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1. Background to Burbage Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Neighbourhood plans are not required to meet the tests of soundness which local plans and 

other development plan documents must meet. Instead, in order for them to be able to be 

put to referendum, they must meet the ‘basic conditions’ set out in paragraph 8(2) of 

Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Those relevant to neighbourhood 

plans are as follows: 

(a). having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan).  

(d). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement 
of sustainable development.  

(e). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) 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).  

(f). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is 
otherwise compatible with, EU obligations.  

(g). prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed 
matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or 
neighbourhood plan).  

In November 2013, Burbage Parish Council submitted an application to develop a 
Neighbourhood Plan which will cover the area of the Burbage parish boundary. A six week 
consultation on whether this was an appropriate area to undertake a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan ended on 24 January 2014. Following this consultation, the Borough 
Council formally designated the Burbage Neighbourhood Area and map for the purpose of 
producing a Neighbourhood Development Plan. 

Following years of evidence gathering and preparing the plan, the pre-submission version of 

the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan went out for consultation for six weeks from 9th October to 

20th November 2017. Following this consultation, the feedback provided to the 

Neighbourhood Plan Group was reviewed and considered alongside feedback from statutory 

stakeholders. HBBC submitted a response to the Regulation 14 consultation, in which it 

aimed to provide advice as to where policies, sections or paragraphs within the submission 

NDP may be improved with a view of ensuring conformity with the basic conditions outlined 

above; this can be seen in Section 3. 

HBBC began the Regulation 16 Publicity consultation stage on Monday, 16th September 

2019. The consultation ended at 5pm Monday, 28th October 2019. HBBC invited 

representations from all those previously consulted through the Pre-submission consultation 

stage (Regulation 14) as prescribed in the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Consultation 

Statement, those on the Hinckley and Bosworth Local Plan Consultation Database and any 

others prescribed by regulation. 

Following the Regulation 16 Draft Plan consultation, HBBC will make all representations 

received available to the independent examiner. 
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2. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council’s response to Burbage 

Neighbourhood Plan submission documents 

 

The submission of the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Proposal to Hinckley and Bosworth 

Borough Council (HBBC) on 6 September 2019 included the following items; 

a) the Consultation Statement which: 

i. contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the 

proposed neighbourhood development plan;  

ii. explains how they were consulted;  

iii. summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

and  

iv. describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where 

relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

 

b) the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan;  

c) the Basic Conditions Statement which explains how the proposed neighbourhood 

development plan meets the requirements of paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 

Act and The Regulations. The Basic Conditions Statement also contains: 

a. a map which identifies the area to which the proposed neighbourhood 

development plan relates;  

b. a statement of reasons for the determination that under regulation 9(1) of 

those Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 

2004(a) the plan proposal is unlikely to have significant environmental effects 

(and, accordingly, does not require an environmental assessment); and 

c. an Equalities Impact Assessment of the proposed neighbourhood 

development plan; and 

 

d) a copy of the Minutes of the Burbage Parish Council meeting held on 2nd September 

2019 confirming approval of the draft Neighbourhood Plan and accompanying 

documents. 

The above documents are considered to adequately fulfil the submission requirements under 

Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 and Schedule 4b 

of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as inserted into Schedule 10 of the Localism 

Act 2011. 

Therefore HBBC is satisfied that the qualifying body of Burbage Parish Council had satisfied 

the relevant regulatory requirements to advance the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan to the 

Publicity and Consultation Stage (Regulation 16) and subsequent submission of the 

Neighbourhood Plan proposal for examination. 

In addition, HBBC is satisfied that the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan proposal does not 

include any development which would be defined as ‘excluded development’ as prescribed 

by Schedule 9, Section 61k of the Localism Act. 
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3. Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council’s comments on the Draft Plan 

 

At this ‘draft plan’ stage of the neighbourhood plan process the Local Planning Authority is not required to consider whether the draft plan 

meets the basic conditions. It is only after the independent examination has taken place and after the examiner’s report has been received that 

the local planning authority comes to its formal view on whether the draft neighbourhood plan meets the basic conditions. 

The local planning authority should provide constructive comments on an emerging plan before it is submitted. 

In November 2017, during the pre-submission consultation stage, Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) provided constructive 

comments on the draft plan. Comments were provided from Planning Policy, Major Projects, the Senior Planning Officer for Conservation, and 

the Housing Strategy and Enabling Officer. 

Table 1 shows HBBC’s Pre-Submission consultation comments provided in November 2017, and further comments on the Draft Plan in August 

2018 and a response to the submission consultation, October 2019. Table 2 shows HBBC’s comments which were provided to the 

Neighbourhood Plan Group as part of an informal consultation on a revised Draft Plan between the Local Planning Authority and 

Neighbourhood Plan Group in preparation of the Submission document, further co 

 Amended and no further comments 

 Amended to a certain extent – still requires some further modification. 

 No changes made following previous comments – HBBC recommends 
significant modification. 

Silent No further comments or N/A 
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Table 1: HBBC Planning Policy and Development Management responses to the Regulation 14, Draft Plan and Regulation 16 Burbage Neighbourhood Plan 

Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

1 Policy 1: Settlement 
Boundary 

The comments made by the RCC in June 2017 made 
the following remark: 

Paragraph 55 of the NPPF only relates to 
housing development. There is a whole range of 
other developments which commonly are 
acceptable in countryside locations, such as 
agriculture and forestry, the preservation of 
Listed Buildings, the re-use and adaptation of 
buildings for appropriate purposes, flood 
protection, the extension and replacement of 
dwellings, extensions to existing businesses, 
small-scale employment-generating 
development or farm diversification, community 
services and facilities, development by statutory 
undertakers or public utility providers, tourism, 
renewable energy, transport infrastructure etc. 
Does the NP intend to prevent these types of 
development? 

This is still worth bearing in mind as the policy is still 
rather restrictive in terms of what it would allow in the 
countryside. 

Whilst revisions have been made to the policy to 
accommodate some types of development, the 
comment remains overly restrictive and not compliant 
with national and local policy. 

The Examiner of the Blaby Parish Council 
Neighbourhood Plan concluded: 

“The NPPF seeks a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. It does not preclude any 
development outside settlement boundaries, although it 
recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and the need to support thriving rural 
communities within it. 

The definition of development in planning policy 
encompasses a wide range, including change of use, 
conversions and extensions to dwellings. There may be 
many instances where development outside the 
settlement boundary constitutes sustainable 
development, whilst protecting the Green Wedges and 
countryside.” 

Protecting the countryside for its own sake is too 
restrictive and not in accordance with the NPPF. 
Criteria b and f are not wholly clear and the justification 
for f is unclear. What about house extensions or 
existing buildings? 

The policy should therefore be revised to accommodate 
sustainable development where it conforms to the 
Local and Neighbourhood Plans. Wording could be 
formed to include: 

“Development proposals within the Settlement 
Boundary, as identified in Figure 2, page 15, will be 
supported whilst allowing for sustainable development 
within the countryside and green wedge provided it 
complies with any policy outlined in the Development 
Plan.” 

The Policy refers to a Proposals Map; I can not find this 
map within the document. This should be provided. 

Amendments to the policy have been made in response 
to the LPA comments in August 2018. 

Figure 2 within the document outlines the settlement 
boundary. It would be more appropriate for the title of 
figure 2 to read ‘Figure 2 – Settlement Boundary Map 
so that it relates more directly to Policy 1. The quality of 
the map is poor and a larger scale base map is 
required for clarity. It has been suggested previously 
that an A3 map within or an inset map at the back of 
the document would enable better clarity. 
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Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

2 Policy 2: Windfall 
Sites 

The comments made by the RCC in June 2017 made 
the following remark: 

It is not clear from ‘a’ what a ‘restricted gap’ is 
and should you refer to this if ‘a’ otherwise 
allows for development within the built-up area 
of Burbage?  

If at ‘a’, the built-up area of Burbage is the same 
as the Limits to Development do you need 
criterion ‘f’?  

‘c’ refers to ‘local area’ while ‘d’ refers to ‘area’- 
is there a difference and if so what is it? 

Are ‘c’ and ‘g’ potentially contradictory? 

There is no need to refer to other plan policies 
as the Neighbourhood Plan will be taken as a 
whole in determining planning applications. 
Therefore, ‘g’ and ‘h’ are unnecessary. 

Loss of amenities to neighbouring properties 
are not just because of gardens not being big 
enough. 

As the policy appears largely unchanged since this 
comment was made I would suggest that the policy is 
revised in line with its suggestions. 

Para.13.5 – paragraph contradicts the criteria of policy. 
Restrictive term of “Residential development of back 
gardens will only be permitted…” and suggests this is 
the only criteria. This is not NPPF compliant. 

Amended, no further comments. 

Para. 13.6 – similar wording with reference to “only” 
should be deleted. 

Amended, no further comments. 

First paragraph – suggest inserting ‘within the 
settlement boundary’ if it is intended that this is where 
windfall sites are to be supported. 

Nothing added to clarify the intention of this policy 

The policy could be as restrictive and it is currently not 
explicit as to what is intended and would be difficult to 
apply by Development Management in determining 
planning applications. 

Criteria a – Suggest remove ‘within the built up area of 
Burbage’. This is covered by settlement boundary 
policy and or brownfield criteria. If the site isn’t 
surrounded by buildings does this mean the site is 
unacceptable? 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

Criteria b – the first part of the sentence conflicts with 
the second. Suggest deleting “…and should be of a 
size, scale and mass to accommodate the number of 
units proposed” and insert “follow the pattern of existing 
development”. 

The wording of criteria b should be reworded to state 

“comprises development that is within the defined 
settlement boundary of Burbage, or within an 
established frontage or would be surrounded by 
existing built development. 

Criteria c – What does “or demonstrates that such sites 
are not available” set out to achieve? 

The wording of criteria c is confusing.   What if there 
are more than two adjacent properties?  Furthermore it 
does not follow on from the first part of the policy.  The 
wording should therefore amended as follows 

“ensures that development between existing buildings 
follows the existing pattern of development. 

Criteria d: The wording of d should include the word 
“features” as well as natural boundaries. 

“retains existing important natural features and 
boundaries such as trees, hedges and streams” 

Criteria g, h and f now deleted. Amended, no further comments. 

Criterion e is a repetition of DM10, 11 and 12 of the 
SADMP, suggest just refer to these policies or delete 
criteria if they are not to be superseded by NP policies. 

Amended, no further comments. 

3 Policy X: Housing 
Mix 

This policy is somewhat unclear as to whether it 
intends to restrict the development of new dwellings 
with more than three bedrooms, or simply to restrict 

The policy is not in line with Borough Council policies 
as stated in first the sentence (County policies are not 
applicable). 

The policy has been deleted, no further comments 
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

developments which consist solely of such dwellings, or 
something else. This should be clarified. In addition, the 
policy should acknowledge that housing need within a 
settlement also includes demand for housing for those 
from outside of the settlement. As mentioned in the 
RCC comments made in June It may be that there is 
other evidence (such as HEDNA) which shows a 
particular need for a quantity of this type of housing in 
Burbage, and this should be reflected in the policy.  

 

Text updated to reflect HEDNA, however it is not clear 
as to what data is being used within supporting text. 
Policy is not clear as to what mix of housing is required. 
There is an identified need for larger houses, albeit only 
a smaller percentage than 2 and 3 bedroomed 
dwellings but there is still a need. To determine if there 
applicant has a dependant relative or a larger family 
should not be a material consideration for a planning 
application and would be difficult to determine by the 
LPA. Suggest being specific as to the mix that is being 
sought. If it is not know then suggest maintaining the 
use of Policy 16 if the Core Strategy. 

The policy has been deleted, no further comments 

Suggest remove ‘for example to enable caring for 
dependent relatives or to cater for a large family’. No. of 
residents and their purpose 

The policy has been deleted, no further comments 

 Table 2  Table 3, the latest housing mix table is within the 
HEDNA, it is table 55 and located on page 130. It is not 
clear on the source of table 3. If it is the SHMA 2016 
this is out of date and needs to reflect the HEDNA. By 
using these figures it makes the plan out of date before 
it is even adopted and this can be challenged by 
developers and paragraph 11 of the NPPF will be 
engaged. 

Amended, no further comments. 

 14. New housing 
Mix and 15. 
Housing Design 

  Paragraph 14.4 and paragraph 15.3 are duplicates and 
no need for repetition, suggest one be removed. Need 
to update to the 2019 NPPF. 

 15. Housing Design   Paragraph 15.2 Refers to the 2018 NPPF needs 
revising to the more recent document. Amend Policy 12 
to Chapter 12 

 

Paragraph 15.3 As highlighted above this paragraph is 
a duplicate of paragraph 14.4 and unnecessary. 

 

Paragraph 15.5 This paragraph is a duplicate of 
paragraph 20.2 
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

 16: Landscape 
impact 

  16.3 This requires the submission of a Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) however as it is 
within the text rather than a policy the weight it can be 
given is questioned. 

Furthermore there is no definition of what a “large 
development is”.  Would it be better to use the term 
“major” which is defined in the Act. 

LVIA’s do not set out possible mitigation and 
enhancements the set out what the impact are.   

The only way to require the submission of a document 
is for it to appear within the Council’s Local List.  This 
has to comply with the Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) which states that requests for accompanying 
information and studies must be proportionate.  If 
applications are made invalid for the lack of a study and 
the applicant appeals the Planning Inspectorate then 
takes over the determination of the whole application.   

The Council’s Local List already requires the 
submission of an LVIA in instances where there is 
considered to be an impact on the landscape. 

 

It is therefore suggested that the supporting text is 
reworded as follows 

 

Developments creating or enhancing a network of 
natural features or access to the countryside are 
welcomed.  Applications for major development on the 
edge of the village should be supported by a 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment where the 
development is likely to have an impact on the 
landscape.  The application should also be supported 
by proposals for mitigation and enhancement. 

 

This chapter reads more as supporting text, this would 
be better located on page 40 to support Policy 11. 

 Chapter 17: Rain 
and flood water 
management 

  Chapter 17 

This chapter would be better located in the environment 
section 

 

 

 

Chapter 18: Trees 
in the built 
environment 

  Chapter 18 

This chapter would be better located in the environment 
section, Chapter 34 is also Tree related and includes a 
policy. 
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

 Chapter 19: New 
Open Spaces 

  Chapter 19 

This chapter would be better located within the open 
space sections (pages 46-55) 

 20. Development 
Layout and Scale 

  20.1 what is meant be examined from all directions? 

 

20.2 instead of HBBC guidance it should refer to the 
Councils’ adopted Local Validation List 

4 21. Housing layout 
and styles 

 Supporting Text 

Paragraph 22.1 [21.1] – this is conflicting – (they should 
be matched in terms of design but not required to copy 
of pastiche existing design). There are many streets in 
Burbage where there is a variety of designs and scales 
and this adds to the character of the street. Modern 
designs and the use of different materials should not 
always be restricted. 

 
Paragraph 21.1  
No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

 

 21. Housing layout 
and styles 

 Supporting Text 

Paragraph 22.2 [22.1] – off-the-shelf suburban housing 
designs, what are these there are no definition of what 
this is? I am assuming this is the large house builders 
with their standard house types. It is difficult to restrict 
housebuilders to not use their house types as this is the 
business model, but it could be encouraged that these 
house types are slightly amended and materials are 
used to reflect the existing character of the area. 
Please see comments below regarding the VDS. 

 
Paragraph 21.2 
No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

 

 Policy 3: Design 
and Layout 

 

No comments on this policy. 

 

Policy 4 [Policy 3 in submission version] 

 

The hook to the Village Design Statement is useful; 
however other criteria do not add value beyond LP 
policy, and the policy loses a lot of what should be 
captured in DM10. If the policy supersedes DM10 it 
would be difficult for officers to refuse applications on 
design as we would be solely relying on the NPPF. 

 

Suggest this is a good opportunity to review the Village 
Design Statement and incorporate this into the plan. 

 

If the VDS identifies design requirements, specifically 
more than DM10 then this should be brought into the 
policy document. The VDS is only a material 
consideration and does not hold the same weighing as 
the CS, SADMP or a Neighbourhood Plan. 
Alternatively, the principles and design standards could 
be set out in an appendix. The policy could include the 

Policy 3 

 
Reference to the Village Design Statement has been 
removed however, the policy has not been expanded 
upon to draw out the design standards set out in the 
VDS as such it is unclear what this policy provides in 
addition to DM10. 
 
This policy does not relate to street furniture but is 
located underneath this chapter. Would it not be better 
suited to sit with the supporting text fir chapter 20, 
Development layout and scale and Chapter 21 Housing 
layout and styles. 
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

requirement for developers to demonstrate how they 
have considered the design statement within the 
supporting information / planning statement within the 
planning application. 

 

The reference to the NPPF is not required. 

 

5 Policy 4: Parking 

 

In general, an overly prescriptive approach to parking 
standards can lead to unexpected and potentially 
problematic outcomes. For instance, many new 
developments have a range of house sizes and types, 
some with 2 or more parking spaces, and others with 
fewer. If every house is required to have two this it will 
impact on the viability of new developments, and may 
mean developers may provide less funding for things 
like affordable housing etc.. I would also avoid including 
examples within policies, but rather provide a general 
approach to be followed. 

 

The 6Cs Design Guide used by all Leicestershire 
authorities and published by the County Council is the 
definitive source of highways advice and should be 
referenced and considered within this policy. 

 

Reference to provision of ‘at-least two off-street car 
parking spaces’ for all new dwellings remains. The 
policy does not have proportionate regard for the types 
of dwellings being proposed, and no clear 
consideration has been given to consideration of 
Leicestershire County Council’s ‘Leicestershire 
Highways Design Guide’ (which has superseded the 
6Cs Design Guide). A recent appeal decision 
(APP/Y2430/W/18/3196456) has overruled a similar NP 
policy specifying two parking spaces. The Inspector 
noted that the NP parking standards are at odds with 
those contained within the 6C’s Design Guide used by 
the Highway Authority, although acknowledging that, 
amongst other things, the policy seeks to ensure that 
adequate off-road parking is provided. 

 

Paragraph 105 of the NPPF (2018) states: 

“If setting local parking standards for residential and 
non-residential development, policies should take into 
account: 

a) the accessibility of the development; 

b) the type, mix and use of development; 

c) the availability of and opportunities for public 
transport; 

d) local car ownership levels; and 

e) the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces 
for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission 
vehicles.” 

 

For example, terrace houses should still have parking 
the design needs to reflect this and therefore parking 
courts could be used, etc? 

 

Suggest define criteria where less than two would be 
permitted where considered ‘unachievable’. Examples 
shouldn’t be included within policies. Policy should only 
included criteria against which to assess proposals. 
Remove the examples and place in supporting text to 
provide context to policy. 

Reference to provision of ‘at-least two off-street car 
parking spaces’ for all new dwellings remains. The 
policy does not have proportionate regard for the types 
of dwellings being proposed, and no clear consideration 
has been given to consideration of Leicestershire 
County Council’s ‘Leicestershire Highways Design 
Guide’ (which has superseded the 6Cs Design Guide). 
A recent appeal decision (APP/Y2430/W/18/3196456) 
has overruled a similar NP policy specifying two parking 
spaces. The Inspector noted that the NP parking 
standards are at odds with those contained within the 
6C’s Design Guide used by the Highway Authority, 
although acknowledging that, amongst other things, the 
policy seeks to ensure that adequate off-road parking is 
provided. 

 

Paragraph 105 of the NPPF (2018) states: 

“If setting local parking standards for residential and 
non-residential development, policies should take into 
account: 

a) the accessibility of the development; 

b) the type, mix and use of development; 

c) the availability of and opportunities for public 
transport; 

d) local car ownership levels; and 

e) the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces 
for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission 
vehicles.” 

 

For example, terrace houses should still have parking 
the design needs to reflect this and therefore parking 
courts could be used, etc? 

This policy would be better suited in Chapter 42 
Transport and Access as this also includes a parking 
section. 
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

 

Have you received comments from Leicestershire 
County Council? 

 

6 24. Local Heritage 
Assets 

 

N/A Para. 26.3[24.3] – Last sentence, Figure 4 located on 
page 29. 

 

Para 24.3 Amended, no further comments. 

Para 26.4[24.4]  – Suggest inserting a reference to 
Figure 3 Conservation Areas. 

Para 24.4 No changes made, agree with previous 
comments. 

 

Para 26.6[24.7]: 

- Revise reference to Table 5. 
- Revise final sentence to read “These assets will be 

included within a the adopted Local Heritage List 
which is currently being developed by the Borough 
Council.” 

- There is reference to the Council’s selection criteria 
for identifying local heritage assets (contained in 
Appendix 12) but there is no assessment of why the 
local heritage assets have been chosen. The HBBC 
Conservation Officer has worked with the NP group 
to identify the local heritage assets and prepared a 
‘Local Heritage Assets Factsheet’ which 
summarised the reasons for their inclusion 
(contained within Appendix B). Appendix B needs to 
be included within the Plan as an appendix within 
its own right, and potentially each entry could be 
expanded with the use of photographs and further 
factual information if there is any. 

 

Para 24.7 No changes made, agree with previous 
comments. 

Para 24 Heading This chapter relates to all heritage 
assets, so alter the heading back to “Heritage Assets 

Table 5, final entry, minor spelling correction of ‘The’. Amended, no further comments. 

7 Policy 5: Heritage 
Assets 

No comments on this policy. 

 

Policy should be headed LOCAL HERITAGE ASSETS 
as it refers to local (non-designated) heritage assets 
only. 

 

Consideration should be given to assessing the impact 
of a proposal on the setting of these assets, for 
example, the wording of the policy could be extended 
to “development proposals that conserve or enhance a 
local heritage asset and its setting will be supported”. 

 

It should be noted that Policies DM11, 12 and 13 of the 
SADMP are very detailed and cover more issues than 
this policy and consideration should be given as to 
whether the policies will be superseded. 

Policy heading amended 

The wording of the policy has not been amended to 
include setting  
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

 

8 25. Environment N/A Para 27.6[25.6]. Additional context is required 
regarding the Green Infrastructure assets / proposed 
Green Corridors as identified on Figure 8. The wording 
needs amending as it is not clear as to the documents 
to which you refer. It would be more accurate to write: 

 

‘The Borough Council published an Extended Phase 1 
Habitat Survey in 2014, which was produced to 
evaluate sites with the potential to accommodate 
development within the Borough. It assessed those 
areas identified as developable or adjacent to the 
settlement boundary in the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment’ 

 

The study did not consider the entire area surrounding 
Burbage. 

 

Para 25.6 No changes made, agree with previous 
comments. 

    Para 25.7, Figure 5 and Figure 7 

 

To overcome previous concerns relating to the quality 
of mapping it is noted that the solution has been to refer 
to the website. This is not appropriate for people using 
the plan. As Burbage is a large settlement/Parish it 
would be more appropriate to insert the maps as A3 
pages in the document. It is suggested the scale and 
clarity of the map is improved. 

 

It may also be helpful in the legend to put after the label 
which policy the designation relates to, as there are so 
many different environmental protections this will make 
it easier for users of the document to see which 
designations apply to which policy as the document 
isn’t that clear at present. 

    Para 25.9 refers to seven sites should refer to four 

9 26. Protection of 
Burbage’s key 
environmentally 
significant sites and 
Policy 6: Protection 
of Local Green 
Spaces 

 

The location and specifics of which areas are to be 
designated as LGS needs to be made very clear, at 
present it is not clear which spaces are to be 
designated. There should be a list detailing why each 
site is worthy of the designation. It has not been clearly 
demonstrated that each proposed LGS site meets the 
requirements of para 77 of the NPPF. 

 

Paragraphs 27.9 [25.9] and 27.10 [25.10] refer to Local 
Green Spaces and the criteria used to select them from 
sites of either 41 sites of potential historic or 
environmental significance. Paragraphs 28.2[26.2] and 
28.3[26.3] refer to LGS selection criteria and the 
assessment to designate 7 out of 41 sites. Reference is 
made to the selection process and the NPPF selection 
criteria. It is not clear how the LGS have been 
identified, scored and selected. Most of the criteria for 
selection of LGS (NPPF 2018, Paragraph 100) have 
been included within the ‘Natural and Historical 

The Neighbourhood Plan Group Environmental Team 
had positive discussions with the LPA in relation to the 
selection of Local Green Spaces after the August 2018 
comments. The Group carried out additional work and 
produced a series of topic papers to support the 
designation. This further work resulted in a deduction of 
sites from the pre-submission NDP to the Submission 
NDP. The LPA are happy with the supporting 
documentation.  

 

Paragraph 26.4 lists the four sites which are proposed 
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 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

Environment Sites inventory with scores’ (Appendix 
13). However HBBC have noticed the following: 

 

Criteria c) of paragraph 100 “local in character and is 
not an extensive tract of land” of the NPPF is not 
included within the inventory list. 

 

A clear list of the sites designated as LGS and 
supporting information has not been provided such as 
location, context and use. 

 

The assessment for LGS is not complete. The 
protection afforded to sites designated as Local Green 
Spaces is significant, consistent with Green Belt policy. 
The process for selecting LGS should be thorough and 
robust with clear evidence to support their selection 
and designation. 

 

The policy should be explicit in designating LGS. The 
policy should provide a list of the sites (locations) being 
designated, supplemented by a map of the LGS, with a 
separate location plan and/or on a policies map.  

 

The group may also wish to consider the inclusion of 
site profiles as an appendices, including a site location 
plan, a description of the site and its special 
characteristics. 

 

The Borough Council cannot support the designation of 
LGS unless there is clear evidence to support their 
selection against the criteria contained in Paragraph 
100 of the NPPF. 

 

to be designated, there is no map showing their 
location. The LPA would recommend that the LGS are 
listed within Policy 6 and a map of the LGS is included 
within the NDP.  

 

 Para 26.2 Amend to 2019 NPPF paragraphs 99-100 

10 Policy 7: Protection 
of Other Important 
Green Spaces 

 

Please see RCC comments from June: 

 

Most of these sites lie outside Limits to 
Development, so are they already protected by 
Policy 1? 

 

The sites do appear to be protected by virtue of their 
situation outside of the settlement boundary as defined 
in Policy 1. It might therefore be worth considering 
whether this policy could be removed to avoid 
unnecessary duplication. 

Policy 8[Pre-Submission Reference] remains, no 
changes in response to previous comment made. I 
would also add that the policy confuses historic 
importance with natural and semi-natural open green 
spaces. Policy 6 addresses sites of local historic 
interest. 

 

It is not clear what is meant by affecting the other 
important green spaces? 

 

There are a lot of open space/biodiversity designations. 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

It is not clear what or where the ‘other sites’ are to 
apply this policy. 

 

The word “damage” should be replaced with the word 
“harm” 

 

The clarity of Figure 7 is poor and can not be 
interpreted accurately; the text in the legend is blurred 
and difficult to read in the document. A version is 
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 And ‘other important open spaces’  this could be 
confusing and maybe one policy covering these 
designations or a chapter including all and explaining 
the difference between them would be helpful. 

 

The reference to the page for the figure is incorrect. 

 

provided online which can be read but this quality 
needs to be replicated in the document. The pink area 
is incorrectly labelled in both the document and online 
version and should be labelled as ‘Area of landscape 
sensitivity (Policy 11)’. It would also be beneficial if the 
policy which applies to a designation is included in the 
legend in brackets as there are a number of references 
to this figure in different policies. This is needed for 
clarity and consistent application of the policy. It would 
also be useful for the numbered sites to be included as 
an appendix to the Neighbourhood Plan Document as 
the numbers mean very little without this context being 
in the document. This is an easy fix as it would just 
require the Neighbourhood Plan Environment Inventory 
Map Evidence document being inserted into the 
document and referred to within the supporting text. 
The link to the document is on the Plan4Burbage 
Website in Appendix 13 or can be viewed using this link 
here 

 

 

11 28. Ridge and 
Furrow and Policy 
8: Ridge and 
Furrow Fields 

 

The policy could be re-phrased to something along the 
lines of ‘development should not result in harm to 
surviving areas of ridge and furrow fields, identified on 
map x.’ This would be in line with the policy on ridge 
and furrow recommended by the Examiner for the 
Great Easton Neighbourhood Plan in Harborough 
District. 

 

Para.30.2 [28.2]– Where is the evidence from the field 
survey to confirm they are well-preserved? If it is 
Appendix 13 from the plan4burbage website then the 
whole environmental inventory appears incomplete. 
The results of the field survey need to be clear. If 
evidenced then the Conservation Officer supports the 
protection of ridge and furrow where possible and as 
such the surviving examples should be identified as 
non-designated heritage assets, with this clearly being 
set out in the text. 

 

Para 28.2 It is still unclear where e the evidence is 
within ‘Appendix 13’ to say the Ridge and Furrow Fields 
are ‘well-preserved’. 

Policy 8 refers back to figure 7, as highlighted 
previously figure 7 contains a number of different 
designations in numerous policies it would be helpful 
for the policy to be put in brackets in the legend for 
clarity and consistency.  

 

Please see RCC comments from June: 

 

Most of these sites lie outside Limits to 
Development, so are they already protected by 
Policy 1? 

 

The sites do appear to be protected by virtue of their 
situation outside of the settlement boundary as defined 
in Policy 1. It might therefore be worth considering 
whether this policy could be removed to avoid 
unnecessary duplication. 

 

Para.30.4 [28.4]– It is suggested that the more context 
is given to the weighting to be afforded to ridge and 
furrow, this should be in the form of an extra sentence 
at the end of this paragraph: “Historic England strongly 
recommends treating all surviving ridge and furrow as 
non-designated heritage assets, and this is the 
approach taken in this Plan in addition to being 
consistent with the Borough Council’s selection criteria 
for identifying local heritage assets.” 

Para 28.4 No changes made, agree with previous 
comments. 

 

https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2362d8dae7db5ed77b7db3_Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Environment%20inventory%20map%20evidence%2031%2008%2015.pdf
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The policy could be re-phrased to something along the 
lines of ‘development should not result in harm to 
surviving areas of ridge and furrow fields, identified on 
map x.’ This would be in line with the policy on ridge 
and furrow recommended by the Examiner for the 
Great Easton Neighbourhood Plan in Harborough 
District. 

The first paragraph of the policy essentially functions as 
a separate policy to the second. I would suggest the 
first paragraph is unnecessary as these matters are 
already dealt with through Policy DM6 of the HBBC Site 
Allocations DPD. There is no benefit to be gained in 
duplicating an existing local plan policy – this would just 
create an additional layer of unnecessary complexity. In 
relation to the second paragraph, it would be advisable 
to specify what types of development would be 
acceptable in these areas, as presumably there would 
be some development types which would not be 
harmful. There is also no mention of mitigation, 
whereby certain types of development which may 
cause some degree of harm are still acceptable due to 
their other beneficial impacts provided they provide 
appropriate mitigation measures. Examples of this type 
of wording can be found in Policy DM6. 

It would be advisable to make the evidence for the 
desirability of maintaining the vista fully available (in 
summarised form) within the NDP document, perhaps 
in the form of an appendix. 

 

Para.30.5 [28.5] – “This Plan seeks to protect preserve 
the remaining ridge and furrow fields from development 
and highlights their importance to the community 
where possible due to their historic landscape 
value and their importance to the community”. 

The development plan is not able to protect ridge and 
furrow against practices that are not development so 
these threats should be referenced only. It is suggested 
that the last sentence be revised perhaps similar to – 
“however, it must be bore in mind that many threats to 
ridge and furrow fields often involve development and 
practices that do not require planning permission.” 

 

Para 28.5 No changes made, agree with previous 
comments. 

 

 Policy 9 [8]– Once identified as being a non-designated 
heritage asset then the appropriate level of weighting 
needs to be applied in the policy for it to be in 
conformity with national and local policies. The policy 
has been subject to further review by the HBBC 
Conservation officer, and it is the opinion that the 
policy, as currently worded, is too restrictive and more 
akin to a policy to protect a designated heritage asset. 
It also does not allow for the balanced approach of 
assessing public benefits against the harm caused to 
any asset. It is suggested that the emphasis of wanting 
to strongly protect these sites instead remains in the 
supporting text and the policy amended to the following 
to conform to paragraph 197 of the NPPF. 

 

For example, wording could include: 

“The areas of ridge and furrow earthworks mapped (in 
figure xx) are non-designated heritage assets. Any 
harm arising from a development proposal will need to 
be balanced against its significance as a heritage 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 
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asset”. 

 

Similarly to Policy 6, further criteria could state that 
development proposals that conserve or enhance a 
ridge and furrow field will be supported”. 

 

 29. Biodiversity and 
Policy 9: 
Biodiversity 

 What are the justifications for these allocations that 
protect the land? The features / habitats have been 
included in policy but the justification for their inclusion 
and level of protection is not clear. 

 

First sentence – policy should contain clearer criteria 
for specifying mitigation acceptance or contributing to 
the enhancement. 

 

It should be made clear these are the only being 
referred to. Delete ‘which include’. 

 

Criteria c – suggest last sentence should be individual 
criteria, possibly providing criteria for development 
which could result in adverse impacts (provision of 
mitigation) and where development can contribute 
towards the enhancement of sites. 

Comments remain; it is not clear where the justification 
for these allocations is. Having looked at the 
Neighbourhood Plan Environment Inventory Map, high 
quality version online the ridge and furrow designations 
are a little unclear and it would be good to be shown in 
a different colour to aid the reading of the map. It would 
also be useful for the numbered sites to be included as 
an appendix to the Neighbourhood Plan Document as 
the numbers mean very little without this context being 
in the document.  

Policy 9 Should replace the word “harm” with 
“adversely affect” 

Criteria a) refers to a wildlife corridor and criteria b) a 
green corridor. Both refer back to figure 8 to show the 
extent of these areas. Figure 8 only shows one 
proposed green corridor. Figure 7 shows the Soar 
Brook Wildlife Corridor not figure 8. It is recommended 
that this designation is moved from figure 7 to figure 8 
so users are looking at a single map that relates to 
Policy 9. The map should also be retitled as ‘Map 
showing Soarbrook Wildlife Corridor and Burbage 
Green Corridor so it is clear. 

 

It is recommended that section 29 and Policy 9 are 
renamed Biodiversity and Green Corridor to give the 
designation set out in figure 8 more prominence and it 
is clearer that this policy relates to the green corridor. 

Criteria c) – should the sentence beginning ‘New 
developments will be expected to maintain…’ be a new 
criteria? 

 

 30. Burbage in its 
historic and cultural 
landscape 

  Paragraphs 30.3 and 30.4 should be amended to 
reflect the revised NPPF (2019). 

 

 Policy 10: 
Landscape 
Character 

 CS Policy 4 supports the protection of the landscape 
identified within the 2006 LCA, remaining applicable in 
the 2017 study. Reference is made to these areas but 

Agree with previous comments. 
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this should be mapped to support the application of the 
policy. 

 

It is not clear how the views within Figure 7 have been 
identified. Has the Landscape Sensitivity Study (LSS) 
(2017) which supplements the LCA been considered? 
The LSS concludes: 

 

“The landscape is considered to have overall low-
medium sensitivity to residential development due to 
the strong influences of the existing settlement edge 
and the M69 on the rural agricultural character.  Part of 
the area makes a positive contribution to the setting of 
Burbage, notably the rural setting to the historic core 
(Conservation Area). Hedgerows and hedgerow trees 
demarcate a historic piecemeal enclosure pattern and 
provide visual containment.  The M69 restricts 
intervisibility with the wider landscape to the south.” 

 

The policy makes reference to photograph of Burbage 
from Aston Flamville. Context should be provided as to 
why this view is important and what it is that needs to 
be kept. Is it meant by the policy that no further 
development would be permitted as any change would 
harm the important view of vista? This is very 
restrictive. This is not a policy which would be easy to 
implement or defend by DM officers. 

 

The approach to mapping the views is correct. 
However, to enable an assessment of development 
proposals, the policy should include a cross-reference 
to the relevant map showing the views and vistas 
(Figure 7?). Reference to the photograph on page 42 
should be deleted from the policy and provided in 
supporting text for context only. It would also be helpful 
to provide a location map as to where the photograph 
was taken. 

 

The Market Bosworth NP contains a policy which may 
assist in the review of Policy 11. Furthermore, the LCS 
provides sets out key sensitivities and some guidance 
on new development within the Burbage South East 
assessment area (Section 8), which you may wish to 
consider incorporating into the supporting text or policy. 

 

Policy 10: The approach to mapping the views is 
correct. However, to enable an assessment of 
development proposals, the policy should include a 
cross-reference to the relevant map showing the views 
and vistas (Figure 7?). Reference to the photograph on 
page 39 should be deleted from the policy and provided 
in supporting text for context only. It would also be 
helpful to provide a location map as to where the 
photograph was taken. 

 

The Market Bosworth NP contains a policy which may 
assist in the review of Policy 11. Furthermore, the LCS 
provides sets out key sensitivities and some guidance 
on new development within the Burbage South East 
assessment area (Section 8), which you may wish to 
consider incorporating into the supporting text or policy. 

 

 

14 Policy 11: 
Protection of 

This policy is unnecessary as open countryside is 
already protected via Policy 1. 

This designation of an ‘Area of Designated Open 
Countryside’ is not NPPF compliant. There is no basis 

Policy 11: the area referred to in criteria a needs to be 
identified clearly on a plan. As highlighted previously 
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Designated Open 
Countryside 

 

 in national or local policy for such a designation, 
particularly one which attaches the same weight 
applied to Green Belt policy. 

 

As per previous comment. Outside the settlement 
boundary is defined as the countryside. A further 
‘designation’ within the policy is also in conflict with 
Policy 1, particularly acceptable types of development. 

 

For these reasons the policy and designation should be 
removed from the plan. 

 

figure 7 needs to have its clarity improved and a larger 
size. The legend is incorrectly labelled within the 
document and online. The pink area on figure 7 should 
be labelled within the legend as ‘Area of landscape 
sensitivity (Policy 11). 

 32. Public Open 
Spaces 

  It is not clear what the purpose of this chapter is. My 
interpretation is that it is intending to allocate an area of 
land as a public open space. This area is shown on 
Figure 7 and labelled as Old Sketchley Paddock 
Proposed P.O.S, again this is not clear using the map 
contained within the document and the user has to go 
online to interpret the map which is not appropriate. 
This area is not open to the general public as a 
recreation area and therefore it is not appropriate to be 
named as a public open space. There is no policy 
attached to this chapter and therefore carries limited 
weight. If the group wish this area to be designated due 
to its local importance and significance to the historic 
character would it not be more appropriate to be 
identified as a Local Green Space (subject to an 
assessment against the NPPF). The purpose of this 
area needs to be re-examined and the designation 
amended or removed.   

15 33. Footpaths and 
Cycleways and 
Policy 12: 
Footpaths and 
Cycleways 

 

No comments on this policy. 

 

 Paragraph 33.4 proposes a circular cycle and walking 
route. To enable this proposal to come forward it would 
be better located within Policy 12. The Proposed 
Cycleway and walking route is contained within Figure 
9. The clarity of figure 9 within the document is poor 
and needs to be rectified. Having a look at the online 
map it is unclear which routes are 'existing' and which 
are 'proposed'. To enable this to be interpreted 
accurately it would be better if there were two separate 
maps, one with existing routes and one within 
proposed.  

   This policy is limited in what it is trying to achieve and 
there is other legislation which does this. 

 

Policy could be improved to seek developments to 
contribute towards the enhancement of connectivity in 
the parish, either through the development or developer 
contributions, particularly focussing on the opportunities 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 
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identified within the NP but also CS Policy 20 (Green 
Infrastructure). This could link to list of infrastructure 
opportunities / list commented further below. 

 

16 34. Trees and 
Policy 13: Important 
Trees and Hedges 

 

It would be worth setting out which trees are being 
referred to in paragraph 1, as otherwise it will be 
difficult for developers to determine which trees fall into 
the categories specified and therefore whether or not 
they need to provide an arboricultural survey. If 
paragraph 1 refers to TPOs then this needs to be 
stated. 

How are trees of ‘significant amenity value with 
important aboricultural, landscape or ecological 
significance’ defined? The purpose of TPOs is to afford 
a level of protection of trees which fit these 
characteristics. 

 

It is not always appropriate or possible to replant a new 
tree for every that is removed. This should be worded 
to allow flexibility. 

 

Suggest provide map of TPOs. 

 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

Paragraph 34.2: Is ‘proscriptive’ the right word to be 
used in this sentence? Is this what the Group intended? 
The last sentence of this paragraph refers to 
settlements in plural, but should just refer to the one 
settlement of Burbage. 

17 Policy 14: 
Allotments 

 

As mentioned by the RCC comments in June, 
allotments are already protected in Policy 20, so this 
policy is not needed. 

 

Comment remains applicable. Text just needs to be 
moved to ‘Community and Leisure Facilities’ section for 
clarity and lack of duplication. 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

 

18 Chapter 37: Formal 
Parks and Policy 
15: Formal Parks 

 

Bullet C of this policy is rather restrictive. For instance, 
it would not be reasonable to expect all types of 
development to contribute to formal parks, as some 
(such as small scale residential extensions) would most 
likely not generate any additional pressure on the park. 

 

Overall, the policy simply transposes local plan policy 
into the neighbourhood plan, which should be avoided 
as it adds an unnecessary layer of bureaucracy. 

 

Policy 19 of the Core Strategy provides the borough’s 
standards for green space and play provision, for new 
parks. Paragraph 2 of the policy is conflict with Policy 
19 as it seeks to introduce new standards.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Change made no further comments 

Suggest that reference to developer contributions be 
included within an infrastructure policy / schedule 
having regard to the 2016 study (and not the guidelines 
referred to in paragraph ). See comment above i.e. 
schemes which have been identified by the community 
and HBBC as requiring improvement. 

 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

 

Reference is made to the old Open Space Study 
published in 2011. This has been superseded by the 
Open Space and Recreational Facilities Study (2016). 
All references to the old Study should be removed and 
updated. Chapter 8 in the new document focuses on 
Burbage. 

Changes made no further comments 
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Paragraph 39.1[37.1] uses the old Open Space Study 
published in 2011. A similar definition can be found on 
page 32 of the new Study. 

 

Paragraph 37.1 Changes made no further comments 

Paragraph 39.5 [37.5]  uses the old Open Space Study 
published in 2011. Page 73 in the new Study will 
provide the reference needed to update this paragraph. 

 

Paragraph 37.5 Changes made no further comments 

Paragraph 39.7 uses the old Open Space Study 
published in 2011. This has been superseded by the 
Open Space and Recreational Facilities Study (2016). 
This document found that there was no shortfall in 
formal parks within Burbage and had a surplus of 2.19 
hectares. This paragraph needs to be amending to 
reflect the current position. 

 

 

The reference to the shortfall has been removed but 
was not amended. There is no mention of the quantity 
findings of the Study now.   

 Table 5: The sites listed in this table do not reflect the 
designations within the Open Space and Recreation 
Study or the Site Allocations and Development 
Management Policies DPD. There is no evidence as to 
why the designation should be different to that which is 
identified within the Borough Council’s evidence base. 
There is also no map of these identified open spaces. It 
is recommended in the absence of other evidence that 
the following parks are listed and mapped as Formal 
Parks in line with the Borough Council’s Open Space 
and Recreation Study (2016) 

 Rugby Road Recreation Ground 

 Tilton Road Recreation Ground 

 Colts Close Recreation Ground 

 Hinckley Road Recreation Ground 

 Pughes Paddock 

 The Horsepool 

 War Memorial Garden 

 Britannia Road Recreation Ground 

 

The table should also be renamed ‘Formal Parks’ to 
reflect the designation. 

 

Paragraph 37.10 introduces table 5 and is incorrect as 
the table is not reflective of the Local Plan.  

39.14 [37.14] references are made to two documents 
and isn’t clear which document the quality standard is 

Paragraph 37.14 Changes made no further comments 



21 
 

 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

contained within if a lay person were to be reading. 
PPG17 Study is no longer relevant so this should be 
removed.  Recommend just making reference to the 
Open Space and Recreational Facilities Study (2016) 
as this is the most recent document. These documents 
should not be listed as appendices instead as 
supporting documents. 

 

 Paragraph 37.15, insert % after 80 

 Map 1: This is referred to as a map but previous maps 
are referred to as figures and there is a lack of 
consistency. Document needs to refer to maps 
consistently. Also the map is a screenshot with no 
copyright or scale and needs to be amended. 

 Policy 15: Recommend that this policy is retitled Formal 
Parks as the title is introducing new typology name and 
can not be easily correlated back to the Open Space 
Study and DM8 which the policy refers to. 

 38. Burbage 
Common – natural 
and semi-natural 
open space  

Paragraph 40.2 [38.2] the LNR is located within the 
Green Wedge, there is no need to reference the Green 
Wedge Review, should not be contained as an 
Appendix instead should be a supporting document. 
Paragraph could be reworded to: ‘The site is a Local 
Nature Reserve and falls within the 
Hinckley/Barwell/Earl Shilton/ Burbage Green Wedge. 
It is not the Borough’s largest countryside site, so the 
second sentence needs to be reworded as incorrect. 

 

Paragraph 38.2: The first sentence has been amended 
however the second hasn’t. The following comment 
remains:  

Burbage Common is not the Borough’s largest 
countryside site, so the second sentence needs to be 
reworded as incorrect. 

 

  Paragraph 38.3: This paragraph refers to an ‘impact 
zone’. What is the ‘impact zone’? The legend does not 
identify an ‘impact zone’ this wording should be 
amended to reflect the wording within the legend so it 
can be easily identified. This paragraph also refers to 
‘proposed actions’, what are these ‘proposed actions’? 
Where can they be found in document? This needs to 
be clearer and referenced. 

As highlighted previously, the clarity of Figure 5 is poor 
and needs to be improved within the document to 
enable the document to be used effectively. 

  Paragraph 38.5 refers to Burbage Common achieving a 
quality score of 75% using the Green Flag Criteria. 
Burbage Common achieved a quality score of 76% in 
the Open Space and Recreation Study using locally 
derived standards. This paragraph should be amended 
accordingly. It is not clear if the Group have undertaken 
their own assessment using Green Flag Criteria. 

  Community Action 5: Reference to ‘Green Wedge of 
the Borough’ should be revised to Hinckley/Barwell/Earl 



22 
 

 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

Shilton/Burbage Green Wedge for accuracy. 

 Chapter 39. 
Amenity Green 
Space. Table  

6 

  Table 6 sits within the Amenity Green Space Section 
but relates to all open space typologies. It would be 
better for this table to be located at the start of the open 
space section to provide context. An additional 
paragraph would need to be inserted to introduce the 
table if this change is made. 

 

Some of the entries are not complete and need to be 
updated: 

 Burbage Common – 59.88ha, BUR76 

 Farm Road – BUR11 

 Indigo Drive – BURNEW3 

 

 

 Chapter 39. 
Amenity Green 
Space 

  Paragraph 39.3 – There is a reference to a Plan 
Survey. The full title should be provided so it can be 
located if necessary. 

 Chapter 39. 
Amenity Green 
Space 

  Paragraph 39.5 – Reference is made to the Green Flag 
Criteria. HBBC us locally derived standards to monitor 
the quality of amenity green space. Is it the intention of 
the Neighbourhood Plan to monitor amenity green 
space against the green flag judging criteria? If so 
these need to be listed as they are different to the 
criteria used by HBBC in the Open Space and 
Recreation Study. Policy 16 refers to the quality score 
identified in the HBBC Open Space Study and therefore 
this paragraph and policy are in conflict. 

 Policy 16: Amenity 
Green Space 

 

There appears to be some overlap between this policy 
and policies 8 and 10, particularly in the last paragraph.   

 

This policy does not add any further protection or 
criteria to that contained within Policy DM8. Suggest 
that the policy takes paragraph 1 of DM8 further by 
relating to the supplementary list of locally identified 
sites (in addition to  HBBC OSS study) to protect these 
from development in accordance with DM8.  

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

Table 7: The table includes quality scores from the 
2011 Open Space Study and this has been superseded 
by the 2016 document. This table should be amended 
to include the latest quality scores. These are located in 
table 8.3 of the report. Please note that through the 
2016 some open space have had their typologies 
changed so what is listed in the NDP at the moment 
could be wrong. The table should also reference 
(suggest using footnotes) what these figures are and 
their source as it would not be clear to someone 
looking at the document. 

Changes made no further comments 
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Reference to Figure 7 on page 37 – not located on this 
page. 

Changes made no further comments 

There is also another opportunity here to provide a 
hook to seek developer contribution to contribute 
towards the improvements of green spaces referred to 
in the document. 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

Reference to AGS standard more appropriate for 
‘Community Action 6’ or seek improvements from 
development towards meeting these standards. 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

Delete reference to NPPF, plan policies should not 
repeat national policy. 

Changes made no further comments 

20 Policy 17: Schools 

 

Most new developments in schools outside of permitted 
development are handled at the County level. Point (c) 
appears to be missing. Also, bullet (b) could be 
considered unduly restrictive given the limited land 
schools often have for expansion and the evidence that 
many need to expand.  

 

Suggest supporting text acknowledges the potential for 
expansion of schools and how this is to be supported. 
The NPPF paragraph 94 states: 

“Local planning authorities should take a proactive, 
positive and collaborative approach to meeting this 
requirement, and to development that will widen choice 
in education. They should: a) give great weight to the 
need to create, expand or alter schools through the 
preparation of plans and decisions on applications; and 

b) work with schools promoters, delivery partners and 
statutory bodies to identify and resolve key planning 
issues before applications are submitted.” 

 

The Council question the need for this policy, it is 
considered that that such proposals can be 
appropriately considered against the Local Plan, 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 
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notably policies DM8, DM10 and DM25 of the SADMP. 

 

What are Leicestershire County Council’s views on the 
policy? 

 

 40. Community 
Facilities Schools 

  40.12 accessed should be assessed 

 40. Community 
Facilities 

  Criteria A), b) and c) have been introduced to 
differentiate between the different types of community 
facilities this is not consistent with the rest of the 
document. It is recommended that criteria is removed. 

21 Policy 18: 
Healthcare 
Facilities 

No comments on this policy. 

 

The Council question the need for this policy, it is 
considered that that such proposals can be 
appropriately considered against the Local plan, 
notably policies DM10 and DM25 of the SADMP. 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

22 Policy 19: 
Community 
Facilities 

 

It would be advisable, as mentioned in the RCC 
response in June, to make clear which community 
facilities are referred to in the policy. Also, bullet C in 
the second section of the policy is not within the scope 
of planning to consider in this context. 

There is quite a bit of duplication of DM25 – this should 
be avoided. 

Comments remain applicable. This is duplication of 
DM25 and criteria c of second section is not relevant. 
The need for this policy should be reconsidered, having 
regard to Policy DM25 of the SADMP. 

 

As per previous comments regarding infrastructure, 
seek contributions towards enhancement of existing 
facilities, identify facilities where improvement / 
expansion needed. 

 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

 41. Business and 
Economic Growth 

  This chapter also includes retrial, but this is not 
reflected in the title. Title needs to be amended to 
include retail. 

23 Policy 20: Business 
and Retail 

 

As mentioned by the RCC in June, there is a need to 
provide a basis for the figure of 150m2. It needs to be 
specified whether B1 includes B1 a-c, or just B1a 
(offices). It might be better to have the policy as a 
community aspiration or something similar and deal 
with the concerns about design through a design policy 
(or defer the Site Allocations DM10 policy) to ensure 
that the development is in keeping with surroundings 
etc.  

The policy needs to adopt the sequential approach 
required by the NPPF in paragraph 24.  

The last paragraph should be a separate policy, and 
evidence should be provided as to why loss of A1 in 
particular needs to be resisted. 

 

As per previous comment, no justification of figure of 
150m2 has been provided. All employment proposals 
should be assessed on their merits. 

 

Other comments remain applicable, similar criteria are 
provided within the SADMP (policies DM20, 21 and 22) 
and the inclusion of this policy should be reconsidered. 

 

Wording of last paragraph should be revised to have 
conformity to Policy DM21 of the SADPD and NPPF 
sequential test. The word ‘policy aims’ are not explicit. 

 

An employment policy is only required if looking to 
allocate land for new employment or differing criteria to 
that already provided in SADPD. 

Some changes have been made to this policy, however 
the following comments remain applicable: 

 

Other comments remain applicable, similar criteria are 
provided within the SADMP (policies DM20, 21 and 22) 
and the inclusion of this policy should be reconsidered. 

 

Wording of last paragraph should be revised to have 
conformity to Policy DM21 of the SADPD and NPPF 
sequential test 

An employment policy is only required if looking to 
allocate land for new employment or differing criteria to 
that already provided in SADPD. 

Figure 10 – Key Employment Sites is of poor quality 
and needs to be improved 

 42. Transport and   Figure 11 are Figure 12 poor quality and needs to be 
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access replaced. 

 

Criteria have been introduced to differentiate between 
the sections of this chapter. This is confusing as criteria 
are also contained in policy. This should be removed 
for clarity.  

General 
Comments 

    

24 NPPF  The group are probably aware that the revised National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in 
July of this year. The content of the Plan will therefore 
need to be checked against the NPPF for conformity 
and references throughout the document updated. 
Section 3 below provides and update of the 
assessment of whether the Neighbourhood Plan has 
appropriate regard to the NPPF. 

 

The NPPF was revised in 2019 after the LPA provided 
comments, the document should reflect the revised 
NPPF published in 2019. Parts of the NDP refer to the 
2018 document. 

26 Infrastructure 
Delivery 

 

 Suggest the plan includes a section on potential 
infrastructure improvements as referred to in the policy 
comments below. This could be a list of improvements 
to community facilities, specific green infrastructure 
enhancements etc that have been derived in more 
detail at the local level and referred to in the NP. 
Funding could be secured from developer contributions 
and other non-planning related sources, the plan could 
therefore include a list of schemes within a ‘Community 
Action’ section. The NP group could work with the 
infrastructure and service providers to clarify priorities, 
particularly where they are responsible for delivering 
the improvements / maintenance. 

 

 

No changes made, agree with previous comments. 

 Housing Demand 

 

 Para 12.4 This paragraph ends by stating ‘unless there 
is an increase in housing demand across the borough, 
at which point the Plan will be reviewed’. A recent 
appeal decision(APP/K2420/W/17/3188948)  has 
clarified the position regarding the Borough Council’s 
strategic policies of the Development Plan relating to 
housing provision. Regarding the strategic policies, the 
Inspector concludes “As a result of the acceptance that 
the development plan policies are out of date, with the 
housing requirement being agreed as 471 dwellings per 
annum (dpa) rather than the 450 dpa established under 
the Core Strategy”. The Inspector also notes the 
policies relating to housing delivery are accepted to be 
out of date as they focussed on a lower housing 
requirement than now accepted by the Council. The 
implications for the Burbage NDP is that if this 

This paragraph has been removed from the NDP.  

The Borough Council does not have a five year supply 
of housing (4.15 years) and the housing figures 
contained within the Core Strategy are considered out 
of date. The Burbage Neighbourhood Plan does not 
allocations to meet an identified housing requirement 
and as a result  Paragraph 14 of the NPPF will not 
apply. 
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paragraph remains then the document should be being 
reviewed as the housing figure has changed and the 
plan will be considered out of date before it is ‘Made’. 
The implication of this is the plan could be challenged 
by developers resulting in policies having limited 
weight. 

To overcome this it is recommended that chapter 12 is 
removed in its entirety as the NDP is not seeking to 
allocate additional housing. 

If the NDP group does not remove the entire chapter, 
then para 12.4 needs to be deleted and changes 
should be made to para 12.3 The Core Strategy 
allocates a minimum not a total of 295 houses, this 
needs to be amended. As of the 31st March 2018 there 
have been 686 net completions within Burbage 
between 1st April 2006 and 31st March 2018 and a 
further 206 existing permissions. There are 55 
dwellings allocated. The figures need updating to 
reflect the latest position. 

27 Relationship with 
Existing Local Plan 
policies 

 

 A number of comments in section 2 below (Policy 
Comments) question the inclusion of policies where 
they replicate, in full or in part, the policies contained 
within the Local Plan (LP), particularly within the Site 
Allocation and Development Management Policies 
DPD (SADMP). When drafting policies, careful 
consideration should be given as to whether a policy in 
the NP will supersede a policy, and if so, weaken the 
policy position. 

 

Agree with previous comments. 

28   At present there is some overlap between sections 
of the document. It is suggested that the structure 
of the document is reviewed to provide a clear 
distinction between topics and themes. For 
example: 
 

 It might be helpful to provide clear headings 
relating to the built environment, natural and 
historic environment and community facilities 
and infrastructure. Matters relating to housing 
demand, mix and design could from the built 
environment. Some supporting text relating to 
environmental considerations, whilst relevant to 
design, need only be discussed within the 
respective section i.e. Landscape Impact (17) or 
New Open Space (20) moved to sections 32 
and 34 respectively. This saves repetition and 
makes the plan explicit on the matters being 
addressed. 

 

 Another example of ordering relates themes 

There have been no amendments in the structure of the 
NDP since the August 2018 comments and overlap 
between sections of the document remains. The 
recommendation stands that the structure of the 
document is revised to provide a clear distinction 
between topics and themes and to allow the document 
to be used more effectively, table 2 sets out a revised 
structure. The Borough Council recommend: 

 It might be helpful to provide clear headings 
relating to the built environment, natural and 
historic environment and community facilities 
and infrastructure. Matters relating to housing 
demand, mix and design could from the built 
environment. Some supporting text relating to 
environmental considerations, whilst relevant to 
design, need only be discussed within the 
respective section. 

 Matters relating to landscape are contained in 
chapters 16, 30 and 31. These should be 
located together in a natural environment 
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within the environment section. It would be more 
appropriate for LGS to be included within a 
section devoted to open spaces, amenity and 
natural and semi-natural green space and 
recreational matters.  

 

 Suggest the section for Ridge and Furrow be 
moved under Heritage Assets. 
 

 There are a number of incidences where a 
paragraph, page or figure is referred to in the 
document to refer back to, however when you 
go to that part of the document it is not located 
there. The document needs to revisited to make 
sure these reference are correct. 
 

 Bullet point lists need formatting in places e.g. 
para 7.2 
 

 Acronyms need expanding upon for first use 
e.g. NPAC, BHPG 
 

 When referring to documents the correct title 
needs to be used e.g. The Hinckley and 
Bosworth Green Space Delivery Plan (2014-
2018) is referred to as the Hinckley and 
Bosworth Borough Council PPG1: Study on 
Formal Parks 
 

 When drafting policies, do not duplicate the 
criteria lettering in same policy, such as in 
Policy 20. 

 

section. 

 Open space matters are contained in chapters 
19, 27,32, 35, 37, 38, and 39. These chapters 
should be together within the document for ease 
of use. This saves repetition and makes the 
plan explicit on the matters being addressed. 

 

 Suggest the section for Ridge and Furrow be 
moved under Local  Heritage Assets. 
 

 There are a number of incidences where a 
paragraph, page or figure is referred to in the 
document to refer back to, however when you 
go to that part of the document it is not located 
there. The document needs to revisited to make 
sure these reference are correct. 

 

 When referring to documents the correct title 
needs to be used  
 

 Some paragraphs are duplicates e.g. 15.5 and 
20.2, 14.4 and 15.3 
 

 

29 Maps and Figures 

 

 To overcome previous concerns relating to the 
quality of mapping it is noted that the solution has 
been to refer to the website. This is not appropriate 
for people using the plan. As Burbage is a large 
settlement/Parish it would be more appropriate to 
insert the maps as A3 pages in the document. It is 
suggested the scale and / or clarity of the following 
maps is improved: 
 

 Figure 1, page 8, map has lost its clarity 
 

 Figure 2, page 15, a larger scale base map is 
required for clarity. Also suggest having this as 
an A3 map within or an inset map at the back of 
the document. 

 

 Figure 3, page26, the Conservation Area Map 

As per the comments in August 2018, To overcome 
previous concerns relating to the quality of mapping 
it is noted that the solution has been to refer to the 
website. This is not appropriate for people using the 
plan. As Burbage is a large settlement/Parish it 
would be more appropriate to insert the maps as A3 
pages in the document. It is suggested the scale 
and / or clarity of the following maps is improved: 
 

 Figure 1, page 8, map has lost its clarity 
 

 Figure 2, page 14, a larger scale base map is 
required for clarity. Also suggest having this as 
an A3 map within or an inset map at the back of 
the document. 

 

 Figure 3, page23, the Conservation Area Map 



28 
 

 Policy/Chapter HBBC Regulation 14 Pre-submission Comments 
November 2017 

HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments 
October 2019 

has been over-stretched so it has lost its original 
A4 landscape proportions. Suggest this is 
located within the Heritage Assets section. 

 

 Figures 5 & 6 require improved clarity / 
resolution 
 

 Figure 7 – Improve clarity / resolution. The first 
criteria in the map key only need to reference 
08 as Local Green Space. 

 

has been over-stretched so it has lost its original 
A4 landscape proportions. Suggest this is 
located within the Heritage Assets section. 
 

 Figure 4, page 26 improve clarity 
 

 Figures 5, page 29 requires improved clarity / 
resolution. May be better to show on an A3 
map. Legend should be amended to include the 
policy to which the designation relates so it is 
clearer. 
 

 Figure 6, page 30 – requires improved 
clarity/resolution.  An appendix should be added 
to the document which includes details of the 
numbered sites identified on this map so that 
information is provided on each of the sites. 
This appendix should be referenced in the 
legend so users know where to locate the 
contextual information. 
 

 Figure 7, page 34 – Improve clarity / resolution. 
The first criteria in the map key only need to 
reference 08 as Local Green Space. As 
previously stated, sites within this map are 
numbered, there is no corresponding 
information as to what these numbers mean. 
These should be clarified in an appendix to the 
document and the appendix referenced in the 
Legend. The online high resolution map is 
different to the one contained in the submission 
version document. Which is the correct map? 
 

 Figure 8, page 37 – Improve clarity, base map 
and legend are blurred 
 

 Figure 9, page 43 – Improve clarity and 
resolution. Having a look at the online map it is 
unclear which routes are 'existing' and which 
are 'proposed'. To enable this to be interpreted 
accurately it would be better if there were two 
separate maps, one with existing routes and 
one within proposed. 
 

 Map 1, page 49 -  This is referred to as a map 
but previous maps are referred to as figures and 
there is a lack of consistency. Document needs 
to refer to maps consistently as figures if this is 
what the group decide. Also the map is a 
screenshot with no copyright or scale and needs 
to be amended. 

https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5a5544abcf0636000108653a_Environment%20-%20Proposals%2010-9-17%20A3.pdf
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 Figure 10, page 62 - requires improved 
clarity/resolution. 
 

 Figure 11, page 63 - requires improved 
clarity/resolution. 
 

 Figure 12, page 64 - requires improved 
clarity/resolution. 
 

The clarity of table 1 on page 17 also needs to be 
improved, it is difficult to read the labels. 

 

30 Appendices 

 

 It is recommended that some of the appendices are 
removed so they do not form part of the document but 
include them as evidence base supporting documents. 
The appendices should only include documents / 
information which form part of the material content of 
the plan, and not that which is evidence that has 
informed the preparation of the document. You could 
provide a simple table as part of the document which 
lists the documents, or use footnotes where a 
document has been referred to in the supporting text. I 
would suggest removing Appendix 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 (this is an out of date document), 
19, 20 and 21. 

 

Through out the NDP supporting documents are 
referred to as appendices.  An appendix should contain 
supplementary information and be contained within the 
document, stand alone documents such as the 
Hinckley and Bosworth Core Strategy should not be 
referred to as an appendix. Table 3 sets out the 
documents which are currently referred to as an 
appendix which should not be considered as such.  
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Table 2: Recommended revised layout  

 

There is overlap between sections of the document, it is recommended that the structure of 

the document is revised to provide a clear distinction between topics and themes and to 

allow the document to be used more effectively. The table below sets out a revised structure. 

Submission 
Chapter 

Chapter name 

1 Introduction from Chairman, Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Group 

3 What is a Neighbourhood Plan and why is it important?   

4 Why we need a Neighbourhood Plan in Burbage?   

5 How the Neighbourhood Plan was prepared 

6 What should a Neighbourhood Plan achieve? 

7 Vision for Burbage   

8 Meeting the requirement of the NPPF for sustainable development   

9 Neighbourhood Plan policies   

 Built Environment 

10 Settlement boundary   

11 Housing and the built environment     

12 Housing demand 

13 Windfall sites 

14 New housing mix   

15 Housing design 

20 Development layout and scale 

21 Housing layout and style 

22 Street furniture 

41 Business and economic growth 

42 Transport and access 

23 Parking   

33 Footpaths and cycleways   

  

 Historic and Natural Environment 

2 Historic Burbage   

24 Heritage Assets   
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28 Ridge and furrow 

25 Natural Environment   

26 Protecting Burbage’s environmentally significant sites 

27 Other important green spaces 

29 Biodiversity 

16 Landscape impact   

30 Burbage in its historic and cultural landscape 

31 Protecting open countryside 

34 Trees   

18 Trees in the built environment 

17 Rain and flood water management  

32 Public open spaces   

37 Formal parks 

38 Burbage Common – natural and semi-natural open space    

39 Amenity green space 

35 Allotments   

29 New open spaces 

  

36 Community and leisure facilities 

40(a) Schools 

40(b) Health care 

40(c) other community facilities  

  

 Appendices 

 Environment Inventory Map Index 

https://uploads-
ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2362d8dae7db5ed77b7db3_
Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Environment%20inventory%20map%20evidence
%2031%2008%2015.pdf 

 

 

       

              

  

https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2362d8dae7db5ed77b7db3_Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Environment%20inventory%20map%20evidence%2031%2008%2015.pdf
https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2362d8dae7db5ed77b7db3_Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Environment%20inventory%20map%20evidence%2031%2008%2015.pdf
https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2362d8dae7db5ed77b7db3_Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Environment%20inventory%20map%20evidence%2031%2008%2015.pdf
https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2362d8dae7db5ed77b7db3_Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Environment%20inventory%20map%20evidence%2031%2008%2015.pdf
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Table 3: Documents where reference to them being an appendix should be removed 

 

Through out the NDP supporting documents are referred to as appendices.  An appendix 

should contain supplementary information and be contained within the document, stand 

alone documents such as the Hinckley and Bosworth Core Strategy should not be referred 

to as an appendix. Table 3 sets out the documents which are currently referred to as an 

appendix which should not be considered as such.  

NDP 
Appendix 
Reference 

Document Title 

1 Office of Public Census and Surveys: 2011 Census 

2 National Planning Policy Framework, 2019 

3 Burbage Community Open Event, 8th November 2014 

4 Burbage Stakeholders’ Event, 24th November 2014 

5 Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Community Questionnaire 

6 Burbage Community Consultation Event, 13th February 2016 

7  Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Core Strategy 2009 

8 Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Site Allocations and Development 
Management – DPD - Adopted 2016 

9 Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) – January 
2017 

10 Burbage Village Design Statement - Adopted June 2006 

11  Building for Life 12 – 2016 Edition 

12 HBBC Local Heritage Selection Criteria 

13 Burbage Environmental Sites Inventory 

14 Burbage Phase 1 habitat survey: Leicestershire and Rutland Historic 
Environment Record 2013-14 

15 Historic England Agriculture and Forestry Project No. 6468 “Turning the Plough 
– Update Assessment 2012” 

16 Schools’ activity report at Sketchley Old Village 

17 Hedgerow regulations 1997 

18 Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Open Space, and Recreation Facilities 
Study 2016 

19 Hinckley and Bosworth Green Space Delivery Plan 2014-2018 

20 Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Green Wedge Review 2011 

21 Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Green Infrastructure Strategy 2008 

22 Burbage Schools Information 

23 Transport and Burbage Document 

24 LRERC 1408Z-53 Burbage Phase 1 survey 2013 

25 ExtendedPhase1 – Habitat-Survey-Sept14-BurbageP24-32 

26 Hinckley and Bosworth Landscape Sensitivity Study 2017 

27 Landscape Sensitivity and Green Infrastructure Study for Leicester and 
Leicestershire 2017 
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4. Burbage NDP vs NPPF Compliance Table  

 

Table 4 sets out how Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) consider the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan meets the requirements of Basic Condition (a) “having regard to national policies and advice 

contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan)”. In conformity with the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 214 of the NPPF 

published in 2018, the Burbage Plan has been prepared in the context of the NPPF of 2012 and this assessment has been completed on this basis. 

Table 4: Regard to National Policies and Guidance 

 

NDP policy HBBC Regulation 
14  

 Most relevant 
NPPF (2012) 

sections 

HBBC Regulation 14 November 2017 

Regard? 

HBBC Informal 
Consultation Most 

relevant sections of 
the NPPF (2018) 

HBBC Informal Consultation  

Regard? 

HBBC 
Submission 

Consultation Most 
relevant sections 

of the NPPF 
(2019) 

HBBC Submission Consultation  

Regard? 

Policy 1 – 
Settlement 
Boundary 

Paragraph 17, 
bullet point 5. 

This policy is in conformity with the 
general approach in national policy to 
prevent inappropriate development in 
the countryside.  

 

Paragraph 79 (Rural 
Housing) 

Paragraph 83.c 
(supporting a 
Prosperous Rural 
Economy) 

Paragraph 107.b 
(Conserving and 
Enhancing the Natural 
Environment) 

Does not have appropriate regard 
to the NPPF in so far as it limits the 
type of development acceptable in 
the countryside rather than 
sustainable development, having 
regard to countryside and green 
wedge policy. 

Paragraph 77, 78 
(Rural Housing) 

Has appropriate regard to the NPPF 
and allows for sustainable development 
as outlined in the Development Plan. 

Policy 2 – 
Windfall 
Sites 

Paragraph 48 

Paragraph 53 

 

NPPF policy is not directly relevant to 
Policy 2, although the somewhat 
restrictive nature of the policy could be 
considered contrary to the overall 
presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. 

Paragraph 68.c 
(Identifying Land for 
Homes) 

Has appropriate regard to NPPF. 

The NPPF states LPAs should 
support the development of 
windfall sites through policies and 
decisions – giving great weight to 
the benefits of using suitable sites 
within existing settlements for 
homes. 

Paragraph 68.c 
(Identifying Land 
for Homes) 

Has appropriate regard to NPPF. 

The NPPF states LPAs should support 
the development of windfall sites 
through policies and decisions – giving 
great weight to the benefits of using 
suitable sites within existing settlements 
for homes. 

Policy X – 
Housing 
Mix 

Paragraph 50 

PPG – basic 
conditions, bullet 

(d) 

Para 50 requires that local planning 
authorities plan for a mix of housing 
based on current and future trends, and 
identify the size, type, tenure and range 
of housing needed at particular 
locations, reflecting local demand.  

 

In order to have full regard to this, Policy 
3 should make reference to the range of 
relevant evidence such as HEDNA, as 
well as local evidence. 

 

An un-evidenced restriction on house 
size would not constitute sustainable 
development as per bullet (d) 

Paragraph 61. Whilst broadly has regard to the 
NPPF in its intentions, policy is not 
explicit (see comments above). 
NPPF states “…the size, type and 
tenure of housing needed for 
different groups in the community 
should be assessed and reflected 
in planning policies (including, but 
not limited to, those who require 
affordable housing, families with 
children, older people, students, 
people with disabilities, service 
families, travellers, people who 
rent their homes and people 
wishing to commission or build 
their own homes). 

N/A Policy has been deleted within the 
Submission document 

Policy 3 – 
Design and 
Layout 

Paragraph 17 

Chapter 7, 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 124. 

Paragraph 125. 

The Policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 124. 

Paragraph 125. 

The Policy has appropriate regard to 
the NPPF. 
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especially 
paragraphs 56-58, 

60 

Paragraph 126. 

Paragraph 129. 

Paragraph 130. 

Paragraph 126. 

Paragraph 129. 

Paragraph 130 

Policy 4  - 
Parking 

Paragraph 39 

 

The policy as currently formulated does 
not take into consideration the range of 
requirements set out in paragraph 39 for 
authorities looking to set local parking 
standards. 

Paragraph 105. 

Paragraph 106. 

Policy as currently drafted does not 
have regard to the NPPF. As noted 
in the previous comments, the 
policy does not allow for a range of 
parking standards to reflect type of 
development. 

 

Paragraph 105 of the NPPF states: 

“If setting local parking standards 
for residential and non-residential 
development, policies should take 
into account: 

a) the accessibility of the 
development; 

b) the type, mix and use of 
development; 

c) the availability of and 
opportunities for public transport; 

d) local car ownership levels…” 

Paragraph 105 

Paragraph 106 

Policy as currently drafted does not 
have regard to the NPPF. As noted in 
the previous comments, the policy does 
not allow for a range of parking 
standards to reflect type of 
development. 

 

Paragraph 105 of the NPPF states: 

“If setting local parking standards for 
residential and non-residential 
development, policies should take into 
account: 

a) the accessibility of the development; 

b) the type, mix and use of 
development; 

c) the availability of and opportunities 
for public transport; 

d) local car ownership levels…” 

Policy 5 – 
Local 
Heritage 
Assets 

Paragraph 126 

Paragraph 128 

Paragraph 129 

Paragraph 131 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Chapter 16: Conserving 
and Enhancing the 
Historic Environment. 

Paragraph 185. 

Paragraphs 189-192. 

The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF, particularly 
paragraph 185 which states: 

“Plans should set out a positive 
strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through 
neglect, decay or other threats. 
This strategy should take into 
account… 

c) the desirability of new 
development making a positive 
contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness…” 

Chapter 16: 
Conserving and 
Enhancing the 
Historic 
Environment. 

Paragraph 185. 

Paragraphs 189-
192. 

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF, particularly paragraph 185 which 
states: 

“Plans should set out a positive strategy 
for the conservation and enjoyment of 
the historic environment, including 
heritage assets most at risk through 
neglect, decay or other threats. This 
strategy should take into account… 

c) the desirability of new development 
making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness…” 

Policy 6 – 
Protection 
of Local 
Green 
Spaces 

Paragraph 76 

Paragraph 77 

It has not been clearly demonstrated 
that each proposed LGS site meets the 
requirements of para 77 of the NPPF. 

Paragraphs 99-101. Section 28 of the plan makes 
reference to the criteria for, and the 
protection of Local Green Spaces 
although Council has not got sight 
of this and the selection process. 

As per the policy comments above, 
the plan should clearly designate 
the LGS as per Paragraph 99 of 
the NPPF. 

Paragraphs 99-
101. 

The Neighbourhood Plan Group had 
positive discussions with the LPA in 
relation to the selection of local green 
spaces after the August 2018 
comments. The Group have carried out 
additional work which reflects 
paragraph 99-101 of the NPPF. The 
assessments are set out in supporting 
Topic Papers, as a result of the 
assessment the LGS sites reduced 
from seven to four.   

 

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF, the policy should include a list of 
the sites rather than the list being 
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located in supporting text. 

Policy 7 – 
Protection 
of Other 
Important 
Green 
Spaces 

Paragraph 76 

Paragraph 77 

Paragraph 78 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 171. Paragraph 171 of the NPPF: states 
“Plans should: distinguish between 
the hierarchy of international, 
national and locally designated 
sites; allocate land with the least 
environmental or amenity value, 
where consistent with other 
policies in this Framework; take a 
strategic approach to maintaining 
and enhancing networks of 
habitats and green infrastructure.” 
The sites do fit these categories 
and reflect a local form of 
designation. The justification as to 
why these sites have been 
selected as locally important is not 
clear. 

Paragraph 171. Paragraph 171 of the NPPF: states 
“Plans should: distinguish between the 
hierarchy of international, national and 
locally designated sites; allocate land 
with the least environmental or amenity 
value, where consistent with other 
policies in this Framework; take a 
strategic approach to maintaining and 
enhancing networks of habitats and 
green infrastructure.” The sites do fit 
these categories and reflect a local form 
of designation. The justification as to 
why these sites have been selected as 
locally important remains unclear. 

Policy 8 – 
Ridge and 
Furrow 
Fields 

Paragraph 17 

Paragraph 126 

Paragraph 128 

Paragraph 129 

Paragraph 131 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 197. The policy does not have 
appropriate regard the NPPF, 
notably paragraph 197 which 
states: 

“The effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated 
heritage asset should be taken into 
account in determining the 
application. In weighing 
applications that directly or 
indirectly affect non-designated 
heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having 
regard to the scale of any harm or 
loss and the significance of the 
heritage asset.” The policy does 
not allow for this judgement. 

Paragraph 197. The policy does not have appropriate 
regard the NPPF, notably paragraph 
197 which states: 

“The effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated 
heritage asset should be taken into 
account in determining the application. 
In weighing applications that directly or 
indirectly affect non-designated heritage 
assets, a balanced judgement will be 
required having regard to the scale of 
any harm or loss and the significance of 
the heritage asset.” The policy does not 
allow for this judgement. 

Policy 9 - 
Biodiversity 

Paragraph 109 

Paragraph 114 

Paragraph 117 

 

 

The first element of this policy would 
have regard. The second section would 
appear to provide a much greater 
degree of protection to a fairly large 
swathe of the Parish than would 
typically be recommended when taken 
into consideration the overall 
presumption in favour of sustainable 
development in the NPPF. 

Paragraph 171. 

Paragraph 174. 

Paragraph 175. 

Whilst the mapping of the green 
corridors is in conformity to the 
NPPF (paragraph 14.a) The policy 
in its current form is not compliant 
with the NPPF. Paragraph 175 
provides the criteria for mitigating 
against or off-setting any 
significant impacts. The policy as 
currently formulated provides a 
blanket criteria that development 
should not harm local ecological 
features. 

Paragraph 171. 

Paragraph 174. 

Paragraph 175. 

Whilst the mapping of the green 
corridors is in conformity to the NPPF 
(paragraph 14.a) The policy in its 
current form is not compliant with the 
NPPF. Paragraph 175 provides the 
criteria for mitigating against or off-
setting any significant impacts. The 
policy as currently formulated provides 
a blanket criteria that development 
should not harm local ecological 
features. 

Policy 10 – 
Landscape 
Character 

Paragraph 109 

Paragraph 113 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 170.a The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 170.a The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 11 – 
Protection 
of 

Paragraph 17, 
bullet point 5. 

Policy 1 sets out that development 
within settlement boundaries will be 
supported provided it complies with 

Paragraph 79  

Paragraph 83.c  

Paragraph 170.b 

The policy does not have 
appropriate regard to the NPPF. 
As discussed further in the policy 

Paragraph 170.a 

Paragraph 170.b 

Paragraph 79  

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 
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Designated 
Open 
Countrysid
e 

other NDP policies. Development 
outside of settlement boundaries will 
only be permitted in exceptional 
circumstances. 

 

This policy is in conformity with the 
general approach in national policy to 
prevent inappropriate development in 
the countryside.  

comments, the policy is 
contradictory to Policy 1 and not 
compliant with the NPPF by not 
considering other types of 
development which may be 
acceptable in the countryside. The 
policy seeks to make a further 
designation which has no basis in 
national policy. 

Paragraph 83.c  

 

Policy 12 – 
Footpaths 
and 
Cycleways 

Paragraph 35 Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 102 

Paragraph 104 

The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 102 

Paragraph 104 

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 13 – 
Important 
Trees and 
Hedges 

Paragraph 118 – 
bullet 5 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 170.b 

Paragraph 175.c 

The NPPF seeks to protect trees 
and woodland of economic value 
and classed as ancient or veteran. 
The loss of veteran or ancient 
trees will only be considered in 
wholly exceptional reasons. The 
policy affords significant weight to 
the protection of those with a Tree 
Preservation Order (TPO) or of 
‘significant amenity value’. It states 
that proposals that would damage 
or result in the loss of such trees 
will only be permitted in 
exceptional circumstances. The 
weight attached in the policy does 
not reflect that attached in the 
NPPF and so does not have 
appropriate regard. 

Paragraph 170.b 

Paragraph 175.c 

The NPPF seeks to protect trees and 
woodland of economic value and 
classed as ancient or veteran. The loss 
of veteran or ancient trees will only be 
considered in wholly exceptional 
reasons. The policy affords significant 
weight to the protection of those with a 
Tree Preservation Order (TPO) or of 
‘significant amenity value’. It states that 
proposals that would damage or result 
in the loss of such trees will only be 
permitted in exceptional circumstances. 
The weight attached in the policy does 
not reflect that attached in the NPPF 
and so does not have appropriate 
regard. 

Policy 14  - 
Allotments 

Paragraph 73 

Paragraph 74 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 83.d 

Paragraphs 91-92 

The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 83.d 

Paragraphs 91-92 

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 15 – 
Formal 
Parks 

Paragraph 73 

Paragraph 74 

Paragraph 173 

The final paragraph of the policy could 
be somewhat onerous in requiring any 
sort of new development, even that 
which does not generate additional 
demand on formal parks be required to 
make financial contributions. This could 
affect the viability of certain types of 
development, in conflict with para 173. 

Paragraph 83.d 

Paragraph 92 

Paragraphs 96-97 

The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 83.d 

Paragraph 92 

Paragraphs 96-97 

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 16 – 
Amenity 
Green 
Space 

Paragraph 73 

Paragraph 74 

Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 83.d 

Paragraph 92 

Paragraphs 96-97 

The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 83.d 

Paragraph 92 

Paragraphs 96-97 

The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 17 – 
Schools 

Paragraph 72 There could be some conflict between 
bullet (b) and the ‘great weight’ the 
NPPF requires LPAs give to the need 
for schools to expand. 

Paragraph 94. The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 94. The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 18 – 
Healthcare 
Facilities 

Paragraph 70 Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 92. The policy has appropriate regard 
to the NPPF. 

Paragraph 92. The policy has appropriate regard to the 
NPPF. 

Policy 19 – Paragraph 70 Appears to have appropriate regard. Paragraph 83 The policy has appropriate regard Paragraph 83 The policy has appropriate regard to the 
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Community 
Facilities 

Paragraph 92 to the NPPF. Paragraph 92 NPPF. 

Policy 20 – 
Business 
and Retail 

Paragraph 22 

Paragraph 24 

Paragraph 161 

Does not have regard to para 24, which 
requires a sequential approach to 
locating new ‘main town centre uses,’ 
which includes B1a (offices). 

Paragraph 80 

Paragraph 83 

Paragraph 84 

Paragraphs 86-90 

The policy does not have 
appropriate regard to the NPPF as 
it is not explicit on the sequential 
test (see policy comments). 

Paragraph 80 

Paragraph 83 

Paragraph 84 

Paragraphs 86-90 

The policy does not have appropriate 
regard to the NPPF as it is not explicit 
on the sequential test (see policy 
comments). 
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5. Burbage NDP vs Local Plan Compliance Table

Table 4 sets out how Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) consider the Burbage Parish Neighbourhood Plan meets the requirements of Basic Condition (e) “the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) 

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).” 

The Planning Policy Guidance (Paragraph: 074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306) When considering whether a policy is in general conformity a qualifying body, independent examiner, or local planning authority, 

should consider the following: 

 whether the neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal supports and upholds the general principle that the strategic policy is concerned with

 the degree, if any, of conflict between the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal and the strategic policy

 whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal provides an additional level of detail and/or a distinct local approach to that set out in the strategic policy without undermining that policy

 the rationale for the approach taken in the draft neighbourhood plan or Order and the evidence to justify that approach

The policy is largely considered in general conformity with the strategic 
policies of the Local Plan 

The policy is currently considered not be in general conformity but could be 
amended to be in conformity with wording amendments and additions. 

Directly contradictory 

Silent Strategic policies of the Local Plan are silent 

Table 4: Conformity of the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan to the Hinckley & Bosworth Local Plan 

NDP Policy HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments October 2019 

Relevant Site Allocations Policies Relevant Core Strategy Policy/Spatial Objective 

Policy 1 – Settlement Boundary Changes still required, see comments. DM4 – Safeguarding the Countryside and Settlement 
Separation. 

Amendments have been made to the policy following 
previous comments 

Silent 

DM14 – Replacement Dwellings in the Rural Area. 

Some changes required for clarity but in general 
conformity 

DM14 – Replacement Dwellings in the Rural Area 

Amendments have been made to the policy following 
previous comments 

Silent 

Policy 2 – Windfall Sites Silent Silent 

Policy 3 – Design and Layout DM10 – Development and Design Policy 16 – Housing Density, Mix and Design 

Policy 4  - Parking DM18 – Vehicle Parking Standards. 

See comments, no changes made 

DM18 – Vehicle Parking Standards 

See comments raised in relation to this policy, no 
amendments made 

N/A 

Policy 5 – Local Heritage Assets DM11 – Protecting and Enhancing the Historic 
Environment 

DM12 – Heritage Assets 

DM11 – Protecting and Enhancing the Historic 
Environment 

DM12 – Heritage Assets 

Spatial Objective 11 – Built Environment and 
Townscape Character 

Policy 6 – Protection of Local Green 
Spaces 

Silent Silent Silent 

Policy 7 – Protection of Other Important 
Green Spaces 

Silent Silent Silent 

Policy 8 – Ridge and Furrow Fields Silent Silent Silent 
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NDP Policy HBBC Informal Consultation Response 

August 2018 

HBBC Regulation 16 Submission Comments October 2019 

Relevant Site Allocations Policies Relevant Core Strategy Policy/Spatial Objective 

Policy 9 - Biodiversity DM6 – Enhancement of Biodiversity and Geological 
Interest 

DM6 – Enhancement of Biodiversity and Geological 
Interest 

N/A 

Policy 10 – Landscape Character Policy 4 – Development in Burbage DM4 – Safeguarding the Countryside and Settlement 
Separation 

Policy 4 – Development in Burbage 

Policy 11 – Protection of Designated 
Open Countryside 

DM4 – Safeguarding the Countryside and Settlement 
Separation. 

DM4 – Safeguarding the Countryside and Settlement 
Separation. 

N/A 

Policy 12 – Footpaths and Cycleways Policy 14 – Rural Areas: Transport 

DM9 – Safeguarding Natural and Semi-Natural Open 
Spaces 

DM9 – Safeguarding Natural and Semi-Natural Open 
Spaces 

Policy5 – Transport Infrastructure in the Sub-Regional 
Centre 

Policy 13 – Important Trees and Hedges N/A N/A N/A 

Policy 14  - Allotments DM8 – Safeguarding Open Space, Sport and 
Recreational Facilities 

DM8 – Safeguarding Open Space, Sport and 
Recreational Facilities 

Policy 4: Development in Burbage 

Policy 15 – Formal Parks Policy 19 – Green Space and Play Provision DM8 – Safeguarding Open Space, Sport and 
Recreational Facilities 

Policy 4: Development in Burbage 

Policy 19 – Green Space and Play Provision 

Policy 16 – Amenity Green Space Policy 4: Development in Burbage 

Policy 19 – Green Space and Play Provision 

DM8 – Safeguarding Open Space, Sport and 
Recreational Facilities 

Policy 4: Development in Burbage 

Policy 19 – Green Space and Play Provision 

Policy 17 - Schools N/A N/A N/A 

Policy 18 – Healthcare Facilities Policy 4 – Development in Burbage 

DM25 – Community Facilities 

DM25 – Community Facilities Policy 4 – Development in Burbage 

Policy 19 – Community Facilities DM25 – Community Facilities. 

See comments for revisions 

DM25 – Community Facilities 

See comments raised in relation to this policy 

N/A 

Policy 20 – Business and Retail DM20 – Provision of Employment Sites 

DM21 – Locating Sustainable Town Centre Uses 

DM22 – Vitalising District, Local and Neighbourhood 
Centres 

DM20 – Provision of Employment Sites 

DM21 – Locating Sustainable Town Centre Uses 

DM22 – Vitalising District, Local and Neighbourhood 
Centres 

Policy 4 – Development in Burbage 
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6. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council’s response to the SEA 

Screening Decision 

 

Basic Conditions (f): 

(f). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is 

otherwise compatible with, EU obligations.  

Points (f) above relates to certain obligations which plans must adhere to, primarily in 

relation to habitats and environmental impacts. Some plans require a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment and/or a Habitat Regulations Assessment (SEA/ HRA 

respectively). 

Burbage has undertaken an SEA screening, in which it was determined a full SEA would not 

be required, as agreed by the three statutory bodies: Historic England, Natural England and 

The Environment Agency. Below is HBBC’s decision statement, issued to the Qualifying 

Body on 5th February 2019. 
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Burbage Neighbourhood Plan 

The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 

Screening Determination notice under Regulation 9(1) 

 

 
Regulation 9 of the above Regulations requires Hinckley and Bosworth Borough 
Council, on behalf of Burbage Parish Council (the “responsible authority”), to determine 
whether the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan is likely to have significant environmental 
effects.  
 
Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council, following consultation with the Environment 
Agency, Natural England and Historic England, has determined that the Burbage 
Neighbourhood Plan is unlikely to have significant environmental effects. It is therefore 
considered that a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is not required.  
 
This notice fulfils the publicity requirements in accordance with Regulations 11(1) and 
11(2).  
A copy of this screening opinion and the associated screening report will be available 
on the Council’s website or can be viewed during normal opening hours at:  
 
Hinckley Hub  

Rugby Road  

Hinckley 

Leicestershire  

LE10 0FR 

 

For further information, please email planningpolicy@hinckley-bosworth.gov.uk 

 

mailto:planningpolicy@hinckley-bosworth.gov.uk
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