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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Davidsons Developments Ltd (‘Davidsons’) welcome the opportunity to participate 

in the ‘Burbage Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2026’ hearings.  Davidsons 

Developments Ltd (hereafter referred to as ‘Davidsons’) is supportive of the 

proactive approach being taken by the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Group 

(BNPG) in preparing a Neighbourhood Plan for Burbage to identify and deliver the 

aspirations of the local community. 

1.2 The document ‘Guidance Notes and Agenda for the Public Hearing’ sets out a 

series of questions which will provide the structure for the Hearing. The Examiner 

has specified who is to be invited to participate in relation to the discussion on 

each session, and limited the response to each question to a single side of A4. For 

Question 9 (Landscape), the Examiner confirmed on 5th February that Pegasus 

Group would also be able to participate in that session on behalf of Davidsons. 

1.3 Pegasus Group has been invited to participate, on behalf of Davidsons, in the 

sessions relating to the following questions: 1,2,3,4,7 and 9. For ease of 

reference the questions are detailed in the paragraphs below. Our response to 

each question is then set out in a separate chapter, and each is limited to a page 

per question as is the requirement of the Examiner. 

1.4 Question 1: Is it appropriate for the plan to have such a short plan time frame, 

until 2026 and does the commitment of the Parish Council to carry out an 

immediate review offer sufficient reassurance? 

1.5 Question 2: Does the decision of the plan not to allocate land for housing, beyond 

allowing development within the settlement boundary, ensures that the plan is in 

general conformity with the strategic policies in the adopted development plan? 

How does the plan meet the other basic conditions, firstly regarding how it 

contributes to the achievement of sustainable development, particularly meeting 

the plan area’s present and future housing needs and secondly how does it relate 

to Secretary of State policy and advice and in particular the objective of the 

planning system to be substantially boosting the supply of housing? Would 

delivering more housing than required under the 2009 Core Strategy be 

unsustainable? How relevant is the inability of the Borough Council to 

demonstrate a 5-year housing supply, to the neighbourhood plan? 
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1.6 Question 3: What are the implications for the preparation of the neighbourhood 

plan of the Borough Council being not in a position to provide the Qualifying Body 

with a figure for how much housing the neighbourhood plan should be making 

provision for? 

1.7 Question 4: Do the combined constraints imposed by the proposed 

neighbourhood plan policies actually restrict options for the Burbage plan area to 

be able to deliver its appropriate contribution towards meeting the objectively 

assessed housing needs of the Borough/ or to make allocations in the emerging 

Local Plan. 

1.8 Question 7:  If the ridge and furrow features were to be identified as non-

designated heritage assets, what should be the level of protection that the policy 

should offer? Would the sites be better identified on the Local Heritage Assets 

Map? 

1.9 Question 9: Is the protection offered by Policy 11, which identifies an area of 

Landscape Sensitivity, justified and if it is, does the policy actually restrict to any 

meaningful extent the development potential of the land up to the motorway? 
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2. QUESTION 1 

2.1 There is nothing in the NPPF nor PPG which specifies what time period a 

Neighbourhood Plan should cover. The NPPF (paragraphs 18, 21, 29 and 30) 

makes clear that Neighbourhood Plan policies are non-strategic in nature. 

Paragraph 22 states that ‘strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 

year period from adoption’. Paragraph 13 states that ‘Neighbourhood Plans should 

support the delivery of strategic policies contained in local plans or spatial 

development strategies; and should shape and direct development that is outside 

of these strategic policies’. The Parish Council has opted to focus upon delivering 

the strategic policies of the 2009 Local Plan, thus reflecting the short remaining 

lifespan of this document (2026). 

2.2 In broad terms there is nothing to stop the Parish Council choosing such a short 

timescale provided that the Basic Conditions can be met. However, whether it is 

appropriate is another matter.  The Local Plan was adopted before the NPPF came 

into force, and is clearly out of date at the local and national level. Therefore the 

ability of the Neighbourhood Plan to meet the Basic Conditions is restricted in 

terms of Condition a) ie ‘having regard to national policies and advice contained 

in guidance issued by the Secretary of State’ and also d) in terms of how it 

‘contributes to the achievement of sustainable development’. 

2.3 The plan has attempted to restrict the amount of development it should deliver 

by defaulting to the adopted Core Strategy and Allocations plan. In doing this, the 

aforementioned Basic Conditions can only be met if the Neighbourhood Plan is 

modified to  acknowledge and deal with the more recent implications of national 

policy for example the presumption in favour of sustainable development, and the 

requirement to significantly boost the supply of homes.  

2.4 The short time frame means the plan will rapidly become out of date, and, 

irrespective of whether the Parish Council commits to undertaking an immediate 

review, it should be aware that the short timescale will impact upon the plan’s 

effectiveness and the weight it will be able to carry in influencing decision making 

over that period. A longer date, with positively worded, flexible policies would 

enable the Neighbourhood Plan to play a much more positive and proactive role in 

shaping the community and influencing the review of the Local Plan itself. It is 

considered that 2036 would be an appropriate end date to align with the Local 

Plan Review. 
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3. QUESTION 2 

3.1 Policy 4 of the adopted Local Plan addresses development in Burbage. There is 

nothing in this policy, nor within the adopted Site Allocations DPD which 

specifically requires development to be restricted to within settlement boundaries. 

The Neighbourhood Plan is therefore not in conformity with these documents. 

3.2 In terms of sustainable development, the NPPF defines this as having an 

economic, a social and an environmental objective. For the social objective 

paragraph 8b states that part of this role is in ‘ensuring that a sufficient number 

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

generations’. Paragraph 59 emphasises the Government’s objective of 

significantly boosting the supply of homes. 

3.3 The Standard Methodology, introduced in February 2019, forms the default figure 

in the case of out of date plans and currently requires the Borough Council to 

deliver a minimum of 457 homes per annum. This is more than the requirement 

set by the out of date Core Strategy. Delivering more housing than the 

requirement set in 2009 cannot be unsustainable. The standard method uses a 

formula to identify the minimum number of homes expected to be planned for, in 

a way which addresses projected household growth and historic under-supply. 

Delivery of sufficient homes relates to the social sustainability aspect of the NPPF. 

It is therefore sustainable to provide more homes in line with national 

requirements. 

3.4 NPPF paragraph 11 states that plans and decisions should apply a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development, and for plan making 11(a) states that ‘plans 

should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area 

and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change’. The Neighbourhood Plan, 

through its restrictive approach, is not flexible nor adaptable. 

3.5 The current lack of a five year supply is relevant as it serves to demonstrate that 

the policies of the outdated Core Strategy and associated Allocations document 

are no longer fit for purpose and that supply needs to be significantly boosted in 

line with national policy. The Neighbourhood Plan needs to play a role in 

delivering sufficient housing to meet future needs. This is particularly pertinent 

given the short timescale of the proposed plan period. 
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4. QUESTION 3 

4.1 NPPF Paragraph 66 states that ‘when it is not possible to provide a requirement 

figure for a neighbourhood area the local planning authority should provide an 

indicative figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood planning body’. The 

NPPG states ‘Neighbourhood plans are not obliged to contain policies addressing 

all types of development. However, where they do contain policies relevant to 

housing supply, these policies should take account of latest and up-to-date 

evidence of housing need’ (para 040).  

4.2 HBBC cite uncertainty around the Standard Method, around the unmet need of 

Leicester City and how this will be apportioned, and the early stage of the HBBC 

Local Plan review as their reasons for not currently being able to provide a 

requirement. However, HBBC has also recommended that the plan should allocate 

sites now, with flexibility for further reserve sites as the work on the Local Plan 

moves forward. 

4.3 It has been suggested previously by Pegasus Group on behalf of Davidsons that, 

as the population of Burbage (14,569, 2011 census) is 13.86% of the overall total 

population of Hinckley and Bosworth (105,078, 2011 census), then, as an 

absolute minimum Burbage should be delivering that proportion of the standard 

method requirement, with further allowances for accommodating any unmet 

need. The ambitions of the Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire 

(December 2018) which clearly shows the significance of the Hinckley area 

(including Burbage) in terms of overall growth potential should also be taken into 

account in terms of any uplift. 

4.4 The upshot of the situation where a requirement figure has not been provided is 

that the Neighbourhood Plan has been formulated using out of date policy with no 

willingness to manoeuvre, not heeding the advice of the Borough Council to plan 

positively for growth. Therefore this aspect of the Neighbourhood Plan is not in 

conformity with the basic conditions and cannot become policy. This means that 

for decision-taking, in the absence of any requirement figure or proposed 

allocations, the default position would be to assess any planning application in 

line with the NPPF Paragraph 11 ie the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development and the tilted balance. It also means that the emergent Local Plan 

will be more likley to determine any necessary allocations for the settlement. 
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5. QUESTION 4 

5.1 Firstly, it is important to consider what an ‘appropriate contribution towards 

meeting the objectively assessed housing needs of the Borough’ means in 

practice. A zero requirement is not acceptable. It is considered that, as a 

minimum, using the standard method figure for the Borough, Burbage should be 

delivering at least in proportion to the size of its population. Over and above this, 

there is a wider issue which the Borough Council needs to be addressing under 

the Duty to Co-operate, relating to the unmet need for Leicester, and also the 

Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire (December 2018) which 

clearly shows the significance of the Hinckley area (including Burbage) in terms of 

overall growth potential. Again, this demonstrates that Burbage needs to be 

playing its part in delivering appropriate growth both locally and within a wider 

context. 

5.2 The restrictive nature of the policies in the plan (as written) will fetter the ability 

of the neighbourhood to deliver appropriate growth.  

5.3 Development is restricted to that within the settlement boundary (Policy 1), 

unless it ‘allows for sustainable development within the countryside….provided it 

complies with ‘any policy outlined in HBBC’s Development Plan.’. The 

Development Plan is out of date, and ‘any policy’ is far too vague.  

5.4 The wording of policy 2 is confusing. It could be construed that all of the 

requirements (a to e) need to be met. It would be better to say ‘where it meets 

one or more of the following criteria’. It should also say ‘where possible’ for points 

c and d to provide flexibility and to be consistent with point a. In terms of point b, 

this suggests that any infill would be acceptable for residential uses within the 

built up area of Burbage, yet some sites would surely be more appropriate for 

other uses. Other policies (eg Policy 8, Ridge and Furrow fields) are not NPPF 

compliant and again would restrict options, as detailed in our responses to other 

questions. 

5.5 The NPPG (paragraph 005) focuses upon deliverability of Neighbourhood Plans. It 

states that ‘Plans should be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but 

deliverable. The Neighbourhood Plan is neither aspirational nor deliverable, being 

restricted in terms of many of its policies, being based upon out of date context, 

and proposing a very short timeframe. 
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6. QUESTION 7  

6.1 The wording in Policy 8 is overly restrictive and is therefore not consistent with 

the NPPF. Furthermore, the evidence base for the policy is not solid, there only 

appears to have been limited assessment of the ridge and furrow within the 

parish and several of the areas identified on Figure 7 have not been confirmed. 

6.2 Burbage lies within the study area of Turning the Plough, an assessment of ridge 

and furrow earthworks in the East Midlands. The earthworks have only limited 

significance, illustrating historic land use that was widespread across the East 

Midlands.  They are not part of a priority township, where the earthworks 

commonly have greater historical associations, documentation and greater 

integrity of the overall system of earthworks. The study is clear that it is the 

surviving ridge and furrow across all of the township or parish that is the heritage 

asset, rather than any one area. Collectively, the earthworks within Burbage are 

considered to be a non-designated heritage asset of lower significance. As such, 

the loss or harm to any elements of ridge and furrow should be considered in this 

context and, as per paragraph 197 of the NPPF, ‘…a balanced judgement will be 

required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the 

heritage asset.’ It would be more appropriate for the NHP policy to state that it 

would be desirable to preserve areas of extant ridge and furrow within the parish 

and that any harm to the asset should be justified and weighed against the public 

benefits of a proposed scheme, considering the significance of the heritage asset 

and the scale of any harm or loss (as per paragraph 197 of the NPPF). 

6.3 The map indicating ridge and furrow within the Burbage Neighbourhood Area is 

unclear and is inconsistent with the survey which was undertaken in 2015. The 

2015 survey identified 12 sites with ‘notable ridge & furrow’ within Burbage Parish 

but records that only 3 of these were confirmed after site visits. There are also at 

least 3 instances that appear to be mis-located or are not recorded on the 

corresponding Burbage: Environmental inventory 2015 plan; likewise, there are 

several areas of ridge of furrow marked on this plan which do not correspond to 

‘notable’ areas of ridge and furrow highlighted by the survey.  

6.4 While it may be considered appropriate to identify areas of well-preserved ridge 

and furrow on a map indicating the extent of the asset (surviving ridge and 

furrow in the parish), at present, the level of survey undertaken does not allow 

this to be done with any confidence. 
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7. QUESTION 9  

7.1 In the context of ‘protecting open countryside’, Policy 11 proposes the 

designation of an ‘Area of Landscape Sensitivity’. The pre-amble notes that this 

part of the landscape to the south of Burbage is considered by residents as 

‘important to maintaining its [village] distinctive character’. Although the pre-

amble also states that it is ‘highly valued’ by residents, there is no objective 

evidence presented as to the basis of that value or how this may differ from other 

areas around the settlement (for example, areas to the east of the settlement 

through which the route of the ‘Leicestershire Round’ recreational route passes).  

7.2 The HBBC Landscape Sensitivity Assessment 2017 (Appendix 26) shows the area 

is identified as Burbage Common Rolling Farmland, along the southern edge of 

Burbage extending to the M69, comprising medium to large scale pasture fields 

with a few isolated farmsteads and houses, rural lanes, grass verges and mature 

hedgerows and trees. The study determines the sensitivity of the landscape 

immediately south of Burbage as ‘low to medium’ (Sensitivity Area 08), this 

degree of sensitivity being defined as ‘…the character and quality of the landscape 

or characteristics of the landscape are low-moderately susceptible to being 

changed as a result of introducing the development type in principle’. Also, to the 

‘south’ of the village is the wider landscape context to the south of the M69 which 

the study defines as ‘medium to high’ sensitivity. The reference to the ‘household 

survey’ does not necessarily distinguish between Sensitivity Area 08 and 09.   

Given the evidence concludes a ‘low to medium sensitivity’ (plus that this area 

also incorporates the Redrow site), it is felt that assigning a blanket designation 

of ‘Area of Landscape Sensitivity’ is not justified. 

7.3 The remainder of the policy offers some pragmatism in that it does not preclude 

development but sets out a range of criteria against which it would be assessed. 

However, as with the section on Ridge and Furrow, where non designated 

heritage assets in the landscape are concerned the policy should allow for a 

balanced judgement, considering the significance of the heritage asset and the 

scale of any harm or loss in line with paragraph 197 of the NPPF. 

7.4 Notwithstanding these latter comments, it is considered that a blanket 

designation of the proposed Area of Landscape Sensitivity is not justified nor 

supported by the evidence base.   


