a NP is progressed which even on its own evidential 

basis is not promoting a delivery of allocations which most readily addresses its own 

Objectives and requirements for sustainable development, then the Basic Conditions will 

not be satisfied. Specifically, those requiring regard be had to national policies and the 

achievement of sustainable development. 

 
4.60. The NPPF (§7, §8) is explicit that it is the purpose of the planning system to 

contribute to achieving sustainable development. Sustainable development is defined by 

economic, social and environmental objectives. It is imperative that where the evidence, 

when fairly and robustly assessed, leads to a clear conclusion regarding the strategic 

direction of growth, then failure to follow that evidence and alternatively to then promote 

development with significantly reduced sustainability benefits, would fail to meet the NPPFs 

sustainable development objectives, and thus create tension with the Basic Conditions. In 

this case that tension is considered sufficiently great, that the Basic Conditions a. and d. are 

said not to be met. 

 

5. The Regulation  16 Submission  Draft  
5.1. Within this section of the representations, commentary is passed on the approach taken by 

the Neighbourhood Plan, in relation to those matters of the evidence base raised above. It 

is demonstrated that the NP strategy opts for an allocation which would not achieve several 

of the NPôs stated objectives, and would not therefore secure the outcome of sustainable 

development, required by the Basic Condition a. It is acknowledged that this is a óhigh barô 

in terms of a threshold test for Neighbourhood Planning, however, in this case the combined 

effects of a flawed, inaccurate and partial evidence base, and the missed opportunities to 

deliver on the NPôs sustainable development objectives, are so significant that the threshold 

is reached. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.2. The remainder of this section takes a sequential approach to reviewing the NP and is based 

upon the NPôs section headings. 

 
5. Community  Vision,  Key  Issues  and Objectives  

 
5.3. As noted in the preceding section there are some key Objectives which the NP is seeking 

to secure to deliver its Vision for the HoTH. Key amongst these are: 

 
1. Community Cohesion; nurturing health and well-being regardless of age, 

 
3. Sustainable New Housing; to provide a balanced range of housing to meet the villageôs 
evolving demographic profile, 
5. Enhance Services and Facilities;ô to enhance services and facilities, 

 
6, Walking, Cycling and Public Transport; with a requirement that new 

development encourage better connectivity and less reliance on the motor vehicle,  

 
8. Protect the Environment; in particular the need to mitigate the effects of 

climate change, and 

 
9. Promote Employment; promote increased employment opportunities. 

 
5.4. The NP then summarises some of the Key Issues facing the village. It draws out that there 

will be an 87% increase in residents aged over 65 by 2036. It notes that retail provision whilst 

viewed as ógenerally adequateô was identified as needing improvement by 37% of 

respondents to the Community Questionnaire (§52, §57). 

 
5.5. Safety on the A47 was defined as an issue, and similarly the reliance on private cars to access 

work, shopping and health care, was also highlighted, with 93%, 88% and 96% of respondents 

respectively, stating they used a car to access these services (§60, §62).  

 
5.6. Employment opportunities within the village are described as óvery limitedô, with a reference 

to home working as means of addressing this (§64). 

 
5.7. From only a cursory review of the NPôs stated objectives, therefore, a strategy which seeks 

to address the housing needs of its aging population within the village, and which provides 

additional retail, health care and employment opportunities within the village, thus reducing 

the high levels of travel by car outside of the village, would seem to be the basic requirement 
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of an NP strategy to deliver sustainable growth. Such a proposal has only ever been reflected 

by the PSL proposals related to F and H in combination. 

 
6. The Policies  of the Neighbourhood  Development Plan 

 
Policy L1 Settlement Boundary 

 
5.8. The Settlement Boundary has been redrawn from the that in the existing Neighbourhood 

Plan. It now excludes land which forms part of Site F. The land is however, proposed to be 

retained as a reserve allocation, albeit one outside the settlement boundary. 

 
5.9. No explanation is provided for this change in approach beyond a bald statement at NP 69e, 

that ópotential development sites which é are included in a NDP for future additional 

requirements and designated a Reserve Siteô are ónot includedô in the Settlement Boundary. 

 
5.10. The current 2018 NP states the following; 

 

There is a preference for this additional housing to be provided within the existing 

built- up area (delineated in the Harborough Core Strategy as the óLimits to 

Developmentô) but, in line with best practice, the Plan accommodates the 

potential for assessed housing demand to increase in the emerging Local 

Plan or subsequent documents. The community has indicated a strong 

preference for any additional housing requirement to  be accommodated  to  the 

north  of  the A47 (Q19) and therefore the boundary of the reviewed and extended 

Limits to Development (shown in Figure 4-3) encompasses, at that location, land 

for future expansion. (emphasis added) 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig 6: 2018 óMadeô Neighbourhood Plan Settlement Boundary 
 

5.11. There is no explanation within the submission NP as to why the óbest practiceô for 

identifying the reserve Site F land as within the settlement boundary in 2018, is no longer 

considered óbest practiceô. 

 
5.12. There is no need to redraw the settlement boundary, and indeed it is contrary 

to best practice. Notwithstanding the siteôs identification at Policy L3B as a Reserve Site, 

with the proposed amendment to the settlement boundary, then any future application would 

still be required to be assessed as if it were in óopen countrysideô. That would be 

counterproductive. 

 

 
5.13. §66 of the NP says that both national policy and the Harborough Local Plan óprovide 

for appropriate forms of development at the edge of settlements and within the countryside 

beyondô. However, that is both a) a misrepresentation of national policy with regard to how 

development beyond settlement boundaries and in open countryside is assessed, and b) an 

impossible statement to make in the context that the NP cannot know what future revisions 

of the Harborough LP content will say given that this Plan has not yet been the subject of 

Examination and the weight to be attached to it is ólimited at bestô. 
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5.14. Sites for future reserve housing land should be included within the settlement 

boundary, as the 2018 NP sought fit to provide for, and which was promoted as best 

practice. 

 
Policy L2 Area of Separation 

 
5.15. It is noted that part of the allocated site L3A falls within the Area of Separation. 

 
 
Policy L3A 

 
5.16. Reference is made to development only occurring to the East of a High Pressure 

Gas Main, the location of this main should be identified on the site allocation plan, to provide 

certainty. A Plan is attached at Appendix 9 for clarity. It is further noted that the Aecom Site 

Assessment makes reference to an óindicative layoutô, but that layout does not form part of 

the evidence base and therefore respondents to the Regulation 16 consultation have been 

denied the opportunity to interrogate it. 

 
5.17. This is significant because the February 2024 Aecom Site Assessment Report notes 

that only the eastern part of the Site away from the high-pressure gas pipeline is to be 

developed and that the assumed site capacity was only 45 dwellings (not the 90 of the 

submission draft allocation). 

 
5.18. It is not possible to assess from the evidence base why land to the west of the high-

pressure gas main, identified red and not suitable for allocation in the Aecom Report, and 

further proposed at a capacity twice that of the Aecom Assessment, has been identified as 

a sustainable development option. 

 
Policy L3B 

 
5.19. It is unclear why the Policy L3B site is maintained as a reserve and not allocated 

within this Plan. It was the only reserve site of the previous NP and therefore was identified 

specifically to meet housing need when that requirement arose. 

 
5.20. As identified through the previous Sections of these representations, and not 

repeated here, the assessment of the relative merits of the alternative site now the subject 

of allocation in the NP was not undertaken on a transparent, fair or robust basis, and has 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

not demonstrated that it will achieve a sustainable development outcome. 

 
5.21. As noted in the Highways Technical Note (Appendix 8 ), and as confirmed in the 

Officer Report to Committee (Appendix 1a ) the access now proposed for the L3B land has 

been agreed by Leicestershire County Council as being safe and appropriate. It also notes 

the wider sustainability and safety benefits that the access delivers. 

 
5.22. It is unclear why the L3B site is identified as only being capable of achieving NP 

Objectives 3 (Sustainable New Housing) and 4 (Location of New Developments) when 

the proposed allocation is additionally stated to achieve Objectives 1 (Community 

Cohesion) and 8 (Protect the Environment). There is no evidential basis offered to explain 

this discrepancy, and indeed it further reflects the ópartialô and far from óobjectiveô 

assessment which underlies the evidence base. 

 
5.23. It is also important to reflect, that no part of the exercise has sought to assess the 

wider offer from App 1, to deliver a development which can also offer retail, care home, 

bungalows, custom and self-build, and potentially a GP Surgery for the benefit of the Village. 

The NP references concerns related to the current applications but does not seek to balance 

that with any assessment of the benefits. 

 
5.24. The Village is aware, for example, that the current Village Co-Op store is on a highly 

compromised site. The Made NP 2018 describes it in the following terms; 

 
This sells a wide range of products and has an off-licence for wines, beers and 

spirits. It is a small retail establishment so cannot carry a large stock. It also finds 

receiving deliveries problematic because of the parking difficulties, largely caused 

by the customers of the shop itself. Nevertheless, it is highly valued by villagers used 

extensively by residents. In the village wide consultation 97% of respondent 

households reported using the store. 

 
5.25. The Co-op have been actively looking for alternative premises in HotH for more than 

10 years, without an alternative being identified. Their ability to remain in the Village at all, 

must very much be in doubt. The Co-Op pro-actively took the decision to support the PSL 

App 1 in correspondence dated 23/11/23 to the case Officer (Appendix  10). The Co-opôs 

acquisitions manager stated; 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Following our ongoing discussions and meetings with the agent responsible for the 

new development at Houghton East, I am pleased to confirm our interest and support 

for the application. 

 
The Central Co-op store which currently trades within Houghton on the Hill is one of the 

smallest stores in the estate with minimal on-street car parking and servicing. 

 
In relocating the business to a new purpose-built convenience store fronting the 

Houghton East new development, we could  provide  a much -improved  product  

range and new services to the community. The new store would also benefit from 

dedicated customer  parking  and servicing,  making  it  easier  for  customers  to  

access  the  store and ease congestion on Main Street. (emphasis added) 

 
5.26. There is nowhere, in any of the NP evidence base, that assesses the balanced 

benefit of securing new, improved (indeed retained) retail facilities for the Village. The Co-

op identify improved product range, dedicated parking and dedicated servicing (where 

currently there is congestion and compromise). It would of course both retain and likely 

enhance employment opportunity for the Village too. 

 
5.27. The strategy adopted by the NP is completely silent on this matter. Yet delivery 

of an enhanced retail offer goes to the heart of the Local Planôs Objectives of enhancing 

services and facilities, reducing the need to travel outside of the village, and providing 

enhanced employment potential and assisting delivery of a vital community facility to 

the benefit of social cohesion. 

 

5.28. Similar arguments can be made with respect to the prospective GP surgery offer, 

and the Care Home provision, and the bungalow offer. 

 
5.29. It is a startling admission of the NP evidence base (See NP §282 and HNA §40), that 

it does not seek to support the requirements for a Care Home offer for its older population. This 

is despite the objective to achieve community cohesion regardless of age. The purpose of the 

Rural Centres, as Local Plan policy SS1 confirms is to act óas a focus for rural development, to 

serve both the settlements themselves and the surrounding rural areaéô. There is no 

suggestion that the NP has had regard to this wider remit in addressing the desirability of locating 

Care Home provision within the Village. A care home would not only meet the social cohesion 

objective for its aging population, allowing residents to stay within the heart of their community, 

but would also offer local employment opportunities too (see also Appendix 11 , The Need for 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Specialist Housing for Older People). 

 
5.30. With regard to the offer of a GP surgery, the Leicestershire Integrated Care Board 

took the step of amending their application response following discussions with the 

applicant, to specifically change their advice to one of securing an onsite facility with the 

application, or a financial contribution for offsite improvements if that were not possible. 

Further progress in this regard will only be possible once the principle of delivery is 

established through the grant of an outline planning permission, or an allocation. 88% of 

respondents to the Questionnaire stating they currently relied on private car trips to access 

Health Care which would by necessity, be outside of the Village. 

 
5.31. It is not clear that the NP has provided or addressed the genuinely sustainable 

development options being offered by the potential for a combined Site F&H proposal to 

deliver real benefit to the Village. Whilst the NP refers to ósignificant concernsô regarding 

PSLôs applications transport impacts ï these have been addressed with Leicestershire 

County Highways and have been found acceptable. 

 
5.32. County Highways have agreed the layout of the new junction arrangements. There 

are benefits with development of Site F in that it would create new Highway Infrastructure 

which would have the effect of slowing traffic down upon entry to the Village on the A47, and 

in turn improving its safety. This includes a signalised crossing point which would also serve 

the function of providing pedestrian access to the new shop north of the A47. 

 
5.33. Similarly, the development of Site H and provision of a diverted connection between 

Gaulby Lane and the A47 will provide a betterment to the existing situation, through the 

closure of what is currently considered a dangerous junction. The principle of this alternative 

route is confirmed through the approval of consent for the new golf course and the replication of 

this provision within the planning application means the road can be delivered independently 

of the golf course. 

 
5.34. The safety of this corridor is one of the Community Key Issues identified at NP §60. 

The response to this issue from the NP is to do little more than óhopeô that LCC will address 

the concern noting that actions to improve safety and decrease the number of deaths along 

this section of road ómay be introducedô. 

 
5.35. Unlike PSLôs proposals, the Submission Plan makes no proactive proposals with 

regard to improving safety on the A47 corridor. It does not even set an NP Objective in 
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relation to it, this is despite identifying it as a óKey Issueô. The proposals for Highways 

Infrastructure associated with the Site F access proposals will, by slowing vehicles down as 

they enter the Village from the East, provide a benefit to road safety. Further highway safety 

benefits are delivered by the proposed realignment of Gaulby Lane to a new junction further 

west than the existing one, which is located in a hazardous position on the crest of a hill at 

the top of a crawler lane. Sites F and H are the only allocation options which offer this 

potential, yet no reference is made to this in the NPôs assessments, nor any weight given 

to the associated benefits, as a factor in achieving sustainable development; notably the 

Social and Environmental elements of sustainability (NPPF §8). 

 
5.36. What the NP evidence is missing, in order to achieve the goal of sustainable 

development, is any equitable measure, or assessment of the merits of, the PSL wider offer 

to deliver against a much fuller range of the NPôs stated objectives, in comparison to the 

purely housing-related benefits of the proposed allocation. 

 
Policy H1: Housing Mix 

 
5.37. The policy is in conflict with the Policy L3 Allocation and Reserve Site policies. Those 

policies expressly allow for 4-bedroom properties and exclude 1 bedroom properties. Policy 

H1 however, provides a presumption in favour of all properties having 3 bedrooms or fewer 

(ie including 1-bedroom properties). It also encourages provision for those seeking to 

acquire their first home. Some 1 bed properties may help meet this need, but the L3 sites 

are expressly advised these will not be accepted. Given that the Policy has a provision for 

sites over 50 homes, which can only be a reference to sites under Policy L3A and Policy 

L3B, it is unclear how the conflict between these 2 sets of NP policies is intended to be 

managed. This point was raised at Regulation 14 consultation stage and the conflict still 

remains. 

 
5.38. Moreover, the Housing Mix Policy marks a material shift from the Harborough Local 

Plan in terms of M4(2) Category 2 housing. The LP policy requires 4% provision on sites 

over 100 homes, the NP Policy is for 10% on sites over 50 homes. 

 
5.39. In its totality, the important matter is that the development of sites brings forward 

mixed and balanced communities, and that they provide flexibility within the plan period to 

respond to market signals and local housing need, at the point development is brought 

forward. 
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5.40. It is unclear how these contradictory policies reflect the guidance within the NPPF 

regarding reference to an up-to-date evidence base and addressing all elements of housing 

need, and as such, conflict with Basic Condition a. 

 
Policy 2: Affordable Housing 

 
5.41. Policy H2, especially its trigger (more than 10 homes) and provisions under b) and 

d) do little more than repeat the existing Development Plan policies and is not required to be 

contained within the NP Policy itself. The remaining provisions of tenure blind, and local 

connection requirements, are standard provisions of S106 agreements, and it is not a 

necessary policy within the NP. 

 
5.42. Policy D2 : Housing Design and Policy D4: Energy Efficiency and Climate Change 

 
5.43. Neither of these policies are necessary within the NP. They do not add anything to 

the Future Homes Standard which comes fully into force in 2025, moreover they do not add 

to the NPPF or Local Plan policies. Policy D2 repeats the objectives of the NPPF (Section 12 

Achieving well- designed and beautiful places) and Harborough Local Plan Policy GD8. 

Policy D4 will be superseded by the Future Homes Standard. 

 

Policy EMP1: Employment and Commercial Development 

 
5.44. The benefits of the App 1 proposals for the NP in terms of delivering genuinely 

sustainable development, with opportunities for local employment through the mix of Retail, 

potential GP and Care Home facilities are well rehearsed above. 74% of respondents to the 

Community Questionnaire wanted to see new retail and service outlets in new 

developments. The App 1 proposal is the only option offering to meet this need as part of 

their proposed development. There is a notable absence of recognition of this in the NPôs 

site assessments. 

 
5.45. For the reasons noted, this is considered to be a substantial omission of the NPôs 

evidence base and analysis and creates a situation where the Basic Conditions relating to 

compliance with national policy and guidance, and the achievement of sustainable 

development, are simply not met. 

 
Policy S1: Retention of Key Facilities, and Policy S2: Retail 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy S3 
Infrastruct
ure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.46. The issue of the current precarious viability of the existing Co-op within the Village 

is referenced in detail under the commentary on Policy L3B above. 

 
5.47. Whilst Policy S1 seeks to establish a framework which would prevent development 

proceeding that would lead to the loss of a community facility, it is silent on any positive 

actions that could be undertaken to retain those facilities, such as the Co-op. The existing 

Co-op store is acknowledged as being on a compromised site, with problematic parking and 

servicing, and which due to its very limited size (as confirmed by the Co-op themselves (see 

letter at Appendix  10) is unable to provide the full range goods and services desired. 

 
5.48. Submission NP para 132 acknowledges that having local facilities contributes to 

enhancing community cohesion, but as noted above, the NP does not attribute any value 

to the ability of the PSL site to contribute to this aspect of community cohesion. Only the 

PSL proposals offer this potential, and this is endorsed by the Co-opôs written support of 

their planning application, to deliver a new retail store. 

 
5.49. The NP, more through omission than commission, is doing nothing to prevent the 

potential loss of the Village store, one of its key community assets. It is also one which 

Policy S1, the NPs Objectives, and Evidence Base all identify as being important to retain. 

Only PSL offer a potential resolution for this. They do so with the support of the supermarket 

operator. The NPôs omission in addressing this hard reality head on, does nothing to achieve 

the NPs aims of securing a viable and sustainable future for this key facility of the Village. 

 
Policy S3; Infrastructure 

 
5.50. The installation of communal electric vehicle charging points for visitors to the 

village and those residents who cannot access a domestic charger, is identified as a priority. 

PSL Application has made provision for communal chargers, associated with the new retail 

facilities. It is another example of the wider community and sustainable benefits which the 

NP has not factored into in its consideration of the PSL proposals, despite them being offered 

specifically in response to a need identified by the Neighbourhood Plan Working Party in 

discussions with PSL. Moreover, having identified it as a specific requirement to be included 

in Policy the submission NP is wholly absent on indicating how it is expected this will be 

achieved. 

 

5.51. Given that the purpose of planning policy is to secure sustainable development, and 

the Neighbourhood Plan have considered it important to make reference to the need for EV 



 
 
 
 
Policy 
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Biodiversi
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Policy 
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charging within a policy, then absent any policy proposal to actually deliver this the plan is not 

delivering a sustainable development strategy. 

 

Policy EV1: Biodiversity 

 

5.52. Provision b) of the Policy replicates the requirement of the Environment Act 2021 as a 

matter of Law and is not required to be in policy. 

 

Policy EV2: Trees Hedges and Wildflowers 

 

5.53. The provisions of the final paragraph of EV2 do little more than repeat a requirement 

for documents that are already required as part of the District Councilôs Validation List for a 

planning application. It is therefore unnecessary. 

 

Policy EV4: Footpaths, Bridleways, Cycleways and Access to the Countryside. 

 

5.54. The policy references the need to enhance existing routes and provide safe, convenient 

and attractive routes to shops, employment, schools, and community facilities for health and 

leisure. 

 

5.55. The PSL proposals for the treatment of the A47, the addition of signalised pedestrian 

crossing, and creation of safely accessible retail and community facilities, all go toward meeting 

the objectives of this policy, in a way which the NPôs proposed allocation, cannot and does not. 

This goes to demonstrate that the chosen NP strategy to achieving the sustainable development 

growth of the Village, which it is evidenced in these submissions, is sub optimal to the point of 

failing to meet the Basic Condition a. related to the achievement of sustainable development. 

 

6. Summary  and Conclusions  

Summary 

 
6.1. The Neighbourhood Plan has progressed on a flawed evidential basis of presuming that it 

should make provision for only 100 homes. This is not supported by the Development Plan, 

which is out of date, it relies upon the emerging Plan which Officers confirm should be 



afforded ólimited weight at bestô. It is not reflective of the latest evidence of local housing 

need within the current Standard Methodology as required by NPP §70, and it does not 

reflect the Neighbourhood Planôs own evidence base. 

 
6.2. The Neighbourhood Plan sets its own test that policy should be based upon a fair, robust and 

defensible methodology which treats potential sites óin the same wayô such that an objective 

assessment can be made. 

 
6.3. The representations have evidenced that the assessment undertaken has been far from 

impartial and objective, such that the very many sustainability benefits and Plan objectives, 

that can only be secured through delivery of the Parker Strategic Land Sites F and H, have 

been ignored, overlooked, and factually misrepresented. 

 
6.4. The Neighbourhood Plan states at para 10, that the ócommunity does not rate well in terms 

of sustainabilityô, and yet the benefits of the Parker Strategic Land proposals in delivering: 

¶ a care home to meet the needs of an ageing residents with care related needs, 

(whom the Plan suggests, would be better decanted into Leicester City) 

 

¶ up to 35 bungalows to meet identified local needs of an ageing population, with the 

potential benefit of releasing family housing, 

 

¶ a potential GP surgery to deliver community health benefits for all, 

 

¶ custom and self-build housing to meet the aspirations of those who wish to build 

their own homes, 

 

¶ a new supermarket with a much-improved layout, stock levels, servicing and parking 

arrangements, which is publicly supported by the Co-op, and which will secure a 

long-term presence of a supermarket in the village, delivering other policy objectives 

of the plan including those in S1, S2, and S3c 

¶ publicly accessible EV charging points a desire of policy S3d, 

 

¶ improvements to safety on the A47 with a scheme to reduce traffic speeds, 

endorsed by County Highways, a concern identified as a key community issue 

 



¶ pedestrian/cycle accessibility enhancements and ready connectivity to the Village 

centre, which would reflect a genuinely sustainably located proposal and 

 

¶ local employment opportunities 

 
are simply not reflected or acknowledged at all, in any assessment of the Parker Strategic 

Land proposals, which have long been promoted to the Neighbourhood Plan Group. 

 

 

 
Conclusion 

6.5. The accumulation of inaccuracies, significant omissions, and a strategy which does not 

address the NPôs own Vision and Objectives, results in a Plan which is being subject to a 

Regulation 16 consultation, but which does not enable those being consulted upon it, to 

understand the actual choices before them. It has not accurately or fairly, informed HotHôs 

residents of the relative merits of the options before them. It does not accurately portray 

how the Regulation 16 NP would fail to fulfil any number of the Planôs own Vision or Objectives. 

The consultation process is therefore flawed. 

 
6.6. Any one of the key issues identified in respect of the flaws underline the preparation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan would be sufficient for the plan to fail the Basic Conditions. Their 

cumulative effect is overwhelmingly against the Neighbourhood Plan being found capable 

of meeting the Conditions and proceeding to Referendum 

 
6.7. Because of this and even recognising how high the bar is with regard to finding against a 

Neighbourhood Plan meeting the Basic Conditions, this Neighbourhood Plan contains 

significant errors, makes serious omissions of fact/analysis, and has neither demonstrated 

that it is contributing to the aims of sustainable development, nor that it has had regard to 

National Policy within the NPPF/PPG. The Basic Conditions a. d. and e. have not been met, 

and the Plan should not therefore progress to Referendum. 

 

 

 

 

 



Counsel opinion submitted with PSL representations 

 

HOUGHTON ON THE HILL REGULATION 16 SUBMISSION NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

 

 

 

SUBMISSION 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

 

1. The Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan (óthe eNPô) is at the Regulation 16 stage. 

Parker Strategic Land (óPSLô) have made representations at various stages of the eNP. 

I do not repeat the contents of those submissions here (including the submissions made 

by Pegasus in respect to Regulation 16). 

 

2. I am essentially asked to advise as to whether the eNP meets the basic conditions. 

Whilst this involves elements of planning judgement, in my view there are several flaws 

within the eNP which mean that it cannot meet the basic conditions. 

 

3. In my view, there is sufficient material contained within PSLôs submissions to make it 

clear that the basic conditions are not met. In the event that the independent examiner 

disagrees with this assessment, PSL seek a hearing for these matters to be properly 

ventilated. 

 

4. There are essentially two over-arching flaws with the eNP, namely: 

 

i. the approach taken with the emerging housing requirement does not comply with 

paragraph 70 of the NPPF; and 

  

ii. the approach to emerging allocations does not conform with national policy concerning 

flood risk and/or the assessment of alternative sites relied on a plainly incorrect 

assessment. 

 



The Housing Requirement for the eNP 

 

 

5. In order for the eNP to satisfy the basic conditions, it must, óhave regard to national 

policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of Stateô, per 

paragraph 8(2)(a) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. This is 

relevant here in that the eNP has not had regard for paragraph 70 of the NPPF. 

 

6. The eNP relies on a housing requirement of ósome 100 dwellingsô. On 18 August 2025, 

the Parish Council said in email correspondence to Pegasus group as follows as to how 

this figure was derived: 

 

As described in the NPPF, the Designated Body requested an indicative housing number 

from Harborough District Council (HDC) as the planning authority. During the 

drafting of the revised plan, and in consultation with HDC, this number evolved to 

the value of about 100 which was approved by HDC and included in its draft Local 

Plan. 

 

7. Thus, the eNP proceeds pursuant to an indicative figure, following the Parish Council 

making a request to the local planning authority (óLPAô). Paragraph 70 of the NPPF 

addresses the backdrop to such a figure as follows: 

 

Where it is not possible to provide a requirement figure for a neighbourhood area33, the 

local planning authority should provide an indicative figure, if requested to do so by 

the neighbourhood planning body. This figure should take into account factors such 

as the latest evidence of local housing need, the population of the neighbourhood 

area and the most recently available planning strategy of the local planning 

authority. 

  

8. Accordingly, the eNP is proceeding on the basis of the LPA providing the Parish Council 

with an indicative figure. The NPPF makes clear that this indicative figure should, ótake 

into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing needô. óLocal housing 

needô is a defined term within the glossary of the NPPF and means: 

óThe number of homes identified as being needed through the application of the standard 

method set out in national planning practice guidance.ô 

 

 



9. Thus, the reference to local housing need within paragraph 70 of the NPPF is a 

reference to the standard method ï ie. the current (2024) standard method. 

 

10. Accordingly, for the eNP to meet basic condition (a), it must have regard to national 

policies issued by the SoS ï which includes the NPPF. Paragraph 70 of the NPPF says 

that an indicative figure provided by the LPA needs to take into account the latest 

evidence of local housing need. But, this has not occurred. 

 

11. The indicative figure that has been provided by the LPA is derived from the emerging 

Harborough Local Plan (óeLPô). This is recognised within the following supporting text to 

the eNP, as follows (with my emphasis): 

 

9. The combined effect of these Policies is to provide a phased development of Houghton 

to satisfy the emerging Harborough Local Plan minimum requirement of some 100 

dwellings. The location and housing mix of the development is designed to address 

the housing needs of our community and the surrounding area. 

é 

78. The following pages describe the method by which land has been assessed for 

allocation for potential residential development. The 

  

requirement imposed on this NDP by the Harborough LP is for about 100 new dwellings 

for the period 2025 to 2041. 

é 

87. Policy L3A allocates the major site for housing development in Houghton, providing 

for up to 90 new dwellings. The balance to achieve the HDC emerging LP 

requirement of about 100 will be met by infill and redevelopment housing distributed 

across the parish. 

 

12. The Regulation 19 consultation on the eLP concluded on 6 May 2025. The March 2025 

Local Development Scheme for the eLP envisages the eLP being adopted between 

October ï December 2026. 

 

13. Accordingly, it is clear that the eNP has relied upon an indicative housing figure provided 

by the LPA, who have relied upon the housing requirement identified within the eLP. But 

there are several problems with this. 

 

14. The first glaring error in my view is that the eNP is being examined against the current 



iteration of the NPPF, whereas the eLP is being examined against the 2023 iteration of 

the NPPF, owing to the transitional arrangements. This distinction is of some 

significance, given the change in local housing need between the 2023 and 2024 

iterations of the NPPF. Indeed, the 2023 NPPF provides a local housing need for the 

LPA of 627 dwellings per annum (ódpaô), whereas the current (i.e. 2024) local housing 

need provides a figure of 734 dpa. Over the course of the plan period for the eLP, this 

is a difference of 2,247 homes. 

 

15. Accordingly, the indicative figure that the LPA have provided to the Parish Council has 

not taken account of the ólatest evidence of local housing needô. Rather, it has taken 

account of a lower local housing need, pursuant to a previous iteration of the NPPF. 

Thus, the requirements of paragraph 70 of the NPPF have not been adhered to. 

  

16. Moreover, there are problems with the local housing requirement figure within the eLP 

in any event. Indeed, the Council have miscalculated what the local housing need was 

in 2023, by taking into account past over- supply to reduce their housing requirement. 

However, the PPG relevant to the 2023 local housing need says that this is 

impermissible. Indeed, the PPG says, óthe current year being used as the starting point 

from which to calculate growth over that periodô (PPG: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004- 

2020121c ï Step 1). However, rather than adopt the current year, the LPA have sought 

to rely on a 2020 base date, so as to include their previous over-supply. This is a plain 

error in the interpretation of the 2023 local housing need. 

 

17. This latter issue is likely an issue for the examination into the eLP. Indeed, my primary 

concern with the eNP is that it has relied upon the eLP housing requirement, which 

explicitly does not take into account the latest evidence of local housing need (i.e. it 

relies upon the 2023 local housing need rather than the current higher local housing 

need). Put another way, given the eLP does not take into account the latest evidence of 

local housing need, it follows that the eNP (which is reliant upon the eLP) similarly does 

not take this account. Thus, paragraph 70 of the NPPF has not been had regard for and 

thus basic condition (a) has not been met. 

 

18. This latter point underscores the fact that, even if it were permissible for the eNP to 

simply rely upon the eLP housing requirement (i.e. bypassing parapraph 70 of the 

NPPF), the eLP housing requirement would need to be accurate. Given the eLP housing 

requirement has plainly departed from the PPG by not relying on the current year for 

growth, but instead backdated this to 2020, the eLP housing requirement does not form 



a proper basis for the eNPôs housing requirement. Essentially, given the eLP does not 

adhere to national policy, it follows that the eNP is also affected by this error. 

  

19. Accordingly, in my view paragraph 70 of the NPPF has not been had regard for and thus 

basic condition (a) has not been met. 

 

The Approach To Emerging Allocations 

 

 

20. The submissions by Pegasus Group highlight a number of flaws with the process for 

allocating sites within the eNP. Many of them are, in my view, deeply troubling and 

difficult to comprehend. Indeed, PSLôs sites (i.e. Sites F and H) have been discounted 

as potential allocations on the basis that they have no suitable access. But there is no 

evidence (whatsoever) to substantiate this position. Indeed, to the contrary, planning 

applications have been advanced on these sites and suitable access has been 

identified, which is reflected in the fact that the LPA and highway authority have not 

objected to the proposed access arrangements. This error in the evidence base 

underpinning the eNP is remarkable in my view and seriously undermines the process 

for allocating sites. 

 

21. However, even discounting the process by which omission sites were considered, the 

eNPôs consideration of its own proposed allocation (i.e. Site D) is deeply flawed. 

 

22. Again, basic condition (a) has not been satisfied, insofar as paragraph 172 of the NPPF 

has been left out of account. Paragraph 172 of the NPPF says (with my emphasis): 

 

All plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development 

ï taking into account all sources of flood risk and the current and future impacts of 

climate change ï so as to avoid, where possible, flood risk to people and property. 

They should do this, and manage any residual risk, by: 

a) applying the sequential test and then, if necessary, the exception test as set out 

below; 

b) safeguarding land from development that is required, or likely to be required, for 

current or future flood management; 

c) using opportunities provided by new development and improvements in green and 

other infrastructure to reduce the causes and impacts of flooding, (making as much 

use as possible of natural flood management techniques as part of an integrated 



approach to flood risk management); and 

d) where climate change is expected to increase flood risk so that some existing 

development may not be sustainable in the long-term, seeking opportunities to 

relocate development, including housing, to more sustainable locations. 

 

23. Accordingly, the eNP is required to satisfy the sequential and exception test in respect 

to the location of development. This is relevant in that the eNP seeks to allocate Site D, 

which is subject to surface water flood risk across all of its potential points of access, as 

shown on the Environment Agencyôs flood risk mapping. 

 

24. Thus, for Site D to be allocated, there was a requirement that the sequential and 

exception tests needed to be satisfied. But there has no attempt to apply a sequential 

test. Indeed, PSLs sites are not subject to flood risk constraints and thus are sequentially 

preferential. This does not mandate the outcome of the allocation process, but clearly 

for basic condition (a) to be satisfied, regard must be had to the NPPF and the policies 

concerning flood risk. Put another way, it is difficult to conceive how the eNP can meet 

the basic conditions where it has ignored national and local policies relevant to flood 

risk. Indeed, this is not an instance where flood risk policies have been applied and 

notwithstanding this, the allocation has been considered appropriate. Rather, the flood 

risk policies have been left out of account. 

 

25. I also struggle to understand the rationale for why the eNP has sought to allocate Site 

D, when the evidence base underpinning the eNP has rated this site as partly amber 

and partly red ï per the 2024 Aecom Site Options and Assessments Report. Thus, there 

has been no attempt to explain why the eNPôs own evidence base identifies that the site 

is being partly ónot suitable for allocationô (ie. red) and yet it is the preferred allocation. 

  

26. Accordingly, in light of the failure to properly apply flood risk policies, I cannot see how 

the eNP satisfies the basic conditions. 

 

27. For all these reasons, I am firmly of the view that the eNP does not satisfy the basic 

conditions. In the event that this position is not accepted, I understand that PSL seek a 

hearing for these points to be fully articulated. 

 

28. I hope that my advice is clear and sufficient for present purposes. If I can assist further, 

please do not hesitate in contacting me. 

 



 

Kings Chambers 27 August 2025 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 1a from P arker Strategic Land  

Committee  Report  
 
Applicant:  Parker Strategic Land 

Application  Ref:   23/01499/OUT 

Location:  Land East of Houghton on the Hill. 

Proposal:  Outline application for up to 230 Dwellings (to include up to 10 

self- build), a 70-Bed Residential Care Home, GP Surgery (Use Class (E)) and retail provision 

(Use Class (E(a)) up to 500m2 (GEA) with all matters reserved (scale, layout, appearance, 

landscaping) except access. Access details (unreserved) are to the land south of the A47 for a 

new junction with the A47 and a new road to join Gaulby Lane (with the existing A47/Gaulby 

Lane junction closed off) and to the north of the A47 for a new junction with the A47 

Target  Date: 17.01.24    (Extension of Time Agreed) 

Site Visit Date:     28.11.24 & 01.02.24 
 

 
Planning Permission is ALLOWED for the reasons set out in the report, subject to the 

recommended conditions set out in Appendix  A and the completion of a satisfactory S106 as 

set out in Appendix B . 
 

1.1 The application site (hereafter referred to as óthe siteô) is located in open 
countryside on the eastern edge of Houghton on the Hill, and sits to both the 
north and south of the A47 (see Figures 1 & 2).  

 

Figure  1 - Site  Location  (indicating  PRoWôs TPOôs CAôs and LBôs) 

Recommendation  

1. Site & Surroundings  



1.2 The proposed development site is 19 hectares in area and is formed by two 
distinct parcels of land. Parcel 1 (to the north of the A47) is approx. 12.5ha, 
whilst parcel 2 (to the south of the A47) is approx. 6.5ha. The site is currently 
open agricultural land and slopes down from the A47 to both the north and the 
south. 

 

Figure  2 - Aerial  Image of  the Site  (Source:  Google  Maps) 
 
Northern Parcel 

1.3 The northern parcel of land forming part of the site is bound to the south by the 
A47, and to the west by residential properties (in part) along Ingarsby Lane with 
long mature gardens running down to the field edge of the site. Beyond these 
properties, there are hedges to the countryside along Ingarsby Lane (see 
Figure 3 ), and also along the eastern edge, and a hedge with trees and wide 
field margins along the A47 (see Figure 4 ). The northern and eastern 
boundaries are bound by adjoining agricultural land. 

 

Figure  3: View south  across  northern  parcel  of  site  from  Ingarsby  Lane 



 
Figure  4: View south  across  northern  parcel  of  site  from  A47 

 
1.4 The topography of the northern parcel slopes generally to the north and east 

away from the A47, although land alongside the A47 and the edge of the village 
is flat (see Figure 4 ). Gradients increase to the north, whilst there is a 
pronounced bowl to the centre of the site that continues off-site across the 
adjacent fields. There is also a ridge of higher ground that then falls towards 
Ingarsby Lane. 

Southern Parcel 
1.5 The southern parcel of land to the south of the A47 is bounded by a hedgerow 

to the north (see Figure 5 ) to the east by agricultural fields leading to Gaulby 
Lane which slopes downwards from west to east. There is Parish Council-
owned public open space along a part of the western boundary of the Site. The 
wider western and southern boundaries are bound by agricultural land (see 
Figure 6 ). 

 

Figure  5: View across  southern  parcel  of  site  from  A47 

1.6 The development proposals for this site parcel also include an extent of the A47 
as well as adopted highway land at Gaulby Lane around the proposed new 
junction. This proposed access arrangement of the southern parcel is the same 
as the previously approved access arrangement forming part of application 
19/01850/OUT and the red line for this application reflects the permitted 
scheme. The eastern boundary of the site is currently agricultural fields that 
form part of the approved golf course scheme within 



19/01850/OUT towards Gaulby Lane, although the site boundary across the centre of this field 
does not follow any existing physical feature. 
 

Figure  6: View of  towards  southern  parcel  of  site  from  Gaulby  Lane 
 

1.7 The overall development site (both the northern and southern parcels of land) is 
an edge of settlement location located on the eastern side of the village, 
characterised by agricultural and residential uses as well as the A47 between 
the parcels of land for development. 

 

2.1 Both parcels of land forming the development site have no material planning 
history available to view on the Council's public online planning portal, other than 
the golf course approval which lies predominantly to the south. 

 
2.2 The approved development for the Golf Course comprises of the following 

under application reference 19/01850/OUT: Development of an 18-hole golf 
course, clubhouse, car parks, practice areas, a golf academy with a 9-hole 
course, driving range and reception building, and a grounds maintenance 
facility. Detailed design proposals are submitted (unreserved) for landscaping, 
including planting, pathways, ponds/drainage, irrigation, and earthworks, with 
access details (unreserved) for a new junction with the A47 and a new road to 
join Gaulby Lane (with the existing junction closed off), and access design 
details (unreserved) to a grounds maintenance compound off Gaulby Lane. The 
details of the appearance and scale of all buildings, car parking areas, 
enclosures, bridges, and lighting reserved for later approval. This application 
was approved 23/08/2022. 

 
2.3 The golf course permission (south of the southern parcel) has the same access 

arrangements as proposed within this application and remains extant. 
 

2.4 Two further applications were submitted after the submission of this current 
application, one to the north of the A47 (23/01810/OUT) and one to the south 
(24/00175/OUT). 

¶ 23/01810/OUT - Outline application for the erection of up to 90 
dwellings (access only to be considered) ï Pending Consideration 

¶ 24/00175/OUT - Outline application for up to 70 Dwellings with all 
matters reserved (scale, layout, appearance, landscaping) except 
access. Access details (unreserved) are to the land south of the A47 
for a new junction with the A47 and a new road to join Gaulby Lane 
(with the existing A47/Gaulby Lane junction closed off) ï Pending 
Consideration 

2. Site History  



Both applications relate solely to housing provision, with no additional services such 
as a Health Centre or Retail facility, and there would be no provision of Custom or Self 
Build dwellings as part of the applications. The Applicants have confirmed that the 
current comprehensive scheme is their preferred option for the site, and if Members 
were minded to approve this application, the two smaller applications would be 
withdrawn. 

 

 

3.1 Within the northern parcel of the site, the proposed development comprises a 
residential development of approximately 158 homes at an average density of 
34dph, an extra care facility for the elderly of up to 70 bedrooms, a GP surgery, 
and on-site retail provision for a local convenience store, with the potential of 
another small retail unit on site providing 500m2 (GEA) of retail floorspace in 
total (see Figure 7 ). There is also the provision of publicly accessible EV 
charging points within the car park. Affordable housing for the whole 
development (i.e. both northern and southern parcels) is proposed to be located 
within this northern part of the site. 

 
Figure  7: Indicative  Masterplan  

3. The Application  Submission  

a) Summary  of  Proposals  



3.2 Within the southern parcel of the site, the proposed development comprises of 
a residential development of approximately 69 homes (see Figure 7 ) at an 
average density of 25dph which could include 25-35 bungalows. In addition it 
is intended that the site will provide an opportunity for the provision of circa 10 
no. custom and self-build housing plots in this location. 

 
3.3 New vehicular accesses for the development are proposed off the A47 to serve 

both the northern and southern parcels of the site (see Figure 8 ). The proposed 
access arrangement to the southern parcel provides for a new junction with the 
A47 and a new road to join Gaulby Lane with the existing A47/Gaulby Lane 
junction closed off, as previously approved under 19/01850/OUT. 

 
Figure  8: Access  proposals  

 

3.4 The application has been supported by a series of plans (both indicative (ie 
Constraints & Opportunities Plan, Framework Plan, Illustrative Masterplan, 
Land Use Plan, Transport & Movement Plan, Open Space Plan, Storey Heights 
Plan, Density Plan) and for approval (ie Site Location Plan and Proposed 
Access Plans)) and reports (eg Planning Statement, Design and Access 
Statement, Noise Impact Assessment, Air Quality Assessment, Flood Risk 
Assessment, Ecological Appraisal , Landscape Visual Appraisal and Heritage 
Desk Based Assessment). 

 

3.5 A Pre-application submission was made in relation to 150 dwellings on the 
northern section of the site in 2022 (PREAPP/22/00241). The response given 
by Officers at the time was that the proposal would be contrary to Policies H1, 
GD2 and GD4 of the Local Plan and Policy H1 of the Neighbourhood Plan, but 
that there may be public benefits to the scheme which could possibly outweigh 
this conflict. 

 

 
4.1 Consultations with technical consultees and the local community were carried 

out on the application 
 

4.2 A summary of the technical consultee responses which have been received are 
set out below (see Figure  9). Comments which relate to developer 
contributions are set out in Appendix B . If you wish to view comments in full, 
please request sight or go to www.harborough.gov.uk/planning 

 

b) Schedule  of  Plans  and Supporting  Statements/Documents  

c) Pre-Application  advice  

4. Consultations  and Representations  

a) Statutory  & Non-Statutory  Consultees  

http://www.harborough.gov.uk/planning


 

Consultee  Date Summary  

National / Regional 
Bodies 

  

Historic England 

(2nd set of comments) 

15/01/24 On the basis of the information provided, Historic England does not 
object to this outline application on heritage grounds. 

We maintain concerns that some harm would be caused to the 
significance of the scheduled monument (Moated site and deserted 

  medieval village at Old Ingarsby); but agree with the applicant that it 
would be less-than substantial. We note that landscaping mitigation 
through reserved matters would be used to reduce visual impacts and 
we support this approach. We would welcome further consultation 
on the landscaping at that reserved matters stage. 

Should your authority be minded to approve this application in its 
current form, the proposals must be in accordance with Paragraphs 
206 and 208 of the National Planning Policy Framework. You should 
be satisfied that there is clear and convincing justification for any level 
of harm caused and ensure that that harm has been 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

Leicestershire Police 16/11/23 Lighting is recommended to be to BS5489 in all key areas including 
key vehicle entry points, pedestrian access points, open space and 
around water attenuation areas. 
There are no significant permeability issues as a result of this site 
due to the limited vehicle entry points and minimal circulatory routes 
in my opinion. 
Perimeter enclosure of the Care Home is recommended to be to 
1.8m in a fencing in keeping with the site usage. Metal railings would 
allow a clear field of vision but would not be oppressive whilst still 
providing effective enclosure. 
Consideration of the use of CCTV coverage of the key vehicle entry 
point at Ingarsby Lane and Uppingham Road to include Automatic 
Number Plate Recognition capability is recommended. This would 
add an element of general security to the development providing 
improved security. 
Due to the size and scale of this site and its vulnerable residents I 
recommend CCTV should be installed in respect to the Care Home 
facility. Likewise, main entry points to the residential care home 
should have access control in place with facial verification capability 
prior to access being permitted. An alarm system is recommended to 
provide monitored coverage of the site with a personal attack 
capability to allow staff to alert monitoring in the event of an 
emergency. 
Recommended standards are listed online. 
Due to the size and scale of this development I would like to make 
an expression of interest in respect to a S106 Application. This will 
result in increased demand for policing across this whole area 

Leicester, Leicestershire
 and 
Rutland Integrated 
Care Board 

06/06/24 A financial contribution is requested or provision on a new healthcare 
facility that can accommodate current patient registrations, and 
proposed new growth. (See Appendix 2 ) 

LCC   



Ecology 
(2nd set of comments) 

28/12/24 Red Kite previously issued an ecology response to this application 
on 13th Nov 2023. This consultation is in response to the additional 
documents provided 

The following was provided in response to the previous Ecology 
Response with the additional points noted: 
Å Clarification has been provided regarding timing of Site visits and 

ecology survey updates indicating results are in-date. As the June 
2022 eDNA survey is dated between 18 months to 3 years old, an 
update should be considered along with the Habitat Suitability Index 
(HSI) if not covered in the 2023 update, to ensure no significant 
habitat changes have occurred; 
Å The response by FPCR explains omission of the production of a 

mitigation strategy for skylark. The proposed landscape scheme 
should attempt to make provision for farmland bird species where 
possible. The applicant should discuss with the LPA suitable 

  compensation for the loss of this habitat to ensure farmland bird 
species are adequately provisioned for during construction and post-
development; 
Å A pre-commencement walkover for badger will be included in a 

Construction Ecological management plan (CEMP). Reasonable 
Avoidance Measures Method Statement (RAMMS), 

the CEMP and 30-year Landscape and Ecological Management 
Plan (LEMP) containing the recommended information are assumed 
by FPCR to be conditioned and will be produced to accompany the 
Reserved Matters application; 
Å Regarding roosting bats, FPCR will inform the client of the need for 

further surveys and relevant reporting will be produced to 
accompany this should plans change to impact trees with bat roost 
potential. The Ecological Appraisal has been amended to include 
this recommendation in Section 4.37; and 
Å Regarding bat activity transects, FPCR indicates limited survey 

effort was conducted on Site due to external constraints. However, 
spring, summer and autumn surveys were undertaken. Given the 
habitat is predominantly arable with suitable foraging and 
commuting habitat predominantly along field boundaries 
(hedgerow) which are likely to be retained (Section 2.11 of the BNG 
ï Ecology Technical Note) except for some small sections, the 
survey effort is considered to be adequate. A sensitive lighting 
strategy for bats should be submitted to the LPA and reviewed and 
approved by a bat ecologist 

Regarding the Statutory BNG calculation, at present the landscape 
scheme for the proposed development is illustrative. For the habitat 
configuration assumed in the BNG ï Ecology Technical Note and 
Stat Metric, a net gain for habitat units of +13.18% and hedgerow 
units of +57.19% has been achieved which exceeds the minimum 
mandatory 10%. The need for further BNG should be discussed with 
the LPA as local policy may require further net gain above and 
beyond the minimum 10%. Further detailed BNG calculations will be 
necessary as the landscape plan develops in order to prove this net 
gain is achievable with subsequent landscape plans. This will include 
production of a Biodiversity Plan and finalised Statutory 
BNG Metric to demonstrate how net gain will be achieved and 
maintained. 



Highways 
(6th set of comments) 

09/05/25 The Local Highway Authority Advice is that, in its view, the impacts of 
the development on highway safety would not be unacceptable, and 
when considered cumulatively with other developments, the impacts 
on the road network would not be severe. Based on the information 
provided, the development therefore does not conflict with paragraph 
116 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), subject to the 
conditions and/or planning obligations outlined in this report. 
 
HDC Planning officer comment: Due to the detail and complexity of 
the LHA comments, these have been reproduced in full at Appendix 
C of this report 

LLFA 
(2nd set of comments) 

01/03/24 Leicestershire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) 
notes that the 20.9ha greenfield site is located within Flood Zone 1 
being at low risk of fluvial flooding and a low to medium risk of surface 
water flooding. 
The site is split into two parcels either side of Firs Road. The 
proposals seek to discharge at 25.2l/s and 15.1l/s via permeable 
paving, swales and attenuation basins. The smaller, southern 
parcel discharges to the on-site watercourse. The larger, northern 

  parcel proposes to discharge to an off-site watercourse with an 
extensive sewer run. 
Subsequent to the previous LLFA response the applicant has 
provided material to attempt to alleviate the LLFAôs concerns. It is 
explained that there is an appropriate agreement with the adjacent 
landowner to allow for the proposals and a letter from said landowner 
is now provided to evidence this. Topographic and site survey 
material is also provided to demonstrate the limitations for the 
northern catchmentôs outfall options. 

The LLFA advises the LPA that the proposals are considered 
acceptable to the LLFA and we advise that planning conditions be 
attached to any permission granted. 

Archaeology 28/06/24 Recommend that any planning permission be granted subject to the 
recommended planning conditions to safeguard any important 
archaeological remains potentially present. 

HDC   

Environment Co- 
ordinator 
(2nd set of comments) 

09/04/24 I note a new energy statement, which is useful. 

However to comply with Policy CC1 it is important that details of the 
approach to the specific design on the development are outlined. I 
note a general approach to energy efficiency and renewable energy, 
but this is not really expressed at a building level. 
Clarification on the approach to the dwellings and other buildings 
would be useful to see if policy CC1 has been addressed. 

Environmental Health 02/11/23 The Air Quality assessment is acceptable 



Neighbourhood 
Planning Officer 

11/01/24 I make the following comments with regard to Neighbourhood 
Planning: 
The Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan was ómadeô on 5 April 
2018 and has full weight, as part of the development plan, in 
determining planning applications. 

Although the Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan is currently 
being reviewed the neighbourhood plan policies remain in force until 
the plan policy is replaced. 
 
Relevant policies in the Houghton in the Hill Neighbourhood Plan 
are: 
POLICY H1: GENERAL HOUSING PROVISION 
POLICY H2: SPECIALIST HOUSING FOR PEOPLE IN LATER 
LIFE 
POLICY S2: INFRASTRUCTURE 
POLICY S3: PROVISION OF HIGH-SPEED BROADBAND 
POLICY E1: CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND 
BIODIVERSITY 
 
I make the following comments with regard to open space: 
The site will generate a requirement for both on site and off site open 
space provision. 

Off site will usually be cemetery provision, greenways provision and 
outdoor sports provision. The remaining open space typologies will 
usually be provided on site. 

The district council is unlikely to adopt the open space for 
maintenance, but the parish council may be willing to do so. If the 
parish council adopt the open space then a commuted sum for 
maintenance will be required to be paid. Alternatively, the applicant 
may make their own arrangements for maintenance in perpetuity 
through a management company. 

   
A Landscape Management Plan is essential for the long-term 
management of open space and should be produced prior to the 
transfer of open space. 

Cllrs / Parish Councils   



Houghton on the Hill PC 10/11/23 It was resolved to object for the following reasons. 
Houghton Neighbourhood Development Plan and Local Plan 

i) The proposals were contrary to policies H1 (Provision of New 
Housing), GD2 (Settlement Development) and GD4 (New housing 
in the Countryside) of the Local Plan and policy H1 (General 
Housing Provision) of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. 

ii) Applicants would be expected to provide a robust and convincing 
justification for the proposal, setting out why, when considered 
against the Neighbourhood Development Plan as a whole, the 
proposal should be considered to be acceptable. 

iii) Houghton Parish Council had a ómadeô Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (NP) dating from April 2018 which extended to 
2031. This provided for development of some 170 dwellings over 
the plan period in alignment with the Harborough Local Plan. 
Currently a residue of 13 dwellings remained to be delivered in the 
current planning period. 

Settlement Boundary 
iv) The proposed development north of A47 fell partly within the 

Reserve Site in the current NP. The development south of A47 lay 
outside the current settlement boundary. 

HDC Indicative dwelling numbers to 2036 
v) Houghton was currently reviewing its NP. The Parish Council had 

been notified by HDC that its calculation of an indicative housing 
requirement for Houghton up to 2036 was 55 additional dwellings. 

 
Traffic and Road Safety 

vi) Traffic flow analysis for the application is deeply flawed by a 
number of factors including the speed measurements being 
conducted in the same week as Houghton Parish Council was 
running óSpeedwatchô monitoring on the same stretch of road, and 
lack of inclusion of effects due to the Golf Course development. 

Increased traffic flow on the single-track country lanes of Gaulby 
Lane and Ingarsby Lane are a notable community concern 

Hungarton PC 05/12/23 Although the application relates to development in the neighbouring 
parish of Houghton on the Hill, Hungarton PC believes that the 
proposals would have a seriously negative impact on our parish: 
 
The proposal includes a new access onto Ingarsby Lane, a single 
track, ungritted, rolling and winding roadway, the most difficult to 
negotiate in Hungarton parish. There can be little doubt that some 
residents from the proposed new development would not turn left 
towards the A47 but right down Ingarsby Lane onto Ingarsby Road. 
Ingarsby Road has had a number of fatal accidents in recent years 
and the PC is concerned that additional traffic would add to the loss of 
life. 

Hungarton Parish Council agrees with Historic England that the 
proposed development would be visible from the nationally important 
scheduled monument ñMoated site and deserted medieval village at 
Old Ingarsbyò and would result in harm to its significance. The site 
at Ingarsby is described by Pevsner as óone 
of the outstanding deserted village sites in Britainô for the quality of 



  its surviving earthworks. It is also valued by historians for óthe clarity of 
its historyô resulting from its unusually good documentation ï a very 
rare combination. 

The site would also be visible from Grade 1 listed Quenby Hall. This is 
the single most historically significant building in the parish, 
described by Pevsner as óthe most important early C17 house in the 
countyô. 

The proposals are contrary to policy HI in the Houghton on the Hill 
Neighbourhood Plan: it significantly exceeds the target for the 
delivery of new homes in Houghton; we do not believe it provides for 
safe and convenient access for vehicles, cycles and pedestrians; we 
believe, were the application to be taken forward, there will be 
significant issues with service provision in terms of schools and 
doctors surgeries. We would expect a lack of places at Houghton 
Church of England Primary School and inadequate GP surgery 
provision to impact on residents of Hungarton parish and other 
neighbouring parishes. 
 
Part of the proposed site lies outside of the Houghton on the Hill 
limits to development, in open countryside. 
 
The proposals are also contrary to policy GD2 of Harboroughôs Local 
Plan in terms of significantly increasing the delivery in terms of new 
homes in Houghton, by some 160. 

For the reasons stated above Hungarton Parish Council OBJECTS to 
Planning Application 23/01499/OUT 

Other Local Groups   

Fisher German (obo 
Clarendon Land) 

12/12/23 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
requires planning applications to be determined in accordance with 
the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. In this case it is common ground that there is a breach of 
both the Harborough Local Plan and Houghton on the Hill 
Neighbourhood Plan, though conflict with Local Plan GD2 and GD4 
and conflict with the Houghton Neighbourhood Plan Limits to 
Development (Policy H1). We however consider the breach to be 
greater than this, with conflict also with Local Plan Policies SS1 and 
H1, which have not been considered in the assessment matrix at 
paragraph 6.68 of the submitted Planning Statement. 
 
In conclusion, the material benefits, even if their delivery could be 
absolutely secured through appropriate mechanisms, do not 
outweigh the application of strongly preforming Development Plansô 
policies and should not undermine local Plan making efforts. Key 
benefits cited through the application likely cannot be guaranteed to 
be delivered, nor their impacts even fully quantified. Our 
recommendation would be to revert to engagement with the 
Neighbourhood Plan process and that be the arbiter of local housing 
delivery in Houghton on the Hill in accordance with a Plan led system. 
Approving such an application will simply create a precedent that it 
is better to simply attempt to railroad a proposal through the 
development management process, rather than working 
constructively with the development of Plans. 

Figure  9: Summary  of  responses  from  technical  consultees  
 

b) Local  Community  



1. Objections 

4.3 Approximately 65 letters were distributed to properties within the surrounding 
locality, with 2 site notices being posted in the vicinity. 114 letters of objection 

have been received from the following areas (Ingarsby Lane x11, Ingarsby 
Close x8, Uppingham Road x15, Home Close Road x10, Firs Road x17, Weir 

Lane x2, Main Street x16, Scotland Lane x8, Hollies Close x2, Chapel Close 
x3, St Catherines Way x2, Linwal Avenue x6, Charlottes Walk x2, Deane 

Gate Drive x1, John Glover Drive x1, Stacey Avenue x4, North Way x6, 
Harris Drive x2, Stretton Lane x6, Winckley Close x1, Thomas Close x1, Freer 

Close x6, Forsells End x1, Billesdon x1, Thurnby x1). Officers note that several 
of the representations are very detailed and whilst regard has been had to 
these in assessing this application, it is impractical to copy these verbatim 

and therefore a summary of the key points is provided at Figure  10 
below. Full copies of all 

representations can be viewed at www.harborough.gov.uk/planning. 
 

Issues of 
Principle  raised 

through 
representations  

1) If these natural areas continue to be used for developments we will no longer 
have villages as they will all join up and become more like a town or appendages 
to the city. 

2) Whilst I do acknowledge that there is a housing crisis in the UK, there is not a 
housing crisis for 4-5 bedroomed, executive, detached houses, or even 3-4 
bedroomed for that matter. There is a crisis due to the lack of local authority and 
affordable housing. Yet again a teeny amount of affordable housing is proposed. 

3) This plan is far too big. There has already been significant development (many 
people would say over development) of Houghton which is becoming an ugly 
sprawl of cheek by jowl modern housing. 

4) There have to be limits to this surge of housing development as it's paving over 
the countryside and creating irreversible damaging urban ugliness. Is a 
conurbation stretching out of Leicester city along the A47 being created? 

5) Use more brownfield site locations! 
6) The plans also link and weave into the Golf club being relocated/set up and 

sharing road infrastructure. Although planning for the Golf club exists there is very 
little movement on this and there is a good chance that this Golf club will never 
actually be built in the area. 

7) The proposed development does not align with the council's planning policies, 
particularly in regard to several aspects of Policy GD2. 

8) The local neighbourhood plan was established to safeguard the character and 
integrity of our community. However, the proposed development, as outlined in 
this application, appears to directly conflict with the principles and objectives set 
forth in the neighbourhood plan. 

9) I do not support the building of these houses when there are many brownfield 
sites available within Leicester. These houses are just a money making scheme 

10) The land south of A47 lies outside the current Neighbourhood plan settlement 
boundary. In April 2019 an application was turned down because a bit was outside 
this same boundary. (19/00596/FUL). The boundary has not been changed. 
Therefore, on the same grounds, this application must be rejected. Decisions 
must be consistent. 

11) Houghton is only 13 short of their housing quota and so has no obligation to have 
to take this up and shouldn't as the village has changed beyond a village with 
what we have built now. 

12) The plans for the golf course clearly show multiple planned dwellings being built 
adjacent to it, and therefore building in the open countryside. 

13) Houghton Parish Council have recently been informed by Harborough District 
Council that the housing requirement for Houghton will around 70 new dwellings 
by 2036. The application seeks to justify the size of the development and the fact 
that it is being built on open countryside because of "material considerations" 
which include a new GP Surgery, affordable housing, and a residential care home. 
In fact, these improvements could be delivered from any number of brownfield 
sites in the county. 

14) The village's agreed neighbourhood plan was created through extensive 
consultation with local residents and stakeholders. It represents a shared vision 

http://www.harborough.gov.uk/planning


 for our community's development that carefully balances growth and preservation of its 
rural character. The proposed development significantly exceeds the scope of the 
neighbourhood plan and disregards the wishes and needs of the community. 
15) We need agricultural land for farming 
16) Leicester City have plenty of brown field sites that would be ideal for housing, 

regenerating run down areas. There are already strong transport links to London, 
Birmingham & Manchester etc. London, Birmingham, Manchester & other Cities 
have successfully built housing on brown field sites. 

17) A much smaller development would be far more appropriate. 
18) Leicester City is far below building requirements for new homes and there should 

be no obligation for Leicestershire / Market Harborough to meet this shortfall. 
19) Capacity  for  Self-Build  Homes  already  exists  within  the  village There 

is no need for Self Build development on a Green Field Site - suitable locations 
already exists within the village on Brown Field Sites and should be examined. 
Plausible sites for Self Build Homes were suggested to the new Village Plan 

20) Harborough District Council has a supply of land suitable for housing over and 
above the amount required for the next 5 years. 

21) Greenbelt land has been ear-marked for the development which with its adverse 
effect on the environment should be avoided at all costs. 

22) Any attempt to justify this application as helping to solve a national housing crisis 
is naive and simplistic. Unless authorities are prepared to examine the wider 
aspects of how the majority of the UK socially and economically really live, work 
and travel, piecemeal applications from private developers and rural landowners 
such as this, are of limited help to the problem. The housing crisis is a result of 
wider political forces. 

23) I OBJECT to this plan as submitted as it is far too large for Houghton to bear, a 
Care Home would be difficult to support medically, and there is no chance of a 
new NHS doctors' surgery being set up in Houghton BUT this site is the most 
popular (by a significant majority) for development in the most recent village 
questionnaire so on that democratic basis I would SUPPORT development here 
but only up to the exact number of new houses allocated to be built in Houghton 

Ecology  issues 
raised through 
representations  

1) This will have a devastating effect on the ecology of the local area. 
2) There is a badger sett along Ingarsby Lane that will be negatively affected by the 

proposal. 
3) We are in the middle of an environmental crisis, and yet we continue to destroy 

wildlife habitats, green spaces and much -needed trees, hedgerows, meadows.... 
it has been proven that the UK has one of the lowest biodiversity in the world! 

4) The rather limited ecological survey identified the presence of at least six red- 
listed and five amber-listed bird species across the two sites, as well as great- 
crested newts, badgers and around nine bat species. All of these are highly 
protected under UK law. The habitat currently utilised by all of these will be 
destroyed by the proposed development, or at the very least affected by the 
proximity of the building work during development. The proposed amelioration 
would not provide suitable habitat for several years after planting, nor be suitable 
for all affected species. 

Highways  issues 
raised through 
representations  

1) There are significant highways concerns on the use of Ingarsby lane as an 
access and egress point for 230 dwellings. Ingarsby Lane is a single track road 
with only a few passing places. It is not designed for heavy traffic and includes a 
low railway bridge. 

2) This is also going to impact on the already heavy traffic on the A47 
3) The road networks saturated with existing traffic using the village to bypass the 

outer ring road. An additional 230 houses would overwhelm this village, 
4) The extra traffic from the dwellings, care home and golf course will also affect 

Main Street, especially coming into the village from Stretton Lane. 
5) Again, the tight bend causes issues, not to mention the queuing if there are any 

events or activities in the village. 



 6) Getting onto the A47 is becoming more and more difficult from Dean Gate, Main 
Street and Ingarsby Lane, which is going to be further exasperated with extra 
people. 

7) According to Govt figures, the A47 is the second most dangerous roads in 
Leicestershire. And with a huge increase in a driving population potentially living 
on this development, this could be extremely detrimental to local people's safety, 
and other road users. 

8) Closure of Ingarsby Lane. It is not just a "bridleway" as we were told at the 
consultation evening. It is heavily used by all manner of vehicles -actually 
somewhat overused as the repair of the road shows. 

9) It is important to note that Billesdon has had a Bypass since October 1986, East 
Norton was bypassed in December 1990, and the Uppingham bypass was 
opened in June 1982 to alleviate problems caused by the A47 running through 
these settlements. Yet developments in Houghton seem intent on making the 
enlarged village straddle this busy main road! 

10) Proposals to move the start of the 40mph speed limit, putting in traffic calming 
measures or traffic lights will not solve the issue of the additional road use and 
the associated problems that will bring with it. 

Landscape and 
Visual  issues 
raised through 
representations  

1) Our village's unique rural character is one of its primary assets. The proposed 
development, with its sheer size and multiple structures, would have a negative 
impact on the visual aesthetics of the village. It would erode the charm and 

ambiance that makes our village distinctive and appealing to both residents and 
visitors. 

Air Quality 
issues raised 

through 
representations  

1) Pollution and impact on the local environment is also significant. The local councils 
refusal to resist government plans to continue the March of new builds in rural 
areas threatens not only our environment but the way of life of many people in 
Leicestershire 

Heritage  Issues 
raised through 
representations  

1) The proposed site would be visible from a considerable distance, particularly in 
the direction of Ingarsby and the deserted medieval village. This would affect a 
scheduled site in contravention of multiple paragraphs in the NPPF. 

Socio -Economic 
issues raised 

through 
representations  

1) The village of Houghton on the Hill has already seen significant expansion in 
recent years. Further expansion is unsustainable from the perspective of 
infrastructure. 

2) The school is over-subscribed and road networks saturated with existing traffic 
using the village to bypass the outer ring road. An additional 230 houses would 
overwhelm this village, leading to an inability for local children to access education 
and increased risk to harm on the country roads. 

3) This is also going to impact on the local services such as the local school, gp 
services as these are already overstretched and will make Houghton feel less like 
a village community as it will be spreading out so far. 

4) The issue with secondary education clearly has not been taken into account 
either. Gartree is no longer taking pupils from Houghton and I suspect with the 
expansion of houses in Oadby that Beauchamp will also follow suit. Manor 
currently accepts pupils from Houghton Primary, but there is no bus. Does nobody 
care about the children? 

5) Houghton is in dire need of a doctors surgery. Billesdon is just not fit for purpose 
anymore due to their extra housing issues, but I fear it will come at a cost. The 
cost being that Billesdon will have to relocate to it and we will be back to square 
one due to the extra patients 

6) I also object to the care home. It's not going to benefit the elderly in the village as 
a next step as so many can no longer afford to pay for their care. 

7) There is no secondary school. 
8) The plan may include retail units which offer amenities as more people living 

locally implies a need for more shops so that's all self justifying but less homes 
and a bigger Co-op would be better. 

9) Billesdon residents will have to travel 3 miles for medical services when they don't 
drive and the local bus service is poor and under threat of being axed? Billesdon 



 needs its GP surgery and if you keep expanding Houghton then it needs its own GP 
surgery too. 
10) The village currently has 2 shops a pharmacy and a post office. Additional retail 

is not required in the area and will only impact the natural beauty as well as 
negatively impact traffic and flow through the village. 

11) The village of late has also been the victim of increased crime rates over the last 
few years including antisocial behaviour. Adding further housing to this scale will 
increase this and put strain further on civil service. 

12) Houghton on the Hill has three new estates built recently with no additional 
infrastructure including GP, dentists, shops, schools, transport links. The 
proposed new shop and new gp building will not support the existing dwellings 
without taking into account a further 230 dwellings. 

13) The inclusion of a GP Surgery was a late and rushed addition to the proposal, 
and only after a discussion with Billesdon GPs at the Consultation event. It is not 
plausible that Parker's will be able to deliver on this promise, the NHS is in crisis, 
particularly with respect to recruitment and retention of GPs. Even if by some 
miracle, Parker's managed to build a GP surgery, there is no guarantee it will 
improve access. 

14) There are no figures to support the need for a 70-bed care home in Houghton, 
the existing sheltered accommodation in the village has empty flats. 

15) The promise of affordable and accessible housing is a hollow one. Housing 
applications that have promised affordable housing in this village have never 
actually delivered this in anything like the numbers proposed, and the plans 
always change after approval. 

16) They have no intention of providing affordable housing 
17) Having a new Doctors Surgery is all well & good but where are we going to get 

the extra Healthcare professionals from? 
18) The LLR Integrated Care Board has NO plans for a new GP practice in this area. 

Billesdon Surgery are unlikely to want to open a new Branch Surgery in Houghton 
as they closed the one they had here about 20 years ago at about the time the 
pharmacy opened, and moving their main premises would be subject to public 
consultation which villages further down the A47 would surely oppose - so the 
plan is a fanciful wish-list rather than likely to be delivered and the effect would be 
yet more houses on inadequate infrastructure. 

19) The Care home   St Catherines Court is never full, but would benefit from a 
revamp! 
20) Does Billesdon surgery want to move further west, isolating more of the patients 

that live east of Billesdon? 
21) What provision will there be for sports and leisure? The Houghton Field 

Association provide 3 various sized football pitches shared across age ranges. 
Houghton Rangers Juniors' teams (boys and girls) are already full to capacity, 
and teams have to train outside the village to keep the pitches in good condition 
for matches, travelling as far as Oakham and Uppingham due to low availability 
at the existing 3G pitches in east Leicester and Oadby. 

22) Placing the majority of housing across the A47 from the main village core would 
disrupt community cohesion and exacerbate safety concerns, particularly for 
families needing to traverse the busy highway to access essential amenities. 

Other issues 
raised through 
representations  

1) So much beautiful countryside is being lost to development and this area has 
been used for many years by the local community and people from neighbouring 
areas as a public footpath for walkers and dog walks which is great for mental 
and physical health. 

2) Applicant's lack of credibility and track record. Parker's have been in the Farming 
business for over 100 years but only in the property development space since 
2016 with little, if any, experience in delivering built development beyond planning 
approvals. 

3) There is no sign yet of a start date for the new golf course, and even the existing 
club do not know when this will happen, such is the quality of Parker's key 
stakeholder management. They have relied on external consultants to produce 



 the copious planning documents which contain many errors, omissions, and ridiculous 
assumptions. 
4) The loss of revenue due to impact on honey yield and quality 
5) Additional overhead costs as a result of having to move apiary site 
6) In my opinion the original proposals for the golf course were a clever sleight of 

hand. The proposal was for a golf course to replace that at Scraptoft because the 
land was needed for housing. Due to various reasons, this development won't 
happen and Scraptoft golf course has been given a further 15 years lease! And 
suddenly, when there had been no mention of it before, Parsons proposes 
building houses on at least some of this land. I don't think an application has been 
made - yet! But I'm not holding my breath. 

Figure  10: Issues  raised  in  Objection  through  consultation  with  local  residents  
 

4.4 1 letter of support has been received from a property on Harris Drive in 
Houghton on the Hill. This is summarised below: 

¶ We should do our bit to help with the current housing crisis by supporting 
this sort of development, not complain about allocations and the usual "not 
in my backyard" stuff. 

¶ When the Manor Green estate was proposed objectors said the increase 
in traffic will be a catastrophe. In reality the extra traffic in Houghton since 
that estate was built is negligible. 

¶ The objectors state unquantified comments like it will "overwhelm" the 
village, and blame A47 road deaths on a small number of new houses in 
Houghton - please explain that one to me! 

¶ I've heard objectors say the school will be over-crowded if more houses 
are built. But in reality I think only about 50% of children at the school live 
in Houghton. More children living in Houghton means fewer children being 
brought in by car, which means LESS traffic congestion at 8.30am and 
3pm. Are the objectors aware of this or do they just think "more kids = 
more problems"? 

¶ I wonder how many of the objectors live in a house that was part of the 
huge expansion of Houghton (much greater than the one in this proposal) 
in the 1970s. 

¶ Please, Houghton residents, you need to move with the times. It's not 
1963 any more I'm afraid. 

¶ There's a housing crisis and here's an opportunity to be part of the 
solution, not add to the problem by objecting because you think Houghton 
should be the quaint, little England village it was just after WW2 (which is 
nearly 100 years ago now by the way). 

 

 

5.1 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides 
that planning applications must be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of the development plan (hereafter referred to as the óDPô), unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 

¶ The NPPF 2024 

5.2 The following sections are of relevance to the decision-making process 
for this application: 

Section 2: Achieving sustainable development 
Section 4: Decision making 

Section 5: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes Section 8: 
Promoting healthy and safe communities Section 9: 
Promoting sustainable transport 

5. Planning  Policy  Considerations  

a) Development  Plan and material  planning  considerations  



Section 11: Making efficient use of land Section 12: 
Achieving well designed places 

Section 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 
change 

Section 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment Section 16: 
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

¶ Local Plan for Harborough District 

5.3 The following Policies are of relevance to the decision-making process 
for this application: 

SS1 ï The Spatial strategy 
GD1 ï Achieving sustainable development GD2 ï 

Settlement Development 
GD4 ï New housing in the countryside GD5 ï 

Landscape character 
GD8 ï Good design on Development H1 ï 

Provision of new housing 
H2 ï Affordable housing H4 ï 

Specialist housing 
H5 ï Housing density, mix and design RT1 ï 

Provision of new retail uses HC2 
ï Community Facilities 

HC3 ï Public houses, post offices and village shops GI1 ï 
Green Infrastructure networks 

GI2 ï open space, sport and recreation GI5 ï 
Biodiversity and geodiversity CC1 
ï Mitigating Climate Change 

CC3 ï Managing flood risk CC4 ï 
Sustainable drainage IN1 
ï Infrastructure provision 

¶ Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan 

5.3 At its meeting on 12 February 2018 the Executive Committee of Harborough 
District Council approved the Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan 
proceeding to referendum. The referendum date, and therefore the ñmadeò date 
of the Neighbourhood Plan was 29 March 2018 . The relevant policies in the 
Houghton in the Hill Neighbourhood Plan are: 

¶ POLICY H1: GENERAL HOUSING PROVISION 

¶ POLICY H2: SPECIALIST HOUSING FOR PEOPLE IN LATER LIFE 

¶ POLICY S2: INFRASTRUCTURE 

¶ POLICY S3: PROVISION OF HIGH-SPEED BROADBAND 

¶ POLICY E1: CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND BIODIVERSITY 
The plan at Figure  9 defines the Neighbourhood Plan area. 



 
Figure  11: Defined  Neighbourhood  Plan area 

5.5 At that time several developers had planning permission for housing 
developments around the village. These were all delivered by the end of 2023, 
increasing the number of dwellings in Houghton to just under 800 with the 
community population rising towards 2000. 

 
5.6 Under national planning law Houghton is expected to provide some share of 

the increased pressure for housing throughout the country. Thus, it is likely 
that Houghton will continue to grow. Houghton Parish Council formed a 
Neighbourhood Plan Working Party (NPWP) in 2021 to review the current 
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP), and research and consult on a 
revised version. 

 
5.7 The current draft NDP is a thorough revision of that made in 2018. There are 

considerable changes from the previous plan. The most significant changes 
relate to the provision of Site Allocations, the revision of the Settlement 
Boundary, and the definition of an Area of Separation to the west of the village 
extending to the boundary of the parish (see Figure  12). Policies on housing 
provision and environmental issues have also been extensively revised. 



 
Figure  12: Settlement  Boundary  and Reserve  allocation  plans  from  CONSULTATION 
DRAFT of emerging  Houghton on the  Hill Neighbourhood Development Plan  

5.8 Consultation on the revised plan ran from 2nd November to the 16th December 
2024. Following the community consultation, all the written comments 
received will be collated and reported by an independent organisation (Rural 
Community Council). The NPWP has a duty to consider each comment and 
produce a documented response for each, while making appropriate 
modifications to the consultation draft of the NDP. 

5.9 The resulting document becomes the "Examination Draft" of the NDP which 
is then submitted to HDC, as the Planning Authority. HDC officers will check 
the document for its technical content, then appoint an Independent Examiner, 
in consultation with Houghton PC, to examine the document for its clarity and 
compliance with planning law. The Independent Examiner may produce their 
own list of comments requiring modifications to the draft. 

 
5.10 The resulting document is termed the "Referendum Copy" of the NDP. This 

copy is also submitted to HDC, which will organise a referendum for voters 
within the NDP area. Voters may vote "for" or "against" the NDP. If the majority 
support the NDP then HDC will formally accept the plan, and it becomes part 
of the Development Plan. To date, no Examination Draft has been provided 
to HDC. As such, only limited weight can be afforded to the DRAFT Policies 
contained within the consultation draft of the Plan. 

 

¶ Other Material Considerations 

5.11 The following documents are all material considerations in the decision-making 
process. The weight to be attributed to these is one for the decision maker to 
consider. 

¶ Development Management SPD 

¶ Harborough District Council Landscape Sensitivity Assessment for 
potential residential and employment sites (2024) 

¶ Harborough District Council Playing Pitch Strategy (2022) 

o Harborough District Council Climate Local Action Plan 2015 
o HDC Declaration of Climate Emergency (June 2019) 

¶ ñBuilding the homes we needò Ministerial Statement made on 30th July 
2024 by Angela Raynor MP (Deputy PM and SoS for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government 

¶ Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 
 

5.5 The following legislation is also relevant to the consideration of this application: 

¶ Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

b) Other  Relevant  legislation  



¶ The Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) Order 2015 (as amended) 

¶ Environment Act 2021 (as amended) 

¶ The planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended) 

¶ Climate Change Act 2008 

¶ The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (No. 948) (as amended) 
 

5.6 This application is to be determined by Planning Committee because of the 
size and nature of the proposed development. 

 

 

6.1 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 stipulates 
that in determining planning applications, determination must be in accordance 
with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
The development plan for Harborough District Council (óthe Councilô) is the 
Harborough Local Plan 2011- 2031 (adopted April 2019). This site also sits 
within the defined Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan (HNP) area (see 
Figure 11 ), and as such, this also forms part of the Development Plan in this 
instance. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is also a material 
consideration in the determination of planning applications. The Local Plan 
proposals map shows that the northern parcel of the site is within the open 
countryside and that the southern parcel is allocated as a replacement Golf 
Course site under Policy SC1 (see Figure 13 ). Consent has been approved for 
the replacement course and this application does not prejudice delivery of the 
facility. 

6.2 In terms of the Local Plan (which post-dates the ñmadeò HNP and is therefore 
the more up to date Plan), it must be pointed out that the proposal would 
constitute development in the open countryside and as such, would be 
considered primarily in the context of Policies GD2 and GD4. Policy GD4 states 
that any new development in the Countryside must comply with Policy GD2, or 
otherwise be limited to small scale development which is physically and visually 
connected to the existing built form and meets an identified local need. Whilst 
it is acknowledged that the potential extra care facility element of the proposed 
development could meet an identified local need, the substantive element of 
the proposal is that of housing, and it is not considered that the proposal is 
either small scale (no more than 4 dwellings), or designed to meet an identified 
local need. As such, the proposals fall to be considered against Policy GD2. 

 
6.3 Policy GD2 requires that in addition to those allocated in the Local Plan, sites 

which are within the existing or committed built up area of a Rural Centre will 
be permitted where they respect the form and character of the existing 
settlement and retain existing natural boundaries, or where they include the 
redevelopment of redundant buildings or previously development land of low 
environmental value and enhances its immediate setting. Whilst it could be 
argued that the application site is partially within the committed built up area of 
the village (by virtue of part of the site being within the defined limits to 
development), Policy H1 of the NP states that development within the Limits to 
Development would be acceptable where it does not, cumulatively with other 
proposals, significantly exceed the target for delivery of new homes in 
Houghton. Policy H1 of the LP sets out that there is a need for a minimum 20 
dwellings in Houghton on the Hill, and as such, it is considered that the proposed 
150 dwellings would significantly exceed the targets for Houghton in its own 
right, notwithstanding the fact that the targets are defined as minimum levels of 
provision. It is therefore considered that the proposals would be contrary to 

b) Other  Relevant  Information  

6. Assessment  

a) Principle  / Five Year Housing  Land  Supply  



Policies H1, GD2 and GD4 of the LP and Policy H1 of the NP. 

 
Figure  13: Local  Plan Proposals  Map 

 
6.4 Notwithstanding the above, the publication of the new NPPF in December 2024 

has brought about a new ñStandard Methodologyò for the calculation of Housing 
Need to inform LPAôs 5 year Housing Land Supply. HDCôs Housing Need has 
therefore increased from 510dpa under the previous Standard Methodology to 
723dpa under this new Standard Methodology. On this basis, the Council is 
currently unable to demonstrate a 5YS of deliverable sites for housing (an 
interim position of 3.55 years was published in January 2025) and, thus, its 
policies for housing supply, including SS1, GD2 and H1, are considered to be 
out-of-date. On this basis, HDC DM Officers are pragmatically and responsibly 
looking to engage Paragraph 11d of the NPPF, and as such, apply a ñtiltedò 
balance when assessing proposals for housing schemes in so far as Policy 
GD2 and GD4 being considered to be ñout of dateò and sustainable 
development being approved. 

 
6.5 Paragraph 11d of the NPPF requires schemes to be granted permission unless 

i) the application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed (these are defined in footnote 7 of the NPPF as land which is 
designated as SSSI, Greenbelt, Local Green Space, a National Landscape, a 
National Park, irreplaceable habitats, and designated Heritage assets); or ii) 
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 
whole, having particular regard to key policies for directing development to 
sustainable locations, making effective use of land, securing well- designed 
places and providing affordable homes, individually or in combination. Footnote 
9 of the NPPF confirms that the policies referred to are those in paragraphs 66 



and 84 of chapter 5; 91 of chapter 7; 110 and 115 of chapter 9; 129 of chapter 11; 
and 135 and 139 of chapter 12 

 
6.6 Furthermore, specifically in relation to Neighbourhood Plans, Paragraph 14 of 

the NPPF states that, in situations where the presumption ï or ñtilted balanceò ï 
(at paragraph 11d) applies to applications involving the provision of housing, the 
adverse impact of allowing development that conflicts with the neighbourhood 
plan is likely to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, provided 
the following apply: a) the neighbourhood plan became part of the development 
plan five years or less before the date on which the decision is made; and b) 
the neighbourhood plan contains policies and allocations to meet its identified 
housing requirement. Houghton on the Hill Neighbourhood Plan was ñmadeò in 
March 2018, and is therefore more 5 years old, and as such (despite containing 
policies to meet its identified need at the time) does not gain protection against 
the tilted balance from Para 14a. 

 
6.7 As Members will be aware, a new Local Plan for the District is emerging with 

the draft plan having been published for 8 weeks of consultation on 12th March 
2025. Similarly, work is currently ongoing in terms of a new Neighbourhood 
Plan for Houghton on the Hill, with a consultation on the draft plan closing on 
the 16th December 2024. As such, whilst work is ongoing and slightly offset from 
each, both emerging Plans are at a similar stage in that they are at what is 
considered to be ñpre-submissionò stage. Paragraphs 49-51 of the NPPF 
provide useful clarification on the weight which can be afforded to emerging 
Plans when determining planning applications: 

49. Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in 
emerging plans according to: 

a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more 
advanced its preparation, the greater the weight that may be 
given); 

b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant 
policies (the less significant the unresolved objections, the 
greater the weight that may be given); and 

c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the 
emerging plan to this Framework (the closer the policies in 
the emerging plan to the policies in the Framework, the 
greater the weight that may be given). 

50. However, in the context of the Framework ï and in particular the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development ï arguments that 
an application is premature are unlikely to justify a refusal of planning 
permission other than in the limited circumstances where both: 

a) the development proposed is so substantial, or its cumulative 
effect would be so significant, that to grant permission would 
undermine the plan-making process by predetermining 
decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new 
development that are central to an emerging plan; and 

b) the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet 
formally part of the development plan for the area. 

51. Refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity will seldom 
be justified where a draft plan has yet to be submitted for 
examination; or ï in the case of a neighbourhood plan ï before the 
end of the local planning authority publicity period on the draft plan. 
Where planning permission is refused on grounds of prematurity, the 
local planning authority will need to indicate clearly how granting 
permission for the development concerned would prejudice the 
outcome of the plan-making process. 
 

On this basis, Officers consider that the weight to be attributed to both 
emerging plans in the consideration of this case is only limited  at best. The 



emerging NP does allocate part of the application site as a Reserve Site, setting 
criteria for when the site could potentially come forward, and in what form. 
However, on the basis of Paraôs 49-51 of the NPPF, it is not considered that 
the refusal of the application on the grounds of prematuiry in the plan making 
process would be considered to be reasonable. 

6.8 Consideration of whether this proposal constitutes sustainable development 
having regards to the contents of adopted policy and its compliance with the 
framework will be assessed in relation to the topic areas raised in the report 
and a balanced decision as required in paragraph 11d will be reached in the 
ñPlanning Balanceò section of this report. 

 

6.9 The Framework states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute 
to the achievement of sustainable development and LPAs are encouraged to 
approach decision taking in a sustainable way to foster sustainable 
development. 

 
6.10 The Framework requires LPAs to grant planning permission for sustainable 

development. Para.8 of the NPPF states: ñAchieving sustainable development 
means that the planning system has three overarching objectivesò. 

¶ an economic objective ï to help build a strong, responsive and 
competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is 
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth, 
innovation and improved productivity; and by identifying and coordinating 
the provision of infrastructure; 

¶ a social objective ï to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, 
by ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided 
to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering well-
designed, beautiful and safe places, with accessible services and open 
spaces that reflect current and future needs and support communitiesô 
health, social and cultural well-being; and 

¶ an environmental objective ï to protect and enhance our natural, built 
and historic environment; including making effective use of land, 
improving biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 
waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, 
including moving to a low carbon economy. 

6.11 The conformity of the proposed development to the criteria for sustainability is 
considered throughout the remainder of this report. 

 
1. Heritage Assets 

6.1.1 Prior to the submission of the planning application for the site, an archaeological 
assessment was undertaken by ULAS on behalf of the applicants to establish 
the archaeological potential of the site. The submitted assessment Historic 
Environment Desk-Based Assessment ('DBA') and Written Scheme of 
Investigation for an Archaeological Evaluation by Trial Trenching ('WSI') were 
prepared in line with Policy HC1, which requires development proposals to 
demonstrate that the impacts of the proposal on the significance of heritage 
assets and their setting have been assessed, with the level of detail being 
proportionate to the importance of the asset. 

6.1.2 The site is generally in a historically rich landscape (see Figure  14) particularly 
north and east of the site with two scheduled monuments 500m (Ingarsby DMV) 
and 800m north of the site, and Quenby Hall Registered Park and Garden and 
Hall some 4km to the north, on the opposite valley side. Much of the village south 
of the A47 is a conservation area with medieval origins and includes a number 
of listed buildings along Main Street, some 250 metres to the south-east of the 
site. Houghton Playing field which shares a boundary with the southern parcel 

b) Sustainability  Considerations  



of the application site is within the Conservation Area. 

 
Figure  14: Designated  Heritage  Assets  within  vicinity  of  site  

6.1.3 Due to the location of the Listed Buildings within the vicinity being relatively 
remote from the application site, and in light of the intervening built form between 
the site and any of the listed buildings it is not considered that there would be 
any impact upon the setting of any of the listed buildings. The majority of the 
Conservation Area is inward looking with its main core again being remote from 
the application site. The southern parcel of the site does share a boundary with 
the Conservation Area, which, in this part, contains the recreation ground. The 
indicative Masterplan shows that this part of other site is identified as forming 
part of the open space, therefore reflecting the nature of the Conservation Area 
in this area. It is therefore considered that the development will not result in any 
detrimental impact upon the character and setting of the Conservation Area. 

6.1.4 The DBA concluded the site is considered to have a high potential for 
archaeological remains of prehistoric and medieval data and a low potential for 
archaeological remains dating to all other periods. It is considered that any 
previously unrecorded archaeological remains would be of up to 
medium/regional significance. The groundworks associated with the 
construction of the proposed development have the potential to have below- 
ground impacts upon any previously unrecorded archaeological deposits which 
may survive within the site. 

 
6.1.5 The submitted WSI findings from the trial trenching will be used to inform the 

level and type of archaeological investigations that may be required to mitigate 
future development. The results of trial trenching will be available pre-
determination of this outline application. 



6.1.6 LCC Archaeology and Historic England have provided comment on the 
proposals. LCC Archaeology are content that, subject to condition, mitigation 
can be achieved through a scheme of further trenching and recording work prior 
to development. Historic England initially raised concerns that the proposed 
development would be visible in views from the Ingarsby Moated site and 
deserted medieval village, and would intrude into the sense of its isolation and 
abandonment (see Figure  15). They concluded that this would result in a degree 
of harm to its significance. In response to this, the applicants commissioned 
further work which concluded that it was likely that any possible medieval activity 
within the site identified by the geophysical survey had the potential to be 
contemporary with the Scheduled Monument, although appreciation of this 
connection would be limited. Furthermore, additional trial trench evaluations 
have indicated that the features identified on the geophysical survey are of Iron 
Age and Roman date and therefore not contemporary with the deserted 
medieval village at Old Ingarsby. This further limits the contribution the 
application site makes to the significance of the Scheduled Monument. The 
submitted DBA also noted that there is a visual relationship between the 
Scheduled Monument and the application site, although this is limited as a result 
of distance. However, a historic ownership or functional connection between the 
Scheduled Monument and the application site has not been identified. In the 
absence of any historic relationship, the view from the Scheduled Monument 
across the open fields, including the application site does not provide a historic 
illustrative value. Furthermore, although there are views from the application site 
towards the Scheduled Monument, these do not allow appreciation of the assetôs 
special archaeological and historic interests. 

 

Figure  15: View across  the SAM towards  the site  (outlined  in  red behind  existing  
landscaping  

 
6.1.7 Whilst the proposed development will result in a visual change within the 

application site, the parameter plans indicate that the northern extent of the 
application site will be retained as a ógreen bufferô which would reduce 
intervisibility between the site and the Scheduled Monument. Built form will be 
visible from the Scheduled Monument but would be seen within the existing 
context of residential developments, particularly those along Ingarsby Lane and 
Uppingham Road. Further mitigation in terms of landscaping through reserved 
matters would also reduce impacts in relation to views from the Scheduled 
Monument. However, the proposed development would not impact the 
archaeological and historic interests of the Scheduled Monument, which are 
best appreciated from its immediate environs and these interests will be 
preserved from harm. This additional work and rebuttal has been assessed by 
Historic England who are now in agreement with the applicants that the 
proposals would result in less-than-substantial harm. Historic England also note 
that the mitigation proposed includes landscaping in order to reduce visual 



impacts and that this would be secured through reserved matters. 

6.1.8 In light of the advice from LCC Archaeology and Historic England, and having 
assessed the matter themselves, Officers consider that the visual changes 
within the application site are considered to equate to less than substantial harm 
to the setting of the Scheduled Monument, towards the lowest end of the scale. 
Officers consider that there would be no harm to the setting of the Conservation 
Area or any Listed Buildings. However, mitigation in terms of landscaping and 
through reserved matters would reduce levels of harm. In accordance with 
paragraph 215 of the NPPF if a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset the harm 
must be assessed against public benefits arising. Consideration of whether this 
proposal constitutes sustainable development having regards to the contents of 
adopted policy and its compliance with the framework will be assessed in 
relation to the topic areas raised in the report and a balanced decision as required 
in paragraph 11d will be reached in the ñPlanning Balanceò section of this report. 

 
2. Ecology 

6.2.1 An Ecology report was produced by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. on 
behalf of Parker Strategic Land and submitted in support of the application. It 
provided results of an Preliminary Ecological Appraisal undertaken in 2020 and 
updated in 2022. The report aimed to provide an assessment of the siteôs 
current ecological value and identify any likely impacts arising from 
development proposals and mitigation necessary. 

6.2.2 Policy GI5 of the Local Plan requires new development proposals to improve 
biodiversity. Policy E1 of the Neighbourhood Plan states that development 
proposals should address, with mitigation where appropriate, their impact on 
these and related habitats. Positive measures to sustain wildlife would include 
the provision or alignment of interconnected open spaces in the form of 
corridors that would allow unrestricted wildlife movement into and within the 
settlement. Paragraph 187 of the NPPF states that: 

187. Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by: 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity 
or geological value and soils (in a manner commensurate with 
their statutory status or identified quality in the development plan); 

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, 
and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem 
services ï including the economic and other benefits of the best 
and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland; 

c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while 
improving public access to it where appropriate; 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, 
including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are 
more resilient to current and future pressures and incorporating 
features which support priority or threatened species such as 
swifts, bats and hedgehogs; 

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, 
being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected 
by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land 
instability. Development should, wherever possible, help to 
improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 
quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin 
management plans; and 

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, 
contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate. 

 
6.2.3 The ecological impacts arising from the proposed development have been 

assessed through the submitted Ecological Appraisal, which is underpinned 



by a series of ecological surveys of the site. The surveys found that the Site 
offers breeding and foraging opportunities for small numbers of bird species 
associated with lowland farmland, woodland/scrub, and urban habitats (in the 
form of hedgerows, associated trees, and arable land). Twelve badger sett 
records within 1km of the Site boundary were identified. The arable and 
grassland habitats provide a suitable foraging resource for badgers. Given the 
wide availability of similar habitat in the surrounding area for this species 
however, and the limited evidence of badger activity recorded, the Site is 
considered to be of low value to the local badger population. In respect of bats, 
the northern parcel within the hedgerow gives low potential to support roosting 
bats The hedgerows bounding the southern field parcel support many ash trees. 
These trees have many wounds and rot holes typical of the species and are 
considered to be of moderate or high potential to support roosting bats. The Site 
provides some suitable foraging and commuting habitat and shelter for reptile 
species, limited to the perimeter hedgerows and associated grassland margins. 
No evidence of reptiles was noted during the survey on the northern parcel. 

 
6.2.4 The Appraisal notes that there is significant scope for new habitat creation 

within the extensive open space and incorporated into the landscape design for 
this area: 

a) Creation of attenuation areas managed for wildlife as well as water 
attenuation. Planting with marginal species and wet-tolerant grassland 
will add botanical diversity and create a mosaic of habitats; 

b) Creation of neutral species-rich grassland within the greenspace to the north; 
c) Planting of scattered native scrub throughout the greenspace in the north, 

including fruit and seed-bearing species to complement and strengthen 
the hedgerows already present; 

d) Creation of green buffers to the existing retained hedgerows to retain their 
function as green corridors; and 

e) Planting of trees throughout the development to add structural and 
species diversity to the Site. 

 
6.2.5 The biodiversity net gain for the development is set out in a separate 

Biodiversity Net Gain Technical Note detailing the proposed enhancements 
including landscaping through new tree planting, SuDS features, and the 
introduction of ecology and wildlife corridors. The desk-based and field-based 
baseline investigations have demonstrated that the habitats present within and 
around the Site do not pose an óin principleô constraint to the proposed 
development. There are no statutorily protected nature conservation interests 
within the proposed development site and none nearby that would be materially 
affected by the proposals. The submitted BNG calculation for the proposed 
development is illustrative. For the habitat configuration assumed in the BNG ï 
Ecology Technical Note and Stat Metric, a net gain for habitat units of +13.18% 
and hedgerow units of +57.19% has been achieved which exceeds the 
minimum mandatory 10%. Further detailed BNG calculations will be necessary 
as the landscape plan develops in order to prove this net gain is achievable 
with subsequent landscape plans. This will include production of a Biodiversity 
Plan and finalised Statutory BNG Metric to demonstrate how net gain will be 
achieved and maintained. This detail will be required as part of the new 
ñstandard conditionò for BNG which applies statutorily. 

 
6.2.6 Surveys have identified a number of habitats and protected species that will 

need to be taken into consideration both within the detailed design and during 
construction, and relevant mitigation has been embedded into the site layout 
and will be included within the relevant Construction Ecological Management 
Plan (CEMP) and Landscape Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) produced at 
the detailed design stage. On this basis, by virtue of the relatively limited 
constraint posed by the narrow range of habitats and protected species interest 
within the site, and the scale and scope of the greenspace,the scheme is 



capable of compliance with relevant planning policy for the conservation of the 
natural environment at all levels. 

6.2.7 LCC Ecology assessed the original submissions and raised a number of 
queries and areas where additional work was required. The applicants have 
provided this clarification and work to LCCôs satisfaction. Officers conclude that 
if the above mitigation measures and enhancements are carried out and 
implemented in full, then the proposed development can avoid significant 
ecological impacts. Therefore the proposed development is in compliance with 
local plan policy GI5, neighbourhood plan policy E1, and Paragraph 187 with 
respect to ecology and biodiversity. In terms of Biodiversity Net Gain, it is 
considered that that the site is capable of delivering a gain, in compliance with 
NPPF paragraph 187. Its delivery can be secured through the standard 
statutory planning condition. 

 
3. Highways 

6.3.1 The proposed residential scheme will be accessed via two new junctions from 
the A47, one to each section of the site. The junction to the southern section 
which forms part of this application has already been approved as part of the 
new Golf Course approved under 19/01850/OUT and also includes proposals 
to close the existing Gaulby Lane / A47 junction with a new route proposed. 

 
6.3.2 Paragraph 117(a) of the NPPF states that developments should give priority to 

pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and surrounding 
areas, and ï so far as possible ï to facilitate access to high-quality public 
transport. The illustrative masterplan demonstrates how this will be achieved 
through the provision of a new footway and cycleway infrastructure. The 
proposed footway and cycleway infrastructure adjacent to the site, including the 
proposed signal crossing facility on the A47, will encourage active and 
sustainable travel to and from the site. 

 
6.3.3 Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states that sustainable transport modes are 

prioritised taking account of the vision for the site, the type of development and 
its location, developments should provide safe and suitable access to the site 
can be achieved for all users, that the design of streets, parking areas, other 
transport elements, and the content of associated standards reflects current 
national guidance and any significant impacts from the development on the 
transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, 
can be cost-effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

6.3.4 The application is accompanied by a Transport Statement. The Statement 
concludes that the site is accessible for pedestrian and cyclists with good 
opportunities for pedestrians and cyclists to travel between the site and the 
surrounding areas ï including the Houghton on the Hill primary school ï via a 
new pedestrian crossing of the A47 which forms part of the proposed 
development. Nearest bus services are on the A47, immediately adjacent and 
opposite the northern parcel of the site, and as such, all of the proposed 
residential areas would be within 500 metres walking distance of the bus stops. 

 
6.3.5 Site Access 

The submitted masterplan indicates that there will be two access points into the 
development site from the A47, one serving the northern parcel and one to the 
southern parcel (see Figure  16). The LHA have confirmed that this is acceptable. 
Measures have been included to reduce traffic speed on the A47, these include 
(see Figure 16 ): 

¶ narrow carriageway through lane widths to 3.2m through white lining road 
markings and implementation of ghost island right turn lane, 

¶ addition of 2 new refuge island crossing facilities, 



¶ implementation of new signal crossing facility to the west of the A47 / Firs 
Road junction (capturing north to south desire line between the site and 
the rest of Houghton village), 

¶ relocation of existing speed limit change to 110m east of consented new 
A47/Gaulby Lane junction proposal, with associated dragon teeth and 
surface colour change (village gateway arrangement similar to what is 
present to the west of Houghton-on-the-Hill), 

¶ closure of the existing Gaulby Lane / A47 junction 

¶ advanced speed limit change warning signs on the A47 crawler lane, and 

¶ proposed vehicular activated sign shortly after passing through new 
village gateway feature and start of 40mph zone. 

 

Figure  16: Site  access  and highway  mitigation  plan  
 

Figure  17: A47 / Ingarsby  Lane / Main Street  cross  road  junction  

6.3.6 It should be noted that the original submissions included a further point of 
access in to the northern parcel of the site. This access would have been taken 
from Ingarsby Lane, and the applicants also proposed to either stop up Ingarsby 
Lane after the last existing dwelling, or amend the alignment of Ingarsby Lane 
so that traffic approaching Houghton from the north would be funnelled through 
the development to the A47 rather than continuing down Ingarsby Lane. This 
was considered by the applicants to provide a benefit to the community by virtue 
of providing an alternative access to the A47 other than the existing crossroads 
which they perceived to be of local concern due to its configuration and the 
presence of the petrol filling station immediately adjacent (see Figure 18 ). 
Through discussions with LCC Highways, it became apparent that the stopping 



up / diversion of Ingarsby Lane was not necessary so as to overcome a 
recognised highway issue, and the proposal was also of concern to residents of 
Ingarsby Lane, and as such, this element of the access proposals was removed 
from the application. As such, the northern parcel of the site will now have one 
sole point of access. 

 
6.3.7 The re-routing of Gaulby Lane via the new access point, and the closure of the 

existing Gaulby Lane / A47 junction results in the removal of an unsafe 
highways arrangement, with traffic joining the A47 having poor visibility to the 
east, and east bound traffic trying to turn right into Gaulby Lane having no filter 
lane for such manoeuvres. This part of the scheme is considered to bring 
significant highway benefits to the surrounding network and a condition is 
recommended to secure the access arrangements to be delivered in full prior 
to the occupation of any development to the south of the A47. 

6.3.8 Traffic Modelling 
As part of the supporting evidence for the planning application, the applicants 
carried out Traffic Modelling to identify likely traffic flows to and from the 
Development. This work has been assessed by the HA, and following a number 
of additional submissions, is now considered to be acceptable by the LHA. The 
modelling indicates that there are off-site junctions remote from the site which 
will require mitigation in order to be able to accommodate the predicted traffic 
flows to and from the development. These can be secured either by way of a 
Grampian condition or through the S106 agreement. Further clarification on this 
will follow upon receipt of final comments from the LHA and will be reported to 
the Planning Committee via the Supplementary Information List. 

 
6.3.9 LCC Highways have assessed the submissions and have confirmed that the 

access proposals are safe and suitable and therefore considered acceptable, 
the modelling undertaken and the results of this modelling are also acceptable. 
The LHA have also confirmed that mitigation can be provided at 2 of the 
junctions where the development traffic has an impact (ie A47 / Station Road 
junction in Thurnby and the Gartree Road / Stoughton Road mini-roundabout 
junction in Oadby), however these are yet to be finalised and agreed for one of 
the junctions. Conditions have been recommended to secure the delivery of 
these junction improvements prior to first occupation of any development on the 
site. It is therefore considered that the impacts of the development on highway 
safety would not be unacceptable, and when considered cumulatively with other 
developments, the impacts on the road network would not be severe. To this 
end, they have recommended a series of conditions be imposed on any 
subsequent Planning Permission, these can be seen at Appendix C of this 
report. 

 
6.3.10 The applicants have had the opportunity to respond to the suggested 

conditions and have made the following comments: 
a. With regard to draft condition 2, as with other planning conditions, can 

this please be made specific to tie in to delivery of the land south of 
the A47 only. Ie part of the phasing related to the delivery of the 
southern parcel? 

b. With regard to draft conditions 7, 8 and 9 ï these are not considered 
necessary, and would also fail the test of precision. Whilst the 
consultation response indicates that there is a DMMO in progress, 
not only is this not determined so not a material consideration, but I 
would also question its accuracy. The Countyôs Senior Access 
Development Officer from the PROW team, Piers Lindley, indicated 
on 10th April last year (see email attached) that; 
I have received no further correspondence from the Parish Council, so 
the application is discontinued, and as far as I am aware the P.C. are 
no longer actively pursuing the matter. I should at some stage submit 



a report to my Director requesting that she use her delegated powers 
to determine that no further action shall be taken on the application. 
However, as there are other live cases to deal with, it is not high on my 
list of priorities at present. 

c. Draft condition 10 requires some clarification please as to which paths it 
relates. At present the condition fails as it is imprecise 
It would be inappropriate, therefore, for any of the draft County 
Highway conditions, 7, 8 or 9, to be taken forward. Draft condition 2 
requires a phasing element related to the site south of the A47 and 
draft condition 10 requires clarification. 

Officers are of the opinion that the suggested amendments to LCCôs 
recommended draft Condition 2 are acceptable and are consistent with the 
approach taken by Officers in relation to other recommended conditions for the 
site. Furthermore, in relation to LCCôs recommended draft Conditions 7, 8, 9 & 
10 in light of the previous comments of LCCôs PRoW Officer, and the fact that 
the ñpathò referred to does not yet exist, Officers are minded to not include these 
conditions within the list of recommended conditions at Appendix A of this 
report. 

 
6.3.11 It should be noted that financial contributions are required so as to mitigate 

the impact of the development upon the highway network. These contributions 
would be in relation to Travel Packs, Bus Passes and a Travel Plan Coordinator. 

6.3.12 On the basis of the above, it is considered that the application has 
demonstrated that the proposed development can be carried without any 
demonstrable harm to the highway network. The proposal is therefore 
considered to be in accordance with Policies GD8, IN1 and IN2 of the Local 
Plan in respect of highway considerations. 

 
4. Landscape Character and Capacity 

6.4.1 Section 15 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and 
enhancing valued Landscapes and recognising the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the countryside. Local Plan Policy GD5 details that development 
should be located and designed in such a way that it is sensitive to its landscape 
setting and character. 

 

Figure  18: Landscape  Sensitivty  plan  (HL2) 

6.4.2 As can be seen from Figures 18 and 21 , the application site forms part of two 
land parcels (HL2 and HL3) which has been assessed as part of the 2024 



Landscape Sensitivity Assessment for potential residential and employment 
sites produced by LUC and which forms part of the evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan. It is acknowledged that the parcels assessed are both 
significantly larger than the application site area, however, the findings of the 
assessment can be extrapolated for the site. As can be seen at Figure  18, the 
topography of the northern parcel of the site reflects that of parcel HL2 as a 
whole in that the land levels fall away from Houghton on the Hill towards the 
north and east. The southern parcel of the site sits on a flatter section of the 
parcel HL3 (see Figure 21 , related to and situated between existing built form. 
Figures 19 and 22 set out the Sensitivity Ratings for the parcels as a whole. 

 
6.4.3 For Land parcel HL2 the sensitivity assessment states: 

ñThe gently undulating landform and large-scale, open arable fields, 
lowers sensitivity to employment and residential development types. It is 
a landscape with few historic features, and limited access and 
recreational opportunities. There are few semi-natural habitats, found 
only in isolated coniferous woodland blocks and vegetation lining roads 
and fields. The solar farm and road networks are modernising, urban 
influences, and settlement edges are hard and abrupt. These factors 
combine to lower sensitivity to development. However, the open and 
exposed nature of the eastern part of the parcel landscape, which is 
affords far- reaching views towards adjacent landscapes and settlements, 
increases the sensitivity of the parcel to development. 
 
However, the open and exposed nature of the eastern part of the parcel 
landscape, which is affords far-reaching views towards adjacent 
landscapes and settlements, increases the sensitivity of the parcel to 
development. 

The overall sensitivity of the landscape in this area is assessed as 
Moderate to both residential and employment development.ò 

It is acknowledged that this assessment relates to a larger land parcel than the 
application site, however, Officers consider that it does provide a fair reflection 
of the site as a whole and therefore it is considered that the northern parcel of 
the site has a moderate sensitivity to residential development. 

6.4.4 The Landscape Sensitivity assessments include suggested Development 
management guidance for each parcel assessed. In addition to the general 
guidance principles for accommodating residential development in Harborough 
provided in Chapter 3 of the assessment, in relation to Parcel HL2, 
development proposals should consider the following: 

¶ Avoid locating development in northern areas where the landform falls 
away in proximity to Ingarsby Hollow and Old Ingarsby to avoid 
increasing intervisibility between the scheduled monuments and listed 
buildings. 

¶ Protect and maintain dense, mature hedgerow boundaries and 
roadside vegetation along Ingarsby Lane which contain views to and 
from the parcel. 

As can be seen at Figure 20 , the northern parcel of the application site 
proposes development which avoids the northern area of both the site and the 
wider parcel HL2 and retains the hedgerows along Ingarsby Lane, therefore 
complying with the additional Development Management guidelines set out 
within the Landscape Sensitivity assessments. 



 
Figure  19: Residential  / Employment  Sensitivity  Ratings  for  Parcel  HL2 

 

Figure  20: Indicative  Masterplan  for  Northern  Parcel  
 

6.4.5 For land parcel HL3 the sensitivity assessment states: 
ñThe intricate, small-scale pattern of the landscape increases its sensitivity to 
residential and employment development. The landscape has a strong sense 
of time-depth, with its pattern of ridge and furrow pastoral fields forming part of 
the conservation area of Houghton on the Hill. The intact historic settlement 
edge, the role of the landscape in providing an undeveloped rural backdrop to 
the settlement, and relatively high levels of perceived tranquillity, increases 
sensitivity to developmental changes. 

However, the limited access and recreational opportunities, lower the sensitivity 
of the landscape to residential and employment development. Landscape 
features of particular sensitivity include the ridge and furrow pastoral fields 
adjacent of the settlement edge, which form part of the conservation area and 
local wetland habitats such as Chalybeate Spring. The overall sensitivity of the 
landscape is assessed as High to both residential and employment 
development.ò 

The overall sensitivity of the landscape is assessed as High to both residential and 
employment development.ò 



 

Figure  21: Landscape  Sensitivty  plan  (HL3) 

6.4.6 It is acknowledged that this assessment relates to a larger land parcel than the 
application site. It should be noted that the two criteria under which the 
southern part of the site is considered to have a high sensitivity are ñhistoric 
landscape characterò and ñform, density and setting of existing settlementò. Of 
significant note in terms of ñhistoric landscape characterò is the reference to 
ridge and furrow within HL3 forming part of the Conservation Area and being 
important to the landscape setting of the village. The southern part of the 
application site does not contain any notable ridge and furrow. Furthermore, 
whilst the boundary of parcel HL3 is adjacent to the Conservation Area in some 
places, the site boundary of the southern part of the application site is not. On 
the basis of these two differences between the boundaries of Parcel HL3 and 
the southern part of the application site, it is fair to say that sensitivity rating in 
relation to ñhistoric landscape characterò for the southern part of the application 
site should not be ñHighò as per the whole of parcel HL3, but more likely 
ñModerateò. Again, in terms of ñform, density and setting of existing settlementò 
it is noted that the parcel as a whole consists of undulating small-scale farmland 
and has an intact historic settlement edge softened by mature vegetation. The 
southern part of the application site consists of one of the larger fields within 
Parcel HL3, and is not well related to the historic settlement edge, and 
therefore, it is fair to say that sensitivity rating in relation to ñform, density and 
setting of existing settlementò for the southern part of the application site should 
not be ñHighò as per the whole of parcel HL3, but, again, more likely ñModerateò. 

 
Figure  22: Residential  / Employment  Sensitivity  Ratings  for  Parcel  HL2 



6.4.7 On the basis of the above, having re-categorised the sensitivity rating for the 
southern part of the application site for ñhistoric landscape characterò and ñform, 
density and setting of existing settlementò from ñHighò to ñModerateò, it falls that 
the overall sensitivity rating for the southern part of the application site cannot 
reasonably be considered to be ñHighò. On the basis that there would be 1x 
low-moderate; 3x moderate and 3x moderate-high, it is considered reasonable 
to re-categorise the southern part of the application site as having a Moderate 
sensitivity to residential development. 

6.4.8 The Landscape Sensitivity assessments include suggested Development 
management guidance for each parcel assessed. In addition to the general 
guidance principles for accommodating residential development in Harborough 
provided in Chapter 3 of the assessment, in relation to Parcel HL3, 
development proposals should consider the following: 

¶ Protect the intact historic settlement edge of Houghton-on-the-Hill. 

¶ Avoid locating development in small-scale pastoral fields which retain 
ridge and furrow of historic importance and which would affect the 
setting of the conservation area and listed buildings. 

¶ Avoid locating development on valley slopes and elevated areas to the 
south and at parcel peripheries, where structures will be highly visible 
from adjacent landscapes. 

¶ Protect and maintain valuable wetland habitats, including the two 
watercourses and the Chalybeate Spring. 

As can be seen at Figure 23 , the southern part of the application site proposes 
development which avoids (and therefore protects) the historic settlement edge 
of the village; forms one of the larger fields within the parcel, and therefore 
avoids locating development in small-scale pastoral fields which retain ridge 
and furrow of historic importance; is located on the northern, flatter part of Parcel 
HL3 and therefore avoids locating development on valley slopes and elevated 
areas to the south and at parcel peripheries, where structures will be highly 
visible from adjacent landscapes; and is located remote from the wetland 
habitats and watercourses as stated. It is therefore considered that the 
proposals comply with the additional Development Management guidelines set 
out within the Landscape Sensitivity assessments. 



 
Figure  23: Indicative  Masterplan  for  Southern  Parcel  

6.4.9 A Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) has been submitted in support of this 
application. Although there will be inevitable change to the landscape as a 
result of the change of use, from arable land to residential and small-scale 
commercial development, the majority of the key Site features, such as 
boundary hedgerows, and trees will be retained. 

6.4.10 The LVA reaches the following conclusions: 

¶ The proposals will create a sustainable residential development of up to 
230 units with associated small retail and care home facilities, highway 
infrastructure, open space, and landscape planting. The Illustrative 
Masterplan sets out how future development could look. Best practice 
guidance has been followed to show how a responsive and sustainable 
proposal could be delivered. 

¶ The site parcels currently comprise arable fields, generally of 
unremarkable character and influenced by the adjacent urban area. The 
key features include boundary hedgerows and hedgerow trees. The 
Illustrative Masterplan shows how existing trees, and the majority of 
hedgerows could be retained and integrated into the layout. 

¶ The Illustrative Masterplan shows how the development could respond to 
alleviate the visual impact of the proposed development, particularly 
within the northern parcel, with a structural planting to the north and east 
of the parcel, where long range views of the site are available from several 
receptors. 

¶ The proposed development will change the character of the site from 
arable fields to a residential area; however, new features brought about 
by the change will not be different from existing features adjacent to the 
site, such as residential dwellings, roads, or a small-scale retail unit. 
Retained hedgerows and trees will be enhanced with additional tree, 
woodland, and hedgerow planting and open space with associated 
ecology areas will be provided and accessible to the existing and new 
residents. 

¶ The elevated location of Houghton on the Hill village and the sloping 
nature of the two parcels makes them visible at close range and from 
some receptors located further away from the site. Retained, enhanced, 
and proposed structural planting within the open space and plot areas will 
help to soften the views of the proposals; however, it is believed that some 
views of the proposed development will still be obtainable even as the 
vegetation matures. The effects would also be localised and only 
receptors located close to the site would be affected at a greater level. 



6.4.11 The northern part of the site is well screened and enclosed by existing 
vegetation and development to the south, east and west (see Figures 24 & 25 ). 
However, it is visible from long distance views from the north. Views are long 
distance views obtained from the north from public footpaths (in particularly the 
one which travels south from Ingarsby on the northern side of the valley (see 
Figures  26 & 29)). Other views are limited in the majority of cases by 
intervening landscape and urban features. The development does not bring 
about a change to specific landscape elements, as there are none that are 
distinctive on site. However, the general openness of the site would be lost due 
to the nature of the development. 

 

Figure  24: View south  across  north  parcel  of  the site  from  A47 
 

Figure  25: View north  across  north  parcel  of  the site  from  Ingarsby  Lane 



 
Figure  26: View across  the SAM towards  the site  (outlined  in  red behind  existing  

landscaping  
 

6.4.12 The southern part of the site is well screened and enclosed by existing 
vegetation (see Figure 27) and development to the north, east and west. 
However, it is visible in long distance views from the south and mid-distance 
view from the south-west. Views are obtained from the north and south west 
from public footpaths (in particularly the ones which travel north from Kings 
Norton and Gaulby (see Figure 29 ). Other views are limited in the majority of 
cases by intervening landscape and urban features. The site is also visible in 
against the backdrop of the village in longer distance views from Gaulby Lane 
(see Figure 28). The development does not bring about a change to specific 
landscape elements, as there are none that are distinctive on site. However, the 
general openness of the site would be lost due to the nature of the development. 

 

Figure  27: View of  southern  part  of  site  from  A47 



 
Figure  28: View of  southern  part  of  site  from  Gaulby  Lane 

 

Figure  29: Ordnance  Survey  map indicating  footpaths  and topography  in relation  to 
site  

 
6.4.13 The application includes a framework plan that could be adopted. This 

includes the retention of existing landscape fabric to the perimeters of the site 
and a new landscape edge to the northern section of the site. Furthermore, 
large stature native trees would be incorporated into the street scene and open 
space to assimilate the proposed development into the wider landscape. 

6.4.14 In the context of the surrounding landscape character, the change is 
considered to be perceptible within the wider landscape. In light of the 
Landscape Sensitivity assessment, and Officers consideration of this, that both 
parts of the site are considered to have a moderate sensitivity to development, 
it is considered that these areas are receptive to development. Furthermore, 
as set out above, the proposals as set out at this stage comply with the 
additional guidance specific to these two parcels.  As such, it isconsidered 
that any landscape or visual impact resulting from the development will, subject 
to the imposition of relevant conditions, have been minimised as far as 
reasonably practicable. By virtue of its landscape sensitivity rating, the site has 
the ability to absorb change and, by virtue of its compliance with the 



ñDevelopment Management guidanceò the proposed development is 
considered to be an appropriate change of use in terms of landscape character 
in the context of the local area. Over time it is considered that new landscaping 
as part of the development will provide positive landscape benefits and will 
reflect the eastern settlement edge which is well integrated with the surrounding 
countryside through mature vegetation surrounding residential properties, and 
be an improvement over the recent residential development to the north west 
of the village which has an abrupt and poorly integrated edge with weak 
vegetated buffers 

 
6.4.15 Notwithstanding this, given the undeveloped nature of both parts of the site, 

the development will have an effect on the identity and character of the site itself. 
However, due to its proximity to, and natural extension from, residential 
development, its predicted significance on the wider landscape character is 
considered to represent a minor loss or alteration. The proposals would not 
represent a significant adverse effect on either the landscape resource or visual 
receptors except where receptors are in close proximity to the site. 

 
6.4.16 The new development would not result in any cumulative landscape effects, 

and in summary, residual (once landscape mitigation has become established) 
landscape and visual effects would be Moderate , and the landscape has the 
capacity to accommodate this proposed development, therefore the proposals 
would be in compliance with Policy GD5, as it can be demonstrated that the 
development can be designed in such a way that it is sensitive to its landscape 
setting and character. 

 
6.4.17 On the basis of the above it is considered that the site can accommodate the 

proposed development in landscape terms, is well integrated into the 
surrounding area and protects and enhances existing landscape features on the 
site. It is therefore considered that the proposal complies with Policy GD8 of the 
Harborough District Local Plan in terms of landscape and visual impact. 

 
5. Layout and Design 

6.5.1 Section 12 of the NPPF focuses on achieving well-designed places, with 
paragraph 131 noting how the creation of high-quality places is fundamental 
to what the planning and development process should achieve. Paragraph 
135 sets out criteria for development proposals to ensure that they are well-
designed. At a local level, Local Plan Policy GD8 states, in respect of new 
housing development, that the critical considerations are: a) being inspired by, 
respecting and enhancing both the local character and distinctiveness of the 
settlement concerned; b) where appropriate, being individual and innovative, 
yet sympathetic to the local vernacular, including in terms of building materials; 
d) respecting the context and characteristics of the individual site, street scene 
and the wider local environment to ensure that it is integrated as far as 
possible into the existing built form; 
e) being designed to minimise impact on the amenity of existing and future 
residents; h) minimising opportunity for crime and maximising natural 
surveillance; i) protecting and enhancing existing landscape features, wildlife 
habitats and natural assets (including trees, hedges and watercourses) as an 
integral part of the development; j) enhancing the public realm, including high 
quality open spaces and links to the wider green infrastructure network to 
promote healthy lifestyles; m) ensuring the safe, efficient and convenient 
movement of all highway users, including bus passengers, cyclists, 
pedestrians and horse riders. A detailed analysis of the existing site 
constraints and opportunities and how these have informed the illustrative 
design is demonstrated within the submitted Design and Access Statement. 



6.5.2 The submitted Design & Access Statement (DAS) contains a number of 
underlying design and layout principles including: 

¶ Gateways ï The access points to The Site will be designed to create 
landscape gateways into the development. These include the vehicular 
access points to The Site as well as the pedestrian access. The 
gateways should be locally inspired and sensitive to the surrounding 
landscape as well as designed to create interest and set a tone for the 
quality of the rest of the development. 

¶ Nodes and focal spaces ï At key nodes throughout the development, 
there will be a transition of character to create interest and variety. 
Different characters will be achieved through the implementation of 
varying architectural styles, densities, street typologies or use of 
contrasting materials. Green focal points incorporating informal or formal 
play will provide vibrant spaces for social interaction. Focal spaces will 
be integrated across the development, providing accessibility for both 
new and local existing residents. Buildings address the primary street as 
well as the green spaces and corridors, providing natural surveillance. 

¶ Landmarks ï Landmark focal buildings provide opportunities for streets 
and spaces to be framed with key buildings and landmark architecture, 
helping to create identity and interest. Landmark buildings can help to 
create exciting and interesting development, and aid in way-finding. 
They can be distinguished by being taller than surrounding buildings or 
through architectural materiality and design. 

¶ Play Spaces ï The LEAP is strategically located on the northern Site to 
provide all houses with a play area within short walking distance. There 
are also opportunities to incorporate further incidental play spaces and 
trim trails along the recreational routes across the Site 

¶ Landscape Strategy ï The vision for the proposal is to deliver a 
landscape-led addition to the eastern edge of Houghton on the Hill. In 
order to achieve this, the proposed landscaping will be soft and native 
to reflect the context and location of The Site on the edge of the village, 
whilst enhancing the existing landscape character of the area. The 
green spine on the eastern edge of the northern site will serve both 
recreational and ecological purposes, providing naturalistic recreational 
walking routes which build on the existing PRoW network in Houghton 
on the Hill, whilst offering linked habitats for wildlife. The spine 
incorporates tree planting, SuDS features and areas of green open 
space that can be used for kick about or other recreation. New SuDS 
features including planted attenuation basins and swales, meadow 
habitats, tree planting and hedgerows will deliver net gains for 
biodiversity, contributing to The Sitesô net gain and providing 
opportunities for a range of species and wildlife. The overlooked play 
area, benefits from the natural surveillance of nearby dwellings. 
Accessible green spaces provide the recreational opportunities. These 
parks and natural environments have the opportunity to provide seating 
for people to rest and socialise, or to enjoy public spaces and nature. 
Street trees and green focal spaces are dispersed across the proposal, 
ensuring attractive streets and further green connectivity for residents. 
By creating a continuous linked landscape, the development creates a 
green gateway to the East of Houghton on the Hill, emphasising the 
landscape character and legacy that is associated with the settlement 
and retains the landscape buffer required as part of the existing site 
allocation. The proposal creates a natural and defensible extent to the 
settlement which ensures development is located in the right locations 
for growth. 

The proposal has evolved through a detailed design process that 
acknowledges and responds to the Site's constraints and opportunities. The 
submitted Illustrative Masterplan (see Figure 30 ) provides a Vision for how 



development could be achieved at the site. 

 
Figure  30: Indicative  Site  Masterplan  

6.5.4 The proposed indicative Site Masterplan (see Figure 30 ) indicates that 230 
residential dwellings are proposed on a 20.9Ha (approx.) site which represents 
a gross density of 11 dwellings per hectare. When open space and other non 
residential land area is discounted from this, the developable area reduces 
providing approximately 158 dwellings on the northern parcel at a net density 
of 34dph and 69 dwellings on the southern parcel at a net density of 25dph. The 
density on the northern parcel has been achieved by providing a compliant 
housing mix with a high percentage of smaller properties with on site open 
space being largely provided around the fringes of the development. The 
density on the southern parcel has been achieved by providing potential for 25-
35 bungalows and 10 custom and self build plots. Figure 31 sets the 
parameters for the density of proposed development across the Site. There will 
be a higher density along the primary route, with linked dwellings, apartments 
and a more formal arrangement in this area. Towards the edges of the Site, a 
lower density is proposed, with larger, detached properties located in this area. 
The range of densities provides the flexibility to integrate a variety of housing 
typologies at a later detailed design stage. 



 
Figure  31: Site  Density  Plan 

6.5.5 The on-site ñopen spaceò which is provided on the northern site is in the form 
of a landscape buffer to the north, eastern and north-western boundaries of the 
site, a play area located centrally to the site and surface water attenuation 
ponds to the northern part of the site (see Figure 30 ). The on-site ñopen spaceò 
which is provided on the southern parcel is in the form of a landscape buffer to 
the site frontage and in the western corner adjacent to the recreation ground 
(both with pedestrian access links through the space), and an area of open 
space on the southern corner of the site (see Figure 30 ). 

6.5.6 The applicants have stated that as this application is outline, the submitted 
layout is illustrative. While the precise mix and layout is not being determined 
at this stage, consideration will be given to the housing mix as set out in most 
up to date evidence, in this case the 2022 HENA, as well as the characteristics 
of the surrounding area in determining the final mix and layout of the Site. A 
condition is recommended so as to ensure that any subsequent Reserved 
Matters submissions provide for a housing mix that accords with the 2022 
HENA, or the relevant up to date evidence at the time. 

6.5.7 The submitted DAS states that the streets and spaces within the masterplan 
provide the opportunity to strengthen the character of this new place, creating 
distinctive and well- designed routes which are pleasant to walk and cycle on, 
as well as for homes to overlook. The character of the streets aids legibility and 
enhances the placemaking qualities of this landscape led proposal on the edge 
of Houghton on the Hill. The masterplan proposes a hierarchy of street types 
as part of a permeable movement network. The street sections on the following 
page provide an indication of their varying design and character. The plan below 
indicates the location of these varying street types. 

 
6.5.8 Figure  32 sets the parameters for the height of proposed development across 

the Site. It is proposed that the Site will accommodate up to 2.5 storeys within 
the residential areas. The proposed dwellings will be predominantly two storey 
in keeping with the local context, with the potential for 2.5 storeys located along 
the primary route at key corners and around the focal space to provide variety 
and interest and aid in the overall placemaking strategy. Within the area 
identified for the retail unit, and new GP surgery, these buildings will be 
generally be 1 storey with some elevations up to 2 storeys. The southern site 
benefits from views over the approved golf course scheme. Therefore the



south-eastern edge will be designed using bespoke bungalow house types at 
angles to maximise the landscape asset. Storey heights on this edge of the site 
will be most limited to 1 storey. 

 

Figure  32: Building  Heights  Plan 
 

Figure  33: National  Design  Guide  assessment  as submitted  
 

o National Design Guide (January 2021) 

6.5.9 The National Design Guide reveals 10 key design characteristics which work 
together to establish the physical character, sense of community, and climate 
sensitivity of a development (the three Côs). These elements ensure that a place 
positively óinfluences the quality of our experience as we spend time in them 
and move around themô. Figure 33  summarises how the applicants consider 
that each of these characteristics have been incorporated throughout their 
masterplan in Houghton on the Hill, helping to ensure that their proposals deliver 



a high-quality neighbourhood which successfully achieves the three Côs. 

6.5.10 On the basis of the above, the proposed Indicative Masterplan is considered 
to represent good design and is therefore acceptable. The overall layout is 
considered to be of an acceptable density and in keeping with the character of 
the surrounding area. It is therefore considered that the proposal is in 
accordance with Policies GD8 and H5 of the Harborough District Local Plan in 
this regard. 

 
6. Residential Amenity 

6.6.1 Paragraph 135f of the Framework seeks to ensure a high standard of amenity 
for all existing and future users and this is also reflected in LP Policy GD8. 

6.6.2 Paragraph 185 of the NPPF states that developments should mitigate and 
reduce potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development. 
A Noise Impact Assessment has been prepared to identify any likely traffic 
noise impacts as a result of the proposed development. The assessment has 
also provided suitable mitigation measures. A baseline noise survey was 
undertaken at the site in May 2023. The results of the survey and subsequent 
assessment work have been assessed in accordance with current standards and 
guidance, following consultation with Harborough District Council. 

6.6.3 Neighbouring dwellings and their gardens on Ingarsby Lane lie adjacent to the 
western boundary of the northern parcel of the site. Similarly, the southern 
parcel shares a boundary with two properties on Uppingham Road and a handful 
of properties on Firs Road. As the application is currently in outline form, a full 
assessment of the impact upon residential amenity can not be carried out at this 
stage. Notwithstanding this, in light of the details submitted in terms of the 
Indicative Masterplan (see Figure 34 ) it is considered that the residential 
element of the scheme can be accommodated on the site without causing any 
detrimental impact upon the amenity of neighbouring properties. A full 
assessment of any residential impact will be carried out as part of the 
consideration of any subsequent Reserved Matters application. 

6.6.4 The non-residential elements of the scheme could result in impact upon 
residential amenity. Due to the location of the Care Home, medical facility, and 
in particular the retail facility, it is not anticipated that there will be any impact upon 
the amenity of existing residents. Notwithstanding this, the presence of a retail 
facility within a residential area does raise the possibility of noise disturbance for 
occupiers of any new dwellings in close proximity to these facilities. As the 
application is currently in outline form, a full assessment of the impact upon 
residential amenity can not be carried out at this stage. A full assessment of any 
residential impact will be carried out as part of the consideration of any 
subsequent Reserved Matters application. Notwithstanding this, Officers 
consider that a condition requiring the submission of a Noise Impact 
Assessment, specifically assessing the impact of noise generated by the new 
facilities, and the impact of this upon both existing and future occupiers, be 
carried out and submitted in support of any relevant subsequent Reserved 
Matters submissions. 

 
6.6.5 During construction there would likely be some adverse impacts on residential 

amenity However, were consent to be granted, a planning condition could be 
included requiring the submission of a Construction Management Plan to be 
approved and implemented. The Plan would contain good practice measures 
to limit the disturbance and inconvenience that may arise when building 
works are undertaken. In addition to planning controls, the Environmental 
Protection Act provides a variety of safeguards in respect of noise, air and 
light pollution. 



 

Figure  34: Indicative  Site  Masterplan  
 

6.6.6 On the basis of the above, the proposal is judged to be acceptable in terms of 
residential amenity impacts and it is therefore considered that the proposal is 
in accordance with Policy GD8 of the Harborough District Local Plan in this 
regard. 

 
7. Flooding and Drainage 

6.7.1 Both elements of the proposed site fall within Flood Zone 1 (see Figure 35 ). 
This comprises land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual 
probability (<0.1%) of river or sea flooding. As such, flood risk should not pose 
a rise to development. 

6.7.2 The Flood Risk Assessment and Sustainable Drainage Strategies ("FRA") 
submitted in support of this application confirm that the proposed development 
does not pose any increased flood risk to the Site itself or adjacent development 
and is not susceptible to flooding and is sited within Flood Zone 1. The proposed 
uses are classified as 'less vulnerable' in accordance with the NPPF Annex 3: 
Flood Risk vulnerability classification, where the proposed uses are generally 
considered acceptable within Flood Zone 1. The proposed development is 
therefore in line with Section 14 of the NPPF and Local Plan Policies CC3 and 
CC4, which seek to avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding 
and prioritise new development to areas of lowest flood risk. 



 
Figure  35: Environment  Agency  Flood  Risk  Map 

6.7.3 To mitigate the developmentôs impact on the current runoff regime, it is 
proposed to incorporate surface water attenuation and storage as part of the 
development proposals. The submitted drainage strategy report recommends 
that finished floor levels are raised a minimum of 150mm above surrounding 
ground levels, to help mitigate the residual risk of flooding from surface water 
and from flooding from sewers. 

6.7.4 In line with Policy CC4, which requires the implementation of appropriate 
sustainable drainage system techniques in order to manage surface water run-
off, the FRA demonstrates that the use of sustainable drainage systems 
("SuDS") has been considered and can be incorporated within the design. This 
is detailed within the Sustainable Drainage Statements submitted in support of 
this application which sets out the principles of drainage design for the 
development and summarises the reasoning behind the chosen design. The 
scheme is therefore in accordance with Section 14 of the NPPF, as sustainable 
drainage systems have been assessed and incorporated. The LLFA have 
assessed the submissions, and, subject to the imposition of suitably worded 
conditions, are happy with the principle of development in the form proposed on 
the site. 

6.7.5 In light of the above, it is considered that the application demonstrates that the 
proposed development can be accommodated without an increased risk of 
flooding or pollution to the water network. It is therefore judged to be in 
accordance with Policies CC3 and CC4 of the Harborough District Local Plan in 
respect of flooding and drainage considerations. 

 
8. Climate Change 

6.8.1 Policy CC1 of the Local Plan states that Major development will be permitted 
where (amongst others) it demonstrates: 

a. how carbon emissions would be minimised through passive design measures; 
c. how the development would provide and utilise renewable energy 

technology;  
An energy statement has been submitted in the support of the 

application which addresses how the proposed development will meet 
the necessary policy requirements. 

 
6.8.2 The energy statement includes a section provides a brief summary of some of 

the strategies which could be implemented for the Site to ensure its renewable 
energy provision. These include: 



¶ Future Building Standards - Part L Building Regulations 

This standard reduces energy demand by 70% from current Part L 
demand, this could be achieved and reduced further through Fabric 
Energy Efficiency. Passive measures are design features from 
architectural and building fabric selection that reduce the building 
energy requirement. Active measures are associated with the 
specification, control and use of building services that will increase the 
efficiency of the energy used, hence reducing the building energy 
requirements. 

¶ Solar Master Planning 

Roofs of buildings could be orientated south where feasible for solar 
thermal/photovoltaic installation. PV is most efficient when positioned 
south facing at a pitch of 30Ȥ35 degrees from horizontal, therefore 
limiting shading. Additionally, houses and commercial units within the 
site will benefit from solar heating and lighting through passive gains. 
Whilst it is not feasible to ensure all units achieve an East to West 
orientation, it is still possible to provide renewable/solar panels to roofs 
running North to South and still benefit from renewable energy although 
at a reduced rate. 

¶ Air Source Heat Pumps 

Air source heat pumps (ASHPs) provide an active, mechanical 
mechanism for reducing space heating demand. 

¶ Carbon Sequestering 

Carbon sequestering strategies can be implemented across the 
proposed development to contribute to offsetting any remaining carbon 
emissions. 

¶ Sustainable transport initiatives and car charging facilities 

Sustainable transport initiatives will lower the amount of carbon emitted 
to the environment in the first instance. In line with Part S of the Building 
Regulations, the application site will include, where practical, appropriate 
provision for electric car charging points. This will support sustainable 
travel in and around the proposed development. The proposal 
development also includes within the area proposed for a retail unit within 
the site to deliver publicly accessible EV charging stations within the 
retail unitôs car park provision. 

¶ Sustainable Construction 

Appropriate procedures and best practice guidance will be followed 
during the construction phase to minimise any adverse effect on the 
surrounding environment. Principles of sustainable construction are 
based on methods that would be used to reduce the environmental 
effects during the construction phase. 

¶ Construction Site Impacts and Monitoring Waste 

During the construction phase, monitoring would be conducted at 
appropriate frequencies to ensure that energy and resource use impacts 
are limited. Waste streams would be monitored during construction. 

6.8.3 Officers are satisfied that these measures and others can be secured by means 
of the recommended Design Code and Construction Management Plan 
conditions, and that the proposed development will satisfy Policy CC1 of the 
Harborough Local Plan. 

 
9. Contaminated Land 

6.9.1 The site is a greenfield one, which has been used predominantly for agricultural 
purposes. The potential sources of contamination on-site are the previous 
agricultural site usage including chemicals associated with agricultural use. 

 
6.9.2 Were consent to be granted, a condition could be imposed requiring the 

submission of detailed surveys and reports relating to ground contamination and 



any mitigation measures which may be necessary. 

 
Provision of GP Surgery 

6.10.1 As part of the Applicantôs pre-application public consultation event, local GPs 
from the Billesdon Practice approached the applicants regarding the potential 
scope for the provision of new healthcare premises within the development 
scheme. It is clear that the ICB would not support any provision of a new surgery 
which would incur capital cost to the public purse. 

6.10.2 In this regard, the Applicants have made reference to a similar situation which 
occurred at Husbands Bosworth whereby Harborough District Council agreed 
to discount the quantity of affordable housing required on a development to 
allow for the viable delivery of a brand new GP surgery. The applicants have 
spoken with the Husbands Bosworth practice to discuss and understand the 
funding mechanism involved and to gain an understanding of the benefits which 
have since arisen in patient care. 

 
6.10.3 At the time of the adoption of the former Core Strategy (2006-2028) the 

Husbands Bosworth surgery was identified as ñredò where there was greatest 
need with regards to replacement premises and where existing premises had 
issues with capacity, workload and standards. Following the delivery of that new 
facility, Billesdon which was identified as ñdeep amberò (within the 2019 Local 
Plan sustainability Appraisal) is in turn now the surgery with the greatest needs. 
The requirements within the Core Strategy are now twelve years old and the 
Billesdon surgeryôs needs have become greater over time. 

 
6.10.4 The potential benefit of delivering a new GP surgery at Houghton on the Hill 

could be significant. The location of the proposed new practice sited on the A47, 
would enable a key piece of social healthcare infrastructure to be accessed by 
a greater number of patients within the practice catchment area. The new 
facility would enable the practice to improve what is already recognised as a 
facility under considerable strain, and which is failing to meet patient needs in 
its current form. 

6.10.5 The Section 106 Agreement will make provision for the full 40% policy 
compliant affordable housing provision. In order to secure the provision, the 
applicant has drawn up the following principles which would be included within 
the S106 agreement: 

1. The Section 106 Agreement will make provision for the full 40% policy 
compliant affordable housing provision. 

2. The Agreement will contain definitions relating to the GP surgery land 
and the GP surgery as well as the Healthcare Contribution sought by 
the ICB. 

3. For a period of 18 months from the date of the planning permission the 
owner will offer to the owners and operators of the Billesdon Medical 
Practice the opportunity to enter into a contract to take a transfer of a 
new GP surgery on the site and to operate its practice from that new 
surgery. 

4. If a contract is entered into with the GP practice within the 18 months 
specified in 3. above, a further 18 months will be allowed for the owner 
to construct and make available the GP practice but to allow for any 
extensions of time that may be reasonable to take account of factors 
outside the ownerôs control including delays to any approvals for 
reserved matters or approval of the specification for the surgery. 

5. Insofar as the GP practice has not entered (or has stated it is unwilling 
to enter) into a contract within the 18 months period specified, the owner 
will nonetheless continue to reserve the GP surgery land for a further 
period of 18 months (three years in total) and will sell the GP surgery 
land to any practice wishing to acquire the site for the purpose of erecting 

10. Other Matters 



a new GP surgery on it and will commit to building it within a reasonable 
period and operate a practice from the site. This transfer will be at a 
value to be agreed with the owner. In these circumstances the full 40% 
affordable housing provision will be made on site. 

6. If no contract has been entered into for the transfer of the GP surgery 
land to the GP practice within 18 months (or a sooner date if the parties 
agree) the Healthcare Contribution will be payable to the Council/ICB. 
On payment of the Healthcare Contribution the obligations in 3. and 4. 
will fall away but not the obligations in 5. 

7. Where an election is made by the GP practice at Billesdon to take a 
transfer of a new health centre the design and specification will be 
agreed between the owner, medical practice and the Council as soon 
as possible and prior to the expiry of the initial 18 months specified in 3. 
Costings will be provided to the Council for the provision of the GP 
surgery and these will include all costs associated with the approvals 
and consents for the GP surgery, its design, specification and 
construction and fit out together with all associated reasonable legal and 
professional fees incurred on providing the surgery, will all be provided 
to the Council on an open book basis. The cost of providing the GP 
Surgery shall not exceed the cost of the level of subsidy required to 
provide 20% of the on-site affordable housing requirement, save unless 
the GP practice wish to pay the difference. 

8. The affordable housing provision on the site will be adjusted to reflect 
the total cost of providing the GP surgery. The cost of the surgery will be 
equated with the value the parties agree would be attributable to the 
number and types of affordable housing units that would have been 
provided on the site. The total number of affordable housing units will 
be reduced accordingly. 

9. The amount of affordable housing provided on the site shall not fall below 
a 20% requirement save that in order to achieve the 20% target the on-
site affordable tenures may be adjusted to cover the cost of the surgery. 
The relevant value of the affordable dwellings which are to be converted 
to open market dwellings as a result of the delivery of the GP surgery 
may be assessed at the time the contract for the surgery is let but the 
final agreed valuation will be determined at the time that the transfer of 
the GP surgery takes place and will be subject to dispute resolution if it 
cannot be agreed between the owner and the council. 

10. It shall be for the owner to propose and the council (acting reasonably) 
shall agree which of the affordable houses will make up the cost of 
providing the GP surgery and will therefore revert to open market sale 
as a result of the delivery of the GP surgery. 

6.10.6 Delivery of a new practice would very much address the objectives of the 
Section 8 of the NPPF and Policy IN1 of the Local Plan to improve the health 
and social well-being for all sections of the community and to address identified 
local health and wellbeing need, and as such, delivery of the facility is seen to 
be a very positive attribute of the proposed development. Notwithstanding this, 
because the S106 can not guarantee the delivery of the facility, the weight which 
can be attributed to this in the Planning Balance is reduced. It is therefore 
considered to be a matter to which moderate  weight should be attached in the 
planning balance. 

 
Provision of Retail facility 

6.10.7 The application proposes the delivery of an element of retail floorspace 
extending to 500m2 as part of the planning application. At that scale the retail 
provision is aimed at addressing local needs and not offering a wider retail 
destination or main food shop provision. 

 
6.10.8 It is the Applicants vision that the retail floorspace would take the form of a 



small convenience store, plus one or potentially two additional units subject to 
market demand. Within the village there is an existing Co-operative store, which 
is highly constrained in terms of its location (e.g. with regard to servicing by 
large delivery lorries), the range of goods available due to its limited size and 
customer parking. The applicants have stated that it has been known for some 
time that the Co-op have been reviewing their continued presence at this 
location, which provides a significant compromise to their preferred trading 
format, and with its accessibility compromised in the heart of the Conservation 
Area, is also unable to benefit from passing trade on the A47. 

6.10.9 The application proposes a retail unit which would be available either for a 
relocated Co-op facility or an alternative convenience retailer to enter into the 
Houghton on the Hill market. The facility, being purpose-built to modern 
standards, will better meet the requirements of modern retailing companies who 
are experienced at operating similar units. It will also benefit from passing trade 
on the A47, and therefore will offer greater potential to secure a long-term viable 
future for local convenience retailing within the village. Such an outcome would 
guard against the unnecessary loss of the existing facility and service that the 
village currently benefits from, in the event of the Co-op considering they cannot 
continue to trade from their current location. 

 
6.10.10 The delivery of new retail facilities to meet a local need would meet the 

objectives of the Framework at Section 8 in delivering sustainable growth in 
rural areas and which recognises the role of retail in rural communities and 
Section 8 which supports the development, modernisation, and retention of 
shops for the benefit of the community. 

 
6.10.11 The delivery of the convenience retail unit is not considered to be integral to 

the success of the site, or pertinent to any case in support of the application. 
Notwithstanding this, it is considered necessary to include a condition securing 
the delivery of the unit prior to the occupation of 50% of the northern part of the 
development in order that the site reserved for the unit does not sit vacant for 
an extended period of time. A recommended condition secures this, requiring 
the unit to be completed and made available prior to the occupation of 50% of 
the residential units on the northern parcel of the site. 

 
6.10.12 Delivery of the retail unit would address the objectives of Section 8 of the 

NPPF in delivering sustainable growth in rural areas and which recognises the 
role of retail in rural communities, and as such, delivery of the facility is seen to 
be a positive attribute of the proposed development. It is therefore considered 
to be a matter to which limited weight should be attached in the planning 
balance. 

Provision of Custom and Self build plots 
6.10.13 Part of this Outline application incorporates the provision of 10 self-build / 

custom- build plots. This has been made primarily on the premise that it will 
fulfil the requirements of a self-build/custom-build dwelling that would be as per 
Policy H5 of the Local Plan. 

 
6.10.14 The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 introduced a legal duty 

on local authorities to establish and publicise a local register of custom-builders 
who wish to acquire suitable land to build their own home. The Housing and 
Planning Act 2016 sets out that local planning authorities have a duty to grant 
planning permission in respect of enough serviced plots of land to meet the 
demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in the authorityôs area arising 
in each base period. Authorities must have regard to the Register when carrying 
out their planning functions, including making decisions on planning 
applications. 



6.10.15 As of the end of Base Period 8 (30 October 2023), Harboroughôs Self-build 
and Custom Housebuilding Register indicated a demand for 185 self/custom 
build plots. To meet its Duty under Self-build and Custom Housebuilding 
legislation, the Council should have granted permission for at least 87 self-
build/custom build plots (Base Periods 1ï5 total) by the end of Base Period 8. 
However, planning permission for only 27 plots had been granted. This means 
a shortfall of 60 self-build plots is carried forward. The latest position, 
established as part of the Billesdon appeal hearing in February 2025 is that 
there was a requirement to grant 218 self and custom build dwellings to meet 
the demand for Base Periods 1-6 with supply given at 46 units, a shortfall of 
172 and a worsening of the situation over the previous year. 

6.10.16 The southern section of the current application site seeks to provide 10 ñself or 
custom buildò plots, which will be built to the final design and specification of 
the ultimate plot purchasers. This type of provision falls into the definition of 
CSB so if permitted these plots will be classed as qualifying permissions that will 
count against the Districtôs figures for the provision of CSB plots. 

 
6.10.17 In terms of how this will come forward on the ground, the landowners propose 

to actually deliver the serviced Custom Build plots to then market. This allows 
the necessary flexibility and input into the design and layout of the custom 
buildersô own homes. With regard to the phasing, it is intended that all required 
infrastructure (i.e. roads and services etc) will be installed across the CSB site 
first, along with the wider site landscaping and planting where possible, in line 
with a detailed Structural Site Design and Landscaping scheme to be put 
forward and considered at Reserved Matters stage. Individual Custom Build 
plots will then be released for sale, with the prospective buyers being required 
to submit the necessary Reserved Matters applications in line with a detailed 
Design Code which will be secured via suitably worded condition. 

6.10.18 When assessing individual proposals for Custom Self Build (CSB), the 
starting point in the Harborough Local Plan is policy H5, which states: 
ñProposals for self-build and custom build housing will be supported in any 
location suitable for housing, including allocated sites, committed sites, windfall 
sites and sites which are in accordance with Policy GD2ò. The current proposal 
is contrary to this policy as set out in Para 6.3 of this report. 

 
6.10.19 In light of the above, there is clear planning policy conflict regarding this 

proposal. However, considering the substantial weight (as per the Billesdon 
appeal) that must be attached to the shortfall in provision of self and custom-
build housing and the requirement to apply a ñtiltedò balance approach when 
assessing proposals for housing (as per Paragraph 11d and 14 (below) of the 
NPPF), the benefits of the proposal are judged to outweigh the conflict with the 
development plan in terms of locational sustainability. 

Provision of Care Home 
6.10.20 The proposed scheme will deliver a 70-bed care home as part of the 

development. Policy H4 (Specialist Housing) states that the provision of well-
designed specialist forms of accommodation in appropriate locations will be 
supported, taking into account housing needs. The 2022 HENA identifies within 
its analysis that over the 2020-41 period a net need for 273 residential care bed 
spaces for older persons in Harborough exists. This is in addition to a further 
391 nursing care spaces. 

 
6.10.21 The adopted Neighbourhood Plan Policy H2 (Specialist Housing for People 

Later in Life) supports development proposals that include housing specifically 
designed for people in their later years. This would include bungalows, 
sheltered housing, and residential care, located within the Houghton Limits to 
Development, which the proposed location of the proposed residential care 



provision complies with. This aspect of the scheme is consistent with the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
6.10.22 The provision of the care home facility would not only meet a quantitative, 

capacity based need but also a qualitative need through the provision of a high 
quality, new, and modern facility, better suited to meeting the requirements of 
the aging population of the District and better able to provide prospective 
residents with an enhanced quality of life (NPPF Paragraph 130 f). 

 
6.10.23 The above demonstrates that, together with the identified housing need, the 

care home market has been tested and there is a need to provide for care home 
provision within Harborough. Locating such a facility in a sustainable settlement 
such as Houghton on the Hill meets a number of the Frameworkôs objectives for 
homes for older people. The residents of this development proposal would be 
within proximity of a range of local services and facilities including the proposed 
new GP surgery, new shops as well as have access to public transport via the 
adjacent bus stops. 

6.10.24 Given the clear identified need for elderly accommodation and the substantial 
growth in its demand which is rapidly approaching, the delivery of a care home 
on site is a matter to which ósignificant positive weightô can be attached as a 
material consideration in the planning balance. 

 
Agricultural Land Classification 

6.10.25 Section 15 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should 
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and the wider 
benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services ï including the economic 
and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. This is 
emphasised in Policy GI5 (2b) in the Local Plan to prevent the loss of any 'best 
and most versatile agricultural land' unless this is demonstrably necessary to 
facilitate the delivery of sustainable development. 

 
6.10.26 The planning application is supported by an Agricultural Land Quality Survey 

Report. The findings of the survey concluded that the quality of the land within 
the site would be subgrade 3b within the ALC grading system which is moderate 
quality agricultural land with strong limitations that affect the choice of crop, 
timing and type of cultivation/harvesting or level of yield. Therefore the 
proposed development would not see the loss of the best and most versatile 
agricultural land and would not be in conflict with local plan policy GI5 (2b) or 
Section 15 of the NPPF. 

 
Air Quality 

6.10.27 NPPF Section 15 states that planning decisions should sustain and contribute 
towards compliance with the relevant limit values or national objectives, and 
opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, 
such as through traffic and travel management and green infrastructure 
provision and enhancement. Policy IN2 requires new residential and 
commercial developments to provide mitigation for any adverse impact on air 
quality, especially in Air Quality Management Areas, and residential amenity, 
including traffic noise. 

6.10.28 The Air Quality Assessment ("AQA") describes the existing air quality of the 
area and assesses the impact of the proposed development on the surrounding 
area. The assessment of the construction phase impacts associated with dust 
and particulate matter identified that, if unmitigated, will have a high risk of dust 
soiling impacts and a low risk of increases in PM concentrations. However, the 
AQA recommended that through good site practice and the implementation of 
suitable mitigation measures, the residual impacts from the construction phase 
are considered to be ónot significantô. 



 
6.10.29 The AQA summarises that the impact of the proposed development on air 

quality is considered to be ónot significantô. The proposed development will 
result in negligible increases in pollutant concentrations and no exceedances 
of the current relevant air quality objectives for England were predicted. No 
mitigation measures are therefore required to minimise development-generated 
road traffic emissions. 

6.10.30 Based on this assessment, it is considered that, the proposed development 
complies with Policy IN2 of the Harborough Local Plan and NPPF Section 15 
and there are no air quality constraints considered to restrict planning approval. 

 
Public Sector Equality Duty 

6.10.31 In carrying out its functions the local planning authority must, in 
accordance with section 149(1) of the Equality Act 2010, have "due regard" to 
the need to: 

a) eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation 
and other conduct prohibited by the Equality Act 2010; 

b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a 
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 
and 

c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it 

 
6.10.32 One of the protected characteristics covered by the public sector equality duty 

is age. The determination of this planning will facilitate the provision of 
accommodation specifically catering for the elderly. It is therefore important that 
the local planning authority is assessing the application on the basis of 
development plan policies and all material planning considerations and 
undertake a planning balance exercise as required by NPPF Para 11 and Policy 
GD1. 

 

6.12 The Framework requires LPAs to grant planning permission for sustainable 
development. Para.8 of the NPPF (see para 6.10 of this report) sets out the 
three overarching objectives to achieve sustainable development. Officers 
consider that this proposal achieves all of these objectives as follows: 

¶ Economic: In the short term, it will support employment and create new 
jobs during the construction phase. In the longer term, the local economy 
will be strengthened by the new occupants supporting local businesses, 
services and amenities through their shopping and leisure pursuits. 

¶ Social: The development will contribute to the provision of affordable 
housing in the District. It will also contribute to the housing need by 
bringing forward development which will help redress the Councilôs 
current 5 year supply of available housing land. Provision is also made for 
self and custom build dwellings which will help to reduce the Councilôs 
deficit of such provision. Furthermore, the potential provision of new 
medical and retail facilities has been made for the enhancement of 
necessary infrastructure in the area. 

¶ Environmental:  The proposed development will make effective use of two 
parcels of undeveloped land by providing a pair of natural extensions to 
the existing residential built form of the village. The sustainable location 
of the site, with existing linkages into the village, provision for facilities as 
part of the development, and good accessibility to sustainable means of 
travel will reduce the need for the use of private vehicles. 

6.13 Sustainable development lies at the heart of the planning framework, at both the 
national and local level, requiring development to encompass economic, social 
and environmental benefits. The development of the site for the provision of 

c) Sustainable  Development  



230 residential dwellings (including 10 self and custom build plots), a care 
home, medical centre and retail facility could provide all such benefits. 

 
6.14 It is considered that the proposed development of this site could be 

undertaken in a manner which mitigates significant adverse 
visual/environmental impacts and safeguards ecological interests, however, 
for the reasons set out in Section 6 of this report. 

6.15 On the basis of the above, the proposal in its current form is judged to 
represent sustainable development in accordance with the Framework. 

 

6.16 Planning obligations under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 (as amended), commonly known as s106 agreements, are a mechanism 
for securing benefits to mitigate against the impacts of development. 

 
6.17 Those benefits can comprise, for example, monetary contributions (towards 

public open space or education, amongst others), the provision of affordable 
housing, on Site provision of public open space / play area and other works or 
benefitôs that meet the three legal tests as outlined within Regulation 122: 

¶ necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms 

¶ directly related to the development 

¶ fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development 
These legal tests are also set out as policy tests in paragraph 58 of the Framework. 
 

6.18 Policy IN1 provides that new development will be required to provide the 
necessary infrastructure which will arise as a result of the proposal. More 
detailed guidance on the level of contributions is set out in The Planning 
Obligations Developer Guidance Note, 2009 and the Leicestershire Developer 
Obligations Policy, December 2014. 

 
6.19 Appendix  B identifies the developer contributions sought by consultees, an 

assessment as to whether the requests are CIL compliant and a suggested 
trigger point to advise when the contribution should be made. With regards to 
the trigger points they should not necessarily be seen as the actual or final 
triggers points for the S106 agreement but treated as illustrative of the types of 
trigger points which may be appropriate. 

 
6.20 One of the requests outlined as part of the Indoor Sports provision is a 

contribution of £141,341 towards swimming facilities. The CIL justification 
provided for this request states: 
ñSwimming Pools ï Swimming is an attractive activity for everyone in the 
community and swimming is considered to be an important life skill. Primary 
schools are required to arrange some swimming lessons for pupils, and the 
public pools are used to cater for schools swimming. There are three pool 
sites which are available for community use: Harborough Leisure Centre, 
Lutterworth Sports Centre and Leicester Grammar. Sport England 
considers Harborough Leisureôs pool as busy, or effectively full.ò 
Officers consider that Lutterworth pool is to remote to be considered as an 
option for any funding to be allocated to. Additionally, despite the much closer 
geographical location of Leicester Grammar School, this is a private facility, and 
as such, it is not considered reasonable that any S106 funding could be 
allocated to improvements at this facility. Harborough Leisure Centre is located 
approximately 17miles (by road) from the site, and as such, it is possible that 
residents of the development may use this facility. Notwithstanding this, the 
facility was subject to a major refurbishment during 2024, and as such, there 
are no plans to increase the size of the swimming pool at the site, and if such 
an increase were considered necessary or viable, provision for it would have 
been made at this stage. As such, it is considered that there are no identified 

d) Planning  Obligations  



schemes through which such additional provision could be accommodated, and 
the likelihood of any coming forward within the ñspend byò period is very low. It 
is therefore considered that the request for £141,341 towards swimming 
facilities is not necessary to make the development acceptable or directly 
related to the development, and as such, Officers do not support this 
request . 

6.21 Officers are satisfied that all other requests received from statutory consultees 
are CIL Reg 122 compliant. 

 

The Heritage Balance 
7.1 The proposed development would result in less than substantial harm to the 

setting of a Scheduled Monument. However, mitigation in terms of landscaping 
and through reserved matters would reduce levels of harm. This low level of 
harm is not considered to result in any loss to the significance of the Scheduled 
Monument. This would result in a limited level of harm . 

Overall Planning Balance 
7.2 HDCôs Housing Need has increased from 510dpa under the previous Standard 

Methodology to 723dpa under this new Standard Methodology. On this basis, 
the Council is currently unable to demonstrate a 5YS of deliverable sites for 
housing (an interim position of 3.55 years was published in January 2025) and, 
thus, its policies for housing supply, including SS1, GD2 and H1, are considered 
to be out-of-date. In light of this, and in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 
11, a planning balance of the benefits and harm of any proposal needs to be 
undertaken, reflecting economic, social and environmental aspects of a 
scheme. Due to the Councilôs published 5 Year Housing Land Supply deficit, 
Paragraph 11d is engaged and a ñtilted balanceò falls to be applied. As such, 
significant positive weight must be applied to the provision of housing. 

7.3 Due to the Councilôs acknowledged significant shortfall in provision of ñself / 
custom buildò dwellings 5 Year Housing Land Supply deficit, the need for a 
custom / self build plots in the area is accepted. As such, significant positive 
weight is afforded to this matter. 

 
Economic Sustainability 

7.4 It is recognised that there are economic benefits that will occur in respect of the 
construction and operation of the Retail unit and Care Home, and also from the 
construction of the residential element of the development, in terms of job 
creation and local spend. These benefits are not site specific as the same 
benefits would be created regardless of its location, thus limited positive 
weight is afforded to this matter. 

Social Sustainability 
7.5 In terms of the social benefits, the need for a new Doctors Surgery in the area 

is accepted, however, as is outlined in this report, due to the uncertainty 
regarding its provision, only moderate positive weight is afforded. 

7.6 The need for a Care Home in the area is accepted, however, as is outlined in this 
report, due to the uncertainty regarding its provision, only moderate positive 
weight is afforded. 

 
7.7 The need for a replacement Retail unit in the area is accepted, however, as is 

outlined in this report, due to the uncertainty regarding its provision, only limited  
positive  weight is afforded. 

Environmental Sustainability 
7.8 The proposed development, by virtue of the recommended design code 

7. The Planning  Balance  / Conclusion  



condition, has the potential to deliver a high quality, energy efficient 
development. However, any proposal would need to provide good design 
and meet current Building Regulation standards, thus should only be 
afforded moderate positive weight  

7.9 Due to when the application was submitted, there is no statutory requirement 
for BNG as part of the development. Notwithstanding this, the proposed 
development is set to deliver biodiversity gain, above that required by 
Environment Act 2021 and will protect protected species on site through 
appropriate mitigation measures and thus should be afforded moderate 
positive weight  

 
7.10 In summary, the landscape has the capacity to accommodate this proposed 

development, and the residual landscape and visual effects would be 
acceptable. Furthermore, the new development would not result in any 
cumulative landscape effects. Therefore, the proposals would be in compliance 
with Policy GD5, as it can be demonstrated that the development can be 
designed in such a way that, notwithstanding the change to the character of the 
area, it is sensitive to its landscape setting and character and thus should be 
afforded limited negative weight.  

7.11 In summary, the highway network has the capacity to accommodate the 
predicted and modelled traffic flows resulting from the proposed development, 
and the residual highways impacts would be acceptable. The proposed points 
of access to the site have been assessed and considered to be acceptable. 
Furthermore, the new development would not result in any significant 
cumulative highways effects. Therefore, the proposals would be in compliance 
with Policy GD8, as it can be demonstrated that the development can be 
designed in such a way that, notwithstanding the increased traffic generated by 
the development, it brings about a solution to a recognised existing issue (in 
terms of the closure of the Gaulby Lane / A47 junction), and thus should be 
afforded limited positive weight.  

 
7.12 As previously mentioned the proposed development would result in less than 

substantial harm to the setting of a Scheduled Monument. However, mitigation 
in terms of landscaping and through reserved matters would reduce levels of 
harm. This low level of harm is not considered to result in any loss to the 
significance of the Scheduled Monument and there would be no strong reason 
for refusing the application on these grounds, therefore moderate negative 
weight is afforded 

 
Overall  balance  and conclusions  

7.13 There would be a substantial benefit from the proposed development in respect 
of meeting general housing need as well as self and custom build housing need. 
The proposal also has the potential to deliver much needed social infrastructure 
for the area. Therefore, despite the proposed development being contrary to 
the development plan when taken as a whole, the benefits identified would 
outweigh this conflict. The application should therefore be APPROVED. 



Appendix  A ï Suggested  Conditions  / Informative  / Notes  to Applicant  
 
If Members are minded to approve the application, Officers recommend that the following 
conditions are attached to any approval. The conditions have taken into account the advice 
contained with Annex A of the former Circular 11/95 and the PPG. 

Conditions  relating  to the whole  site  
1. Reserved  Matters  Submission  and Commencement  
2. Reserved  Matters  
3. Approved  Plans  
4. Phasing  Plan 
5. Design  Code 
6. Biodiversity  Management  
7. CEMP 
8. Renewables  
9. Custom  and Self  Build  plots  
10. Levels  
11. Archaeological  Written  Scheme  of  Investigation  
12. Public  Realm landscaping  
13. Surface  Water  Drainage  
14. Surface  Water  Management  
15. Surface  Water  Maintenance  
16. Infiltration  Testing  
17. Landscape  Scheme  
18. Landscape  Management  
19. Materials  
20. CTMP 
21. Gaulby  Lane access  arrangements  
22. A47 Station  Road mitigation  
23. Gartree  Road / Stoughton  Road mitigation  
24. Delivery  of  Bus  shelter  

25. Delivery  of  pedestrian  crossing  

Conditions  relating  to the Residential  Parcels  
26. Housing  Mix 
27. Housing  numbers  

 
Conditions  relating  to the non -residential  parcels  

28. Noise  assessments  
29. Floorspace  limit  
30. Use class  restriction  
31. Opening  hours  

32. Delivery  hours  
 
Conditions  relating  to the Custom  and Self  Build  parcels  

33. Detailed  Design  Code 
34. REM and commencement  timing  (CSB initial  phase  and individual  plots)  
35. REM for  individual  CSB plots  
36. CEMP for  individual  CSB Plots  
37. PD Restriction  



Appendix  B ï 23/01499/FUL S106 Contribution  Table 
 
If Members agree with the recommendation to Approve the application, this should be subject 
to a section 106 agreement to cover contributions and arrangements / requirements set out 
below. Officers consider that the obligations have taken into account the advice contained with 
CIL Regulations, and specifically that they are CIL Reg 122 and 123 compliant. 

 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for 
Community 
Facilities  
contribution  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

Based on the average 
figure for a 3 bedroom 
house 

NEW BUILD OR 
EXTENSION TOTAL 
£326,510.00 

REFURB TOTAL 
£244,882.50 
 
This  figure  will  alter 
according to the 
finalised mix of 
dwellings.  
Currently  based  on 
the average figure 
for a 3 bedroom 
house (70 residential 
home based on 1.5 
resident per 
dwelling).  

CIL compliant 
project to be 
identified within 
a HDC strategy 
or policy. 

 
On receipt, 
money will be 
allocated through 
Harborough 
District Councilôs 
robust, CIL 
compliant grant 
process. 
 
 
1st trigger point ï 
100 % to be paid 
to HDC prior to 
the 
Commencement 
of Development 

Necessary to make development 
acceptable in planning terms 
Å HDC Planning policy states that for a 
development of this scale, a community 
facilities contribution is required to make 
this development acceptable in planning 
terms 
Å The calculation above is based on recent 
Planning Obligations SPD approved in 
September 2016 and published in June 
2022,. 
Å Please note that the HDC Assessment 
of Local Community Provision and 
Developer Contribution (Roger Tym 
Report) no longer applies 

Å HDC consider the Community facility 
contribution justified and necessary to 
make the development acceptable in 
planning terms with accordance with the 
relevant national and local policies and the 
additional demands that would be placed 
on key facilities as a result of the proposed 
development 

Directly related to the development 
Å Any Community Facilities contribution 
would be allocated to projects supporting 
community facilities in the parish of 
Houghton on the Hill. Therefore, the 
contribution requirement is directly related 
to the development because the 
contribution would be used for the purpose 
of providing additional capacity through 
Community Facility projects. 
Å The projects evidenced will benefit the 
new residents of the proposed 
development. 

 
Fairly and reasonably related in scale and 
kind to the development 
Å The proposal is for residential 
development (230 Dwellings) and 
subsequent provision of Community 
Facilities providing benefit to future 
occupiers is fairly and reasonably related 
to this type (Kind) of development. 

Harborough District 
Council Local Plan: 
HLP Policy IN1 

Harborough District 
Council Planning 
Obligations 
Supplementary Planning 
Document June 2022 
 
Community Facilities 
Refresh Assessment 
May 2017 

Built Sports Facilities 
Strategy 2019 
 
OTHER SOURCES OF 
EVIDENCE: 
Å Consultation with 

community and user 
group. 
Å Surveys 
Å Community feedback 
Å Committee meetings 

Å Population trend 
Å Health needs 
Å Feasibility studies 



  Å HDC consider the Community Facilities 
request to be fair and reasonable in scale 
and kind to the proposed scale of the 
development and is in accordance with the 
thresholds identified in the adopted 
policies and to meet the additional 
demands on the localityôs Community 
Facilities. 

 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for 
indoor  Sports 
Facilities  
contribution  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

Based on the average 
figure for a 3 bedroom 
house 

Indoor Bowls 
£5,364 
 
Sports Halls 
£127,675 

Swimming Pools 
£141,341 
 
More info needed on 
justification 
 
 
TOTAL £274,380 

For a project 
identified within 
the Built Sports 
Facilities 
Strategy or any 
other HDC 
document 

The population of the proposed 
development is estimated to be around 634 
new residents. This additional population 
will generate additional demand for sports 
facilities. If this demand is not adequately 
met then it may place additional pressure on 
existing sports facilities, thereby creating 
deficiencies in facility provision. In 
accordance with the NPPF, Sport England 
seeks to ensure that the development meets 
any new sports facility needs arising as a 
result of the development. 
 
Indoor Bowls ï According to the Sport 
England Active People Survey (Sport 
England 2016), over 77% of players are 
aged 65 years and over and 19% are aged 
55-64. 4% of players are aged under 55. 
The indoor bowls centre at Harborough 
Leisure Centre is the only specialist facility in 
the district. 
 
Swimming Pools ï Swimming is an 
attractive activity for everyone in the 
community and swimming is considered to 
be an important life skill. Primary schools 
are required to arrange some swimming 
lessons for pupils, and the public pools are 
used to cater for schools swimming. There 
are three pool sites which are available for 
community use : Harborough Leisure 
Centre, Lutterworth Sports Centre and 
Leicester Grammar. Sport England 
considers Harborough Leisureôs pool as 
busy, or effectively full. 
 
Sports Halls ï Sports halls are one of the 
prime sports facilities for community sport 
because they are able to provide a venue for 
many different activities. This facility type 
therefore is and will remain, one of the most 
important for the district into the long term. 

Harborough District 
Council Local Plan 

Built Facilities Strategy 



  New developments should therefore be 
expected to contribute towards projects 
which will improve the existing facilities to 
make them better able to meet the demand 
for sports hall space. 

 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for  
Affordable 
Housing  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

40% Affordable 
Housing of the total 
site yield On a site 
yield of 230 units this 
will equate to 92 units 
being provide as 
affordable dwellings. 
 
Our tenure split 
requirements are for 
the affordable 
requirement to be 
provided as 60% 
Affordable rented and 
40% to be provided as 
intermediate or shared 
ownership. We will be 
flexible on our tenure 
request. 

50% to be built 
out and 
transferred to a 
Registered 
Provider (RP) 
prior to 50% 
build out of the 
market dwellings. 
The remaining 
50% to be built 
out and 
transferred to RP 
prior to 75% of 
build out of the 
market dwellings. 

A fundamental objective of the LP is to 
meet the need for affordable housing 
(Local Plan vision, LP Key Issue 2 and LP 
Objective 1). LP Policy H2 seeks a 
proportion of new dwellings within 
developments to be affordable. 
 
 
Providing housing on site will result in an 
inclusive, sustainable development. The 
size and tenure of affordable housing is 
based on the current needs of those on the 
Councils waiting list. 

Local Plan Policy H2 This 
policy aims to increase 
provision of affordable 
housing, particularly in 
rural areas, in order to 
meet the high need 
across the district as 
demonstrated in the 
SHMA and HEDNA. 

Affordable housing SPD 
2006. 
 
Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for 
Greenspaces  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  
See Table below TBC 

 
In terms of the 
long term 
maintenance of 
the open space, 
The Councilôs 
preference is for 
open space to be 
transferred to 
either the Local 
Authority or the 
Parish Council, 
with a commuted 
sum payable to 
the Authority for 
the long term 
maintenance of 
the land. 

 
The use of 
Management 
Companies for 

 Local Plan IN1. 
Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 



 the maintenance 
of open spaces 
will be strongly 
resisted by 
Harborough 
District Council. 

  

Request  by HDC Obligation  for 
Waste 
Services 
contribution  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  
Cost per household - 
£128.22 
X 
Number of dwellings ï 
230 

£29,409.60 

Prior to first 
occupation 

Effective household waste management is 
important in developing sustainable 
communities. One of the demands on a 
growing community is the need to be able to 
deal with household waste management and 
therefore this request for developer 
contributions is made in line with Local Plan 
Policy IN1. 
 
The developer contribution would be 
calculated based upon the total number of 
dwellings proposed and therefore directly 
relate to the proposed development. 
 
The developer contribution amount 
requested would be based on a full cost 
recovery basis. 

Local Plan IN1. 
Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for  
Monitoring Fee 

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

District contribution ï 
15% of application fee 
or £250 per 
contribution. 

TBC It is appropriate for the Council to recover 
the costs associated with the negotiation, 
production and subsequent monitoring of 
developer payments. This covers the legal 
costs of creating agreements, any costs 
associated with obtaining independent or 
specialist advice to validate aspects of the 
contributions and costs of monitoring. 

Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for 
delivery of  
Self and 
Custom  Build  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

Obligation for 
occupiers to be 
involved in design of 
properties and to 
take first occupation 

Throughout build 
period of custom 
and self build 
properties 

Harborough District Council currently can not 
demonstrate a sufficient supply of custom 
and self build plots 

Self-Build and Custom 
Housebuilding Act 2015 

Harborough District 
Local Plan Policy H5 

Request  by HDC Obligation  for 
delivery of  
Medical 
Facility  

  



Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

Delivery of new 
Medical Centre 

For a period of 

18 months from 
the date of the 
consent, the 
owner will offer to 
Billesdon Medical 
Practice the 
opportunity to 
take a transfer of a 
new GP surgery. 

The potential benefit of delivering a new GP 
surgery at Houghton on the Hill could be 
significant. The location of the proposed new 
practice sited on the A47, would enable a 
key piece of social healthcare infrastructure 
to be accessed by a greater number of 
patients within the practice catchment area. 
The new facility would enable the practice to 
improve what is already recognised as a 
facility under 
considerable strain, and which is failing to 
meet patient needs in its current form. 

Section 8 of the NPPF 

 
Harborough Local Plan 
Policy IN1 

 If agreed by BMP, 
a further 
18 months will be 
allowed for the 
owner to 
construct and 
make available 
the GP practice to 
BMP 

  

 
If the GP practice 
has not entered 
into a contract  
within 
18 months, the 
owner will 
reserve the GP 
surgery land for a 
further period of 
18 months and 
will sell the GP 
surgery land to 
any practice 
wishing  to 
acquire the site 
for the purpose of 
erecting a new GP 
surgery on it 

  

 
If no contract has
 been 
entered into for 
the transfer of the 
GP surgery land 
to the GP practice  
within 
18 months the 
Healthcare 
Contribution will 
be payable to 
the Council/ICB 
(as set out 
below). 

  

Request  by LCC Obligation  for 
Libraries  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  



Provision of new stock 
at Great Glen Library 
£6,945.47 

TBC The nearest library to this development is 
Great Glen Library and it is estimated that 
the total assumed occupancy of 690 arising 
from the development will create additional 
pressures on the availability of the facilities 
at that library, and others nearby. 

Leicestershire Planning 
Obligations Policy 
Adopted July 2019 

  
This contribution would be used at to 
provide improvements to this and its 
facilities, including, but not limited to, books, 
materials, or associated equipment or to 
reconfigure the internal or external library 
space to account for additional usage of the 
venue arising from an increase in members 
to the library as a result of this development. 

 

  
This contribution would be expected to be 
spent within 10 years, however, for smaller, 
or more complex sites, this timescale will be 
reviewed during the drafting of the legal 
agreement. 

 

Request  by LCC Obligation  for 
Education  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

EARLY YEARS 
SECTOR 
REQUIREMENT 
£358,859.80 

TBC Having investigated the impact on Early 
Years childcare on the proposed 
development, I have determined that this 
development will see an increase of 19.55 
Early Years children to the area, and 
therefore, a full contribution will be required 
to ensure there is childcare available to 
meet this demand. 

Planning Obligations SPG 
(Jan 2017) 
 
Leicestershire Planning 
Obligations Policy 
Adopted July 2019 

  
There are currently no providers within a 
one-mile distance of the proposed 
development site. 

 

  
There are currently no other developments a 
one-mile distance. 

 

  
This request for an Early Years Education 
contribution is based on a total of 230 
houses and 0 flats/apartments with two or 
more bedrooms. This site is likely to 
generate a total of 19.55 early years children 

 

  
A cost multiplier of £18,356 per place is 
applied to the total number of children likely to 
be yielded from this development. 

 



 
PRIMARY SCHOOL 
SECTOR 
REQUIREMENT 
£1,174,784 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECONDARY 
SCHOOL SECTOR 
REQUIREMENT 
£686,617.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
POST 16 SECTOR 
REQUIREMENT 
£0.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SPECIAL SCHOOL 
REQUIREMENT 
Primary ï 64,822.87 
Secondary - 
£75,008.52 
 
£129,831.39 

  
This development will yield 69 primary aged 
children. Houghton-on-the-Hill Primary 
School has a net capacity of 210 and there 
will be a deficit of 64 places if this 
development goes ahead. There a no other 
primary schools within a two-mile walking 
distance from the development. Therefore a 
full request for contributions in respect of the  
primary  education  sector  of 
£1,266,564.00 is justified. 
 
 
 
This development will yield 38.41 secondary 
aged children. Beauchamp College has a 
net capacity of 1,575 and there will be a 
deficit of 136 places if this development 
goes ahead. There are no other secondary 
schools within three mile walking distance of 
the development. Therefore a full request for 
contributions in respect of the secondary 
education sector of £686,617.16 is justified. 
 
 

 
A contribution in respect of post 16 
education will not be required for this sector. 

This development will yield 7.59 post 16 
aged children. Beauchamp College has a 
net capacity of 879 and there will be a 
surplus of 214 places if this development 
goes ahead. 
 
 
 
The council seeks developer contributions 
towards the cost of expanding special 
school provision for developments of 100 
dwellings or more. 
 
This development yields 1.75 of SEND 
children. All special schools in 
Leicestershire are full and have a deficit of 
available spaces, which is forecast to 
remain so. This development will yield 
0.8349 primary aged children with SEND, 
and 0.92 secondary aged children with 
SEND,  and  therefore  a  request  of 
£129,831.39 is justified. 

The nearest area special school to this 
development is Wigston Birkett House 
Community School. 

 

Request  by LCC Obligation  for  
Civic 
Amenities  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  



No claim TBC The nearest HWRC to this development is 
Oadby HWRC and after assessment, this 
site will be able to meet the demands of the 
proposed development within the current 
site thresholds without the need for further 
development and therefore no contribution is 
required on this occasion. 
 
Future developments that affect this site 
may result in a claim for a contribution 
where none is currently sought. 

Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 

Leicestershire Planning 
Obligations Policy 
Adopted July 2019 

Request  by LCC Obligation  for 
Highways  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  
Travel Packs 
1 per dwelling at 

£52.85 per pack 
£12,155.50 
 
 
6month bus passes 
£510 per dwelling 

£117,300 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Travel Plan 
monitoring fee 
£11,337.50 

100% of 
obligation to be 
provided prior to 
first occupation 

 
25% prior to first 
occupation 

Remaining to be 
paid prior to 
occupation of 
25% of dwellings 
 
 
 
TBC 

To inform new residents from first 
occupation what sustainable travel choices 
are available in the surrounding area 

 
To encourage new residents to use bus 
services, to establish changes in travel 
behaviour from first occupation and 
promote usage of sustainable travel 
modes other than the car 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the interests of encouraging sustainable 
travel to and from the site, achieving modal 
shift targets and reducing car use. 

Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 

Leicestershire Planning 
Obligations Policy 
Adopted July 2019 

Request  by LCC Obligation  for 
Monitoring  
Fee 

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  

A sum to be paid in 
respect of the cost of 
monitoring planning 
obligations. 

In this respect the 
county council 
charges £300.00 or 
0.5% depending 
upon which is the 
greatest for each 
planning obligation. 

TBC  The Community 
Infrastructure Levy 
(Amendment) (England) 
(No.2) Regulations 2019 

Leicestershire Planning 
Obligations Policy 
Adopted July 2019 

Request  by LLR 
ICB 

Obligation  for 
Healthcare  
Services 
contribution  

  

Amount  /Detail  Delivery  CIL Justification  Policy  Basis  



626.6 Additional 
patients to be 
accommodated X 
0.08 Standard area 
m2/person 
X 
£4,000 Cost of 
extension including 
fees (£/m2) 
 
£200,512 
 
OR 
 
Or provision on a new 
healthcare facility that 
can accommodate 
current patient 
registrations, and 
proposed new 
growth. 

TBC The development will result in a minimum 
population increase of 626.6 patients. 
 
Housing developments have known to put 
additional pressure on healthcare 
infrastructure and their requirements based 
in Primary, Community and Secondary Care 
facilities. 
 
To ensure that the health and well-being of 
the local community is protected, S106 
funding is essential to help mitigate/support 
the needs arising from an increase in 
population and is used towards increasing 
access to these services 

Planning Obligations 
SPG (Jan 2017) 

Obligation  for  Greenspaces  
 



 



Appendix  C ï LCC Highways  comments  
 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


