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Introduction  

1. We write on behalf of Springbourne Homes Ltd having been kindly provided with the 

Guidance Notes and Agenda for the Public Hearing at 10.00am on Tuesday 3rd March 

2020 pursuant to Burbage Neighbourhood Plan 2015- 2026 (“the Submission Plan”).  

 

2. Independent Examiner John Slater BA(Hons), DMS, MRTPI has requested an outline 

Written Statement from each participant in response to the questions asked of that 

participant. Questions 1-6 are relevant to Springbourne Homes Ltd’s land interests in 

the Submission Plan. 

 
3. Each question raised is addressed in this Written Statement so as to enable the 

Independent Examiner to test whether or not the Submission Plan meets the basic 

conditions, and other matters set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).1 

 

 

                                                
1 Paragraph: 055 Reference ID: 41-055-20180222 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#the-independent-examination 
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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. We suggest that it is inappropriate for the Submission Plan to cover such a short 

timeframe. The Local Planning Authority currently cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply 

of housing land and as such, there is an evidenced immediate requirement for 

additional housing which has not been accounted for in the Submission Plan. The 

Submission Plan fails to apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development 

contrary to paragraph 11 (a) of the Framework (2019) which 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 commitment to carry out an immediate review is not regarded as sufficient in the 

context of the Submission Plan demonstrably failing to have regard to national policies 

and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State2.  

 

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? 

 

 

                                                
2 Paragraph: 065 Reference ID: 41-065-20140306 and paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 
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2. The decision of the plan not to allocate land for housing, beyond allowing development 

within the settlement boundary, does not ensure that the plan is in general conformity 

with the strategic policies of the Core Strategy. Spatial Objective 5: Housing for 

Everyone states, “To ensure sufficient housing is provided to meet the requirements 

of the East Midlands Regional Plan to enable all residents of the borough to have 

access to a suitable home which they can afford in a range of sustainable locations, 

tenures and house types. The focus of development will be in and around the Hinckley 

urban area, with more limited development in the rural areas to meet local needs. All 

housing will be high quality, locally distinctive, sustainable developments.” 

 

 In this regard, Spatial Objective 2: Regeneration of Urban Centres seeks to support 

the “vibrancy and vitality of Earl Shilton, Barwell and Burbage as important urban local 

centres.”3 The failure of the Submission Plan to plan for additional housing to support 

the vibrancy and vitality Burbage as an important urban local centre conflicts with both 

strategic objectives.    

 

The Submission Plan currently fails to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development. It does not pro-actively seek to address the plan area’s present and 

future housing need, much less propose policies which enable any substantial boost 

to the supply of housing.   

 

Delivering more housing than that required in the 2009 Core strategy would not be 

unsustainable.  The inability of the Borough Council to demonstrate a 5- year housing 

supply, to the neighbourhood plan has profound implications to how the Submission is 

considered.  Paragraph 65 of the NPPF states that strategic policy-making authorities 

should establish a housing requirement figure for their whole area, which shows the 

extent to which their identified housing need (and any needs that cannot be met within 

neighbouring areas) can be met over the plan period.  

 

Within this overall requirement, strategic policies should also set out a housing 

requirement for designated neighbourhood areas which reflects the overall strategy for 

the pattern and scale of development and any relevant allocations. Once the strategic 

policies have been adopted, these figures should not need re-testing at the 

neighbourhood plan examination, unless there has been a significant change in 

                                                
3 Strategic Objectives 2 and 5 of the Adopted Core Strategy 2009 (page 20) 
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circumstances that affects the requirement. The Council’s failure to demonstrate a 5- 

year housing supply represents such a “significant change”.  

 

Paragraph 66 goes onto state that where 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. This figure 

should take into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing need, the 

population of the neighbourhood area and the most recently available planning 

strategy of the local planning authority.  

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? 

 

3. The most immediate implication is that the Submission Plan would be inherently and 

axiomatically incapable of applying the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development in conflict with paragraph 11 of the Framework. The Submission Plan 

would therefore fail to have regard to national policies and advice contained in 

guidance issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood 

plan (the first basic condition). The basic conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of 

Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood 

plans by section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

 

Only a draft neighbourhood plan that meets each basic condition can be put to a 

referendum and be made. In short, we suggest that the obvious implication of the 

Borough Council’s inability to provide a local housing figure is that the current 

submission plan cannot be put to a referendum in its current form.  

 

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 

http://www.marrons-planning.co.uk/
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towards meeting the objectively assessed housing needs of the Borough/ or to make 

allocations in the emerging Local Plan. 

 

4. Yes that is a balanced analysis. The Submission Plan approach towards housing 

policies are underpinned by the analysis of housing demand set out in Section 12 of 

the plan, which set out concerns at paragraph 12.2, “There was concern about the 

current rate of housing development as not being sustainable without significant 

infrastructure enhancements to health, education, access to the countryside and open 

spaces and perhaps most notably, the road network, where there are already high 

levels of commuting away from the Parish for employment and services. Consequently, 

residents feel that the scale and not the objectively assessed housing needs of the 

Borough.” 

 

Rather than planning for future housing needs, the suite of proposed policies in the 

Submission Plan seek on the one hand to protect open spaces in the settlement, and 

on the other promote housing delivery only within the settlement boundary. The 

background narrative and proposed policies of the plan are geared towards severely 

limiting the future supply of housing and would potentially undermine the emerging 

Local Plan from delivering on fit for purpose Strategic Objectives consistent with the 

framework.   

 

Question 5 

 

Are the designations of the Local Green Space consistent with “the local planning of 

sustainable development and compliment investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other 

essential services”? Are the designated sites so “demonstrably special to the local community 

“and hold “a particular local significance” to justify ruling out development beyond the lifespan 

of the neighbourhood plan. NB I would point out that the Parish Council has clarified the extent 

of the 4 LGS designations in an email dated 24th January 2020 which should be on the 

respective websites. 

 

5. The clarification on the Local Green Space designation within the email dated 24th 

January 2020 is noted and to the extent that the area relevant to “Woodgate” has been 

clarified, it is not considered that the site is “demonstrably special to the local 
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community” and hold “a particular local significance” to justify ruling out development 

beyond the lifespan of the neighbourhood plan. Springbourne Homes Ltd refer to the 

analysis carried out between paragraphs 22 and 23 of the evidence-based 

representations submitted on its behalf by Marrons Planning.  

 

Question 6 

 

Is the identification of other important green spaces justified on the basis of robust evidence? 

To what extent does their designation rule out development rather than identify features that 

warrant protection? Could the various policies that protect green spaces be rationalised? 

 

6. The identification of other important green spaces is not justified on the basis of robust 

evidence. The sites to the north east of Burbage (14-19 at Fig 7 of the NP) which have 

been so designated, would (under Submission Plan Policy 7) be sterilised from any 

future sustainable housing development as the policy states, “Development proposals 

that affect these ‘other important green spaces’ should seek to protect or enhance their 

features.”. The effect of the policy would be akin to Local Green Space designation.  

The value of sites 14-19 at Figure 7 of the NP as important green spaces is highly 

questionable and evidence has been provided which contradicts the assertions with 

the Submission Plan. Spatial Objective 5: Housing for Everyone states “The focus of 

development will be in and around the Hinckley urban area, with more limited 

development in the rural areas to meet local needs. All housing will be high quality, 

locally distinctive, sustainable developments.” 

 

The designation of sites 14-19 look like a block on the potential for new housing 

development which would otherwise accord with Spatial Objective 5 of the Core 

Strategy and the as the designation fails to meet the basic tests is counter-productive 

to the initiative to  deliver and safeguard open space  

Paragraph 39.3 of the Submission Plan states that “During a Plan survey of the green 

space amenities available, it became apparent, few are used by the community. Most 

spaces have “No Ball Game” signs due to their size and proximity to housing. Many 

areas are laid to lawn with little or no landscaping and hold limited value as a 

recreational facility to the surrounding community. 
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Paragraph 39.4 states that “It is an aspiration of the Plan to enhance the green space 

amenities and increase their value to the community.” 

 

The aspiration to increase green space amenity area should not be at the expense of 

having no meaningful strategy for the necessary delivery of housing and it does not 

appear that the various policies that protect green spaces could be rationalised as the 

extent and nature of their value has not been expressed accurately or through 

meaningful evidence.  

 

Marrons Planning 

27 February 2020 
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