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Question 1 

The Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Area was designated in 2014 at a time when the Borough 

Council were operating under a Local Plan timeframe 2006-2026. The NDP was aligned with 

this timeframe.  

In 2016 the Borough Council started to advise Neighbourhood Plan Groups that the Local 

Plan was under Review and the new timeframe of the Local Plan was 2016-2036. The 

decision as to which timeframe to follow was chosen by the Neighbourhood Plan Groups but 

the Borough Council recommended that the 2016-2036 timeframe was used to enable 

greater longevity of the Plan. Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Group chose to continue with 

the Adopted Local Plan timeframe. Due to the lapse in time in the plan preparation this 

advice was reiterated to the Group in 2018 but the Parish Council determined that the Group 

should continue with the timeframe to 2026 (as outlined in the Borough Council’s Response 

to the Examiner dated 11th December 2019). Unfortunately due to the length of time it has 

taken for the NDP to reach examination stage of its production, it has resulted in the Plan 

only having a six year timeframe remaining. 

Paragraph 003 of the PPG states that ‘Neighbourhood planning provides the opportunity for 

communities to set out a positive vision for how they want their community to develop over 

the next 10, 15, 20 years in ways that meet identified local need and make sense for local 

people’. The Qualifying Body chose the timeframe for the Neighbourhood Plan to serve ‘their 

community’ to 2026 contrary to the advice of the Local Planning Authority.  

The Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Group have verbally informed the Local Planning  

Authority that they will review the document quickly once the 2006-2026 Plan has been 

‘made’, however no detailed discussions have taken place to provide certainty over the 

Review process.



 

Question 2 

The draft neighbourhood plan is based on a timescale of 2006-2026 and on a housing 

requirement figure taken directly from the existing HBBC development plan (the Core 

Strategy 2009 and the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD 2016). 

It is widely accepted that the housing figures in the development plan are now out of date. 

We have made it clear previously1 that we have concerns with the plan using this timeframe 

and these housing figures for this reason. 

It should be noted that the figures set out in the existing development plan are explicitly set 

out as minimum figures and should this figure be met, it does not mean that otherwise 

suitable housing development should necessarily be resisted. Burbage is the second largest 

settlement in the borough and forms part of the urban area which is at the top of the 

borough’s settlement hierarchy. Whilst the future spatial strategy for the borough, and the 

settlements within it, is being developed through the preparation of the new local plan, there 

are no known significant specific issues related to Burbage that would indicate any additional 

development would be inherently unsustainable in principle. 

As the Borough Council can not currently demonstrate a five year supply of housing land the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development applies. In addition as it is considered that 

the draft neighbourhood plan does not contain policies and allocations to meet its identified 

housing requirement, paragraph 14 of the NPPF does not apply. The concern then would be 

that the neighbourhood plan would be out of date, in planning terms, upon being made. 

 

 

 

  

  

                                                
1
 Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council Regulation 16 comments (https://www.hinckley-

bosworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/6713/25_hinckley_and_bosworth_borough_council_response) 



 

Question 3 

The neighbourhood plan at 9.3 refers to the minimum housing requirements set out in the 

existing Borough Development Plan (the Core Strategy 2009 and the Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies DPD 2016). It is widely accepted that these housing 

figures are now out of date. Footnote 31 of the NPPF refers to situations where strategic 

housing policies are out of date. In these circumstances Local Authorities should provide an 

indicative housing figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood plan group (NPPF 

paragraph 66).  The Neighbourhood Plan Group has not requested the Borough Council 

provide an indicative housing figure in line with NPPF paragraph 66. The group are instead 

relying on the out of date figures for the neighbourhood plan. 

For the reasons explained previously2 the Borough Council are currently not in a position to 

provide an indicative housing figure to neighbourhood plan groups. The NPPG 3(paragraph 

105) provides guidance in situations where a local planning authority does not provide a 

housing figure for the purposes of neighbourhood plans. In summary it sets out that it is for 

the group itself to determine a housing requirement figure taking account of relevant policies, 

the existing and emerging spatial strategy, and characteristics of the neighbourhood area. 

As the group are relying on the out of date figures set out in the existing development plan, it 

is assumed the group have not considered determining a housing requirement figure in line 

with NPPG para 150. Should the plan be found to require an updated housing requirement, 

we would recommend the group follow the guidance set out in the NPPG. 

  

                                                
2
 Initial comments of the Independent Examiner - Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Response - 

Wednesday, 11th December 2019 (https://www.hinckley-
bosworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/6782/hbbc_response_of_examiner_comments) 
3
 Paragraph 105 - Reference ID: 41-105-20190509 (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-

planning--2) 



 

Question 4 

The Borough Council have concerns over the number and variety of designations which 

have been identified around the edge of the settlement which have the potential to constrain 

future growth options through the Local Plan process.  

These designations are set out on four maps (figures 5-8) and are sometimes shown on 

more than one map. The site boundaries and numbering also differ leading to confusion in 

their application (extract below).  

 

  

Figure 5 Figure 6 Figure 7 

 

In addition to the designations in the Neighbourhood Plan, the area to the north of Sapcote 

Road is identified as Green Wedge within the Borough Council’s Local Plan. Therefore in 

effect there is only a small area of land to the west of Rugby Road and east of the A5 which 

does not have a designation placed on it. This area has not been put forward for 

consideration within the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 

(SHELAA) and therefore can not be considered a developable site.  

Policy 10 is overly restrictive and refers to a photograph. There is no clear location as to 
where this photograph was taken. This policy implies the view seen in the picture should be 
protected, however this would be better shown on a map and the location and views 
identified and that referred to in the policy. No context has been provided as to why this view 
is important and what it is that needs to be retained. Is it the intention that there should be no 
further development as any change would harm the important view of vista? This policy 
constrains the potential of future growth options for planning policy and would be difficult for 
officers to implement in development management. 
 

The Borough Council’s thoughts on the Area of Landscape Sensitivity are contained in the 

response to Question 9, but in short policy 11 is viewed as a guidance policy as to how 

development should be designed more sensitively into the environment. 

The Plan is restrictive in its nature and puts in place a number of barriers for future 

development within the neighbourhood plan designated area with the exception of some 

small windfall sites. This could impact on the deliverability of sustainable development within 

the Borough if Burbage is an undeliverable area as it is considered one of the more 

sustainable areas of the Borough. 



 

 

Question 5 

As highlighted in the Borough Council’s response to the Regulation 16 consultation, 

following positive discussions between the Neighbourhood Plan Group Environment Team 

and the LPA further work was undertaken to justify the selection of the LGS. The Group 

produced a number of detailed Topic Papers and the assessment reduced the number and 

size of LGS identified. 

On their own it is not considered that the LGS allocations would prevent the local planning of 

sustainable development, however when considered alongside the other environmental 

designations identified within the Plan collaboratively there is the potential to hinder 

sustainable development. 

All of the LGS identified are sites within the SHELAA and further detail is contained in the 

table below: 

LGS Reference SHELAA Reference Status Comments 

LGS05 
Sketchley Woodland 

and footpath 

LPR44 Developable Small section of 
larger sewage works 

site 

LGS13 
Bullfurlong Lane 

AS120/AS121 Developable/Non-
Developable 

Entire Site 

LGS16 
Woodgate 

LPR40 Developable Part of a larger site 

LGS23 
Aston Lane North 

AS134 Developable Part of a larger site 

 

The Local Green Space Topic Paper sets out why the Group believe the sites are special to 

the local community and why they hold local significance. The assessment of LGS 05, 13, 

and 16 hold site specific information relating to why the sites are special to the local 

community and have local significance. The evidence base suggests that LGS13 and LGS23 

provide an informal recreational space and are important to the local community to provide 

this role. The accessibility mapping for natural and semi-natural open space (less than 10 

hectares) contained within the Borough Council’s Open Space and Recreational Facilities 

Study (2016) Appendix 4  shows that many residents are outside the catchment area for this 

type of open space and therefore these LGS identified could hold greater importance to the 

local community due to this deficiency.   In terms of LGS16, reference is made to the 

application for the site to become a Candidate Local Wildlife Site (larger site boundary), and 

the supporting ’Woodgate’ Candidate Local Wildlife Site Report (June 2013) provides useful 

information in relation to the sites local significance and importance to the local community. 

The information provided for LGS23 is more generic in nature and there is little narrative in 

relation to what makes this particular area important and is more difficult to conclude that the 

area should be designated as an LGS. 

  

https://www.hinckley-bosworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/6524/open_space_study_appendix_4
https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/56edea5531a3e4fe3fe3bddb/5d2351f648833021eafa53f0_APPLICATION%20LWS250613compress.pdf


 

Question 6 

The more prominent evidence base documents for the environmental designations are 

referred to as a Site Inventory of Important Green Spaces (Appendix 13); and LRERC 

Burbage Phase 1 Survey (2013) (Appendix 24). 

There are four ‘Notified Local Wildlife Sites’ (LWS) within the designated area, all other sites 

identified in the inventory are either Candidate LWS, Potential LWS, no status or covered by 

a TPO. The Burbage Phase 1 Survey (2013) provides an assessment of LWS’s within the 

area and is useful in providing additional data on the proposed sites to be designated in the 

NDP.  The Planning Authority recognises the importance of Candidate and Potential LWS 

and they are identified on a constraints layer which planning officers use in their 

considerations. If a planning application was submitted which could impact on a LWS 

procedure dictates that Leicestershire County Council Ecology Team are consulted for 

further assessment to assess the applications potential impact. ‘Potential Local Wildlife 

Sites’ are sites which are have a strong likelihood that they would meet the LWS criteria, but 

further survey is needed to confirm this, therefore there is not sufficient evidence for their 

blanket protection.   Rather than having a blanket protection of these sites it may be more 

appropriate to have the sites as an appendix to the NDP with reference to them within the 

supporting text and/or added to Community Action 1. Alternatively to avoid confusion the 

sites could be identified by their LWS classification so it provides greater clarity in regards to 

their status. Either option would lessen the potential for confusion in terms of their inclusion 

and the ambiguity as to their level of protection. 

The Borough Council have concern in relation to whether the justification contained in the 

Site Inventory of Important Green Spaces (Appendix 13) is strong enough to warrant the 

protection of so many sites. As an example, site number 30, is parish-level grassland with no 

formal status. The target note in Appendix 24 does not recommend it being identified as 

CLWS or PLWS and therefore the justification for its designation is weak. 

It is not clear as to the extent that the designation rules out development and this relates 

back to the uncertainty as to what or where the ‘other’ sites are located to enable effective 

application of Policy 7, and the locations identified in Policy 8 are not easily identifiable. As 

highlighted above, protocol is already in place when a planning application is submitted 

which may impact on a LWS. 

The Borough Council would welcome the rationalisation of the green space policies and 

have raised concerns at both the informal and formal stages of the Plan’s production in 

terms of uncertainty as to whether there are a number of policies which apply to a 

particularly designation and the differences between them. The Borough Council 

recommended changes to the structure of the document in its Regulation 16 comments to 

draw policies together which are closely related. It would also be beneficial if the policy 

which applies to a designation is included in the legend of the environmental maps 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.  



 

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? 

If ridge and furrow features were to be identified as non-designated assets then they should 

be given a proportionate level of appropriate protection that is consistent with national and 

local policy, in particular Paragraph 197 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

and Policies DM11 and DM12 of the Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies DPD. The effect from a development proposal upon a ridge and furrow feature is a 

material consideration requiring a balanced judgement, and should the feature be harmed 

the scale of harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, however as 

they are not designated heritage assets the great weight afforded to the conservation of 

such designated assets should not apply or influence the proportionate approach required 

for any policy applying to non-designated heritage assets.  

The wording of Policy 8 (Developments should not result in harm to surviving areas of ridge 

and furrow fields as identified on Figure 7, page 34) as proposed perhaps could be 

considered to be disproportionately weighted in favour of the conservation of the non-

designated heritage asset, with suggestions being made by the LPA to add further wording 

to the policy to provide more balance, such as “Development proposals that conserve or 

enhance a ridge and furrow field will be supported”. If the current wording of the policy is 

deemed to require amendment the final wording should have a similar balanced emphasis to 

that provided in the proposed Policy 5 Local Heritage Assets.  

Any proposed wording for Policy 8 should also correspond to criteria c of Policy 11 Area of 

Landscape Sensitivity (criteria c – new development should seek to retain historic field 

patterns where distinctive s-shaped or dog-leg boundaries remain), as the features identifies 

are a key elements of ridge and furrow fields.  

Would the sites be better identified on the Local Heritage Assets Map? 

The identification of ridge and furrow fields as a non-designated heritage asset means they 

can also be identified as a local heritage asset, with the terminology essentially being 

interchangeable.  They could therefore be identified on Local Heritage Assets map, although 

the scale of the map within the Plan would need altering to include field boundaries and 

provide the clarity required. Alternatives could include a stand-alone map of ridge and furrow 

fields independent of the environmental inventory maps and included within the ridge and 

furrow section of the Plan. Whichever option is chosen the identification of the location and 

extent of ridge and furrow fields needs to be clear.   



 

Question 8 

The Neighbourhood Plan does not adequately differentiate between development plan policy 

and supporting text/justification. Borough Council Officer’s from the Development 

Management Section have expressed concern in relation to the application of policies within 

the document against planning applications as the document is not logically set out and 

disjointed. These comments are contained within the Hinckley and Bosworth Borough 

Council Consultation Response to the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan Submission and were 

also raised through informal consultation. 

The Burbage Village Design Statement Supplementary Planning Document was adopted in 
(2006) and sets out the principles, design features and quality standards that should be 
adopted by those wishing to build, modify or extend property in the village of Burbage. This 
document only carries limited weight now and the Neighbourhood Plan is a good opportunity 
to incorporate elements of the VDS which are still relevant into the Plan. Amendments to the 
Plan which set out the principles of design would be welcomed and the VDS could be used 
as a basis. 
 
There is little value in the duplication of existing development plan policy which is already 
covering the designated area. There is concern that this will cause confusion and potential 
conflict with existing policies. Some policies cover similar topics to policies contained within 
the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD (SADMPDPD) but do not 
contain as much detail and therefore not providing anything further. For example Policy 19: 
Community Facilities duplicates policy DM25 of the SADMPDPD and should be 
reconsidered. Policies DM20, DM21, DM22 in the SADMPDPD cover the same issues as 
Policy 20 of the Neighbourhood Plan and have the potential to weaken the policy position. 
 
The Policy Maps in the NDP do not clearly identify the features that are protected by the 
policies in the Plan. The Legend on the maps do not reflect the wording/designation titles 
that are set out in the Plan and some of the site numbers/boundaries are different depending 
on which map you look at. The Borough Council would welcome a single policies map with 
an accurate legend to aid the interpretation of the Plan.  
  
  



 

Question 9 

During the Regulation 14 and informal consultation the Borough Council raised serious 

concerns with Policy 12: Protection of Designated Open Countryside (now Policy 11) as it 

afforded protection to the land which was stronger than green belt policy. Officer’s met with 

the Neighbourhood Plan Group to discuss the matter and were informed that this area was 

identified by the community as an area which should be protected and the Group were 

concerned they would not be reflecting the community consultation without a level of 

protection.  

The Borough Council produced a Landscape Sensitivity Study which was published in 2017 

and forms part of the evidence base for the Local Plan Review. This Study assessed three 

areas around the edge of Burbage including the area identified in Policy 11. The area is 

referred to as Sensitivity Area 08: Burbage South and East within the Study (pages 42-45). It 

was suggested to the Group to look at this document to assess whether it could be used to 

inform the Neighbourhood Plan. The Group decided to take the guidance provided for the 

area from this evidence base document and place it into policy. 

The Borough Council do not view this policy as a restrictive policy in terms of prohibiting 

development. It is an area of land which is important to the community and provides 

guidance to applicants and officer’s in terms of how a proposed development can minimise 

adverse effects and help to achieve better integration of built development within the area. 

The Landscape Sensitivity Study is at a landscape character area scale and therefore 

provides a general overview of comparative landscape sensitivity around Burbage based on 

landscape character. The Study does not make judgements on the appropriateness of 

specific developments on individual sites but provides the context for more detailed studies 

of individual sites. On Page 4 of the Study, a flow chart is provided which sets out how to 

assess specific sites and one of the questions is ‘Would the development on the site be in 

line with the ‘guidance’ provided for the area?’ 

It is acknowledged that as the policy appears in the document it may appear to be a 

restrictive policy. The Borough Council suggest that supporting text is included alongside the 

policy to set out its purpose and there is also the opportunity to include a flow chart like the 

one in the Study (page 4) so it is clear how the guidance in the policy should be used.  

The supporting text could be: 

The Borough Council’s Landscape Sensitivity Study (2017) assesses the area to the south 

and east of Burbage extending towards the M69; it identifies a number of key sensitivities 

and provides the background for Policy 11 which sets out guidance in relation to how a 

proposal can minimise adverse effects and aims to achieve greater integration of built 

development within the area.’ 

  



 

Question 10 

The Settlement Boundary within the Neighbourhood Plan will supersede the one identified in 

the Borough Council’s Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. It is 

understood that the only change to the boundary is to include a residential development off 

Lutterworth Road by Redrow Homes. 

Part of the proposed Green Corridor follows the same area as the green infrastructure 

corridors identified in Policy 18 of the Core Strategy. However the intervention identified for 

the Sketchley Brook Corridor in the Core Strategy has already been implemented and 

therefore does not detract away from the aims of the Core Strategy. 

Outside of the settlement boundary the main designations in the Local Plan 2016 to 2026 

are green wedge and countryside as shown on the Borough-Wide Policies Map. The 

Neighbourhood Plan introduces a number of additional designations outside the settlement 

boundary (the merits of which have been discussed previously). 
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