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1 QUESTION 1 STATEMENT 

1.1 Timeframe of the Neighbourhood Plan 

1.1.1 Paragraph 1.3 of the draft Neighbourhood Plan states: ‘This is our Neighbourhood Plan (the 
Plan) for the next 10 years.’ Whilst the Neighbourhood Plan ostensibly covers the 2015-2026 
period, this is a technicality because the current version of the document has been subject to 
delays and has not yet been examined. Allowing for that process to unwind, the earliest the 
document could be adopted (‘made’) is 2020, although it could conceivably slip into 2021. 

1.1.2 The draft Neighbourhood Plan only runs to 2026, meaning its timeframe is effectively only 5 or 
6 years. Such a very short timeframe is contrary to advice in the NPPF and the PPG that 
plans should cover a longer period. 

1.1.3 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’ (Paragraph: 
003 Reference ID: 41-003-20190509). In contrast, the draft Burbage Neighbourhood Plan only 
covers the period to 2026 and this timeframe is too short. Instead, the Neighbourhood Plan 
should be reviewed later in 2020 when up to date figures for housing and employment need 
are identified. In this way, a more appropriate timeframe (for example the period up to 2036) 
can be established for the Neighbourhood Plan, as advised by the PPG. 

1.2 Immediate Review 

1.2.1 The offer of an immediate review of the Neighbourhood Plan is not sufficiently reassuring. If 
the Plan is made in its current form it will immediately be out of date in NPPF paragraph 11d) 
terms due to the absence of a 5-year housing land supply and because it is based on housing 
requirements and policies in the Core Strategy which are themselves out of date, as HBBC 
accepts. Nor would the terms of NPPF paragraph 14 apply to the made Neighbourhood Plan, 
because the Plan does not contain “policies and allocations to meet its identified housing 
requirement.” The Plan would therefore have very little weight in determining planning 
applications for development beyond the settlement boundary. 

1.2.2 As above and in the interests of the proper planning of the area, the Neighbourhood Plan 
should not be made in its current form. Instead it should be comprehensively reviewed to 
make provision for new housing and employment allocations once the up to date figures for 
housing and employment need in the borough are known.  
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2 QUESTION 2 STATEMENT 

2.1 Conformity with the development plan 

2.1.1 The draft Neighbourhood Plan purports to be in general conformity with the development plan 
but this is only because the latter is largely out of date, in the absence of a 5-year housing 
supply and because the Core Strategy was adopted in 2009, well before the NPPF was first 
published, and its Policy 4 is based on outdated housing need and requirement figures.  

2.1.2 The Neighbourhood Plan would still be in general conformity with the development plan if it 
was to include appropriate policies and allocations for the provision of housing – because the 
Core Strategy contains a minimum housing requirement figure to be achieved in Burbage, not 
a maximum. 

2.2 The achievement of sustainable development 

2.2.1 The Core Strategy identifies Burbage, with neighbouring Hinckley, as the largest settlement in 
the borough and a ‘sub-regional centre’ where significant and sustainable new housing and 
employment growth should be concentrated and where there is a wide range of services, 
accessibility can be maximised and modal choice is available. 

2.2.2 The Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire, approved by HBBC as recently as 
December 2018, also identifies Hinckley/Burbage as a sustainable location where significant 
housing and employment growth should be directed, particularly where it is close to strategic 
transport corridors such as the A5. 

2.2.3 In this context, the failure of the Neighbourhood Plan to include housing or employment 
allocations means it would not contribute to the achievement of sustainable development and 
therefore fails to meet one of the basic conditions. There is no evidence within or supporting 
the Neighbourhood Plan to suggest that delivering more housing than is already committed 
within Burbage would be unsustainable.  

2.3 NPPF, PPG and five-year housing supply 

2.3.1 The absence of housing allocations means that the Neighbourhood Plan fails to conform with 
policies in the NPPF (particularly paragraphs 7-11, 29, 59, 60 and 67) and advice in the PPG 
that neighbourhood planning provides the opportunity for communities to set out a positive 
vision for how they want their community to develop ‘ in ways that meet identified local need’ 
(Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 41-003-20190509).  

2.3.2 The PPG also states that a neighbourhood plan can allocate additional sites to those in a local 
plan (or spatial development strategy) where this is supported by evidence to demonstrate 
need above that identified in the local plan or spatial development strategy (Paragraph: 044 
Reference ID: 41-044-20190509). Again, the evidence (see 2.2.1 – 2.2.2 above and the 
acknowledged absence of a five-year housing supply) points towards a need to identify 
additional sites in sustainable locations, but the Neighbourhood Plan makes no attempt to 
even consider the merits of such sites. 

2.3.3 The PPG further advises that plans should be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational 
but deliverable (Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 41-005-20190509). For the reasons outlined 
above, we believe that the draft Neighbourhood Plan is neither ‘prepared positively’ nor 
‘aspirational’. The absence of any allocations is the clearest illustration of that position. 

2.3.4 The inclusion of housing allocations within Burbage, which with Hinckley forms the largest 
settlement in the borough and is acknowledged to be a sustainable location, would also help 
to address the absence of a five-year housing supply within the borough. In these 
circumstances it is vital that plans are prepared positively to meet identified needs and thereby 
achieve sustainable development, as required by paragraphs 7 to 11. 
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3 QUESTION 3 STATEMENT 

3.1 Absence of a housing requirement figure for Burbage 

3.1.1 Paragraph 66 of the NPPF allows for HBBC to provide an indicative housing requirement 
figure for Burbage, taking into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing 
need, the population of the neighbourhood area and its most recently available planning 
strategy.  

3.1.2 In its response to the Examiner’s Initial Comments, dated 11th December 2019, HBBC 
summarised why it has not been possible to provide such an indicative figure to date but 
stressed that neighbourhood plan groups, including Burbage, have been recommended to 
allocate sites for housing in their plans and that: 

• “For the emerging Local Plan… it is highly likely that Burbage will have a housing 
requirement”; 

• Burbage “forms part of the urban area which is, in planning terms, sustainable and at 
the top of the Borough’s settlement hierarchy”; 

• To address this requirement, “land is very likely to need to be allocated”;  

• The absence of allocations in the Neighbourhood Plan could mean that it “would be 
out of date before it is ‘made’”; and 

• To remedy this, “the plan would need to make provision for new housing”. 

3.1.3 As we have described in response to question 2, the absence of housing allocations also 
means that the Neighbourhood Plan fails to conform with the NPPF (particularly paragraphs 7-
11, 29, 59, 60 and 67) and advice in the PPG. 

3.1.4 In the light of the above, we consider that without a housing requirement figure for Burbage 
being set by HBBC (whether indicative or otherwise), and in the absence of any housing site 
allocations, the Neighbourhood Plan fails to meet basic conditions in that it: 

• pays insufficient regard to the Secretary of State’s national policies and advice in the 
NPPF and the associated PPG; and 

• does not contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. 

3.1.5 Consequently, the Plan should not proceed to a referendum. Instead, once HBBC is able to 
confirm a housing requirement figure for Burbage, the Plan should be revised to make 
provision for new housing allocations to meet that requirement. 
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4 QUESTION 4 STATEMENT 

4.1 Combined Constraints  

4.1.1 The Neighbourhood Plan identifies multiple environmental designations on a high number of 
undeveloped sites under Policies 5–11. Taken together, these policies risk imposing such 
widespread constraints that they would unreasonably restrict the options for allocating sites 
sufficient in size and/or number to meet the housing needs of the Borough. 

4.1.2 We have particular concerns regarding Policies 5, 7 and 8 which we expand upon below, in 
our responses to questions 6 and 7. 
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5 QUESTION 6 STATEMENT 

5.1 Evidence 

5.1.1 It appears that the Local Green Spaces (Policy 6) have been identified through robust 
evidence (studies and topic papers to support designation following initial feedback on the 
Neighbourhood Plan). However, the Other Green Spaces (Policy 7) have not been identified 
through the same level of up to date research and their identification is therefore not 
considered to be robust or justified.   

5.2 Restriction on development 

5.2.1 Policy 7 is unclear in this regard and subject to the interpretation of what constitutes ‘damage’ 
and what the interest features of the Other Green Spaces are considered to be. Further 
evidence to demonstrate and define what the Other Green Space interest features are and 
clearer policy wording is required to reflect that development will only be acceptable if it can 
be demonstrated that the key interest features will not be significantly harmed, or even 
supported where these features can be enhanced.   

5.3 Rationalisation of policies 

5.3.1 The policies protecting green spaces confuse landscape, biodiversity and heritage interests 
and it is recommended that they are either reduced to single policies covering each 
environmental discipline or consolidated. For example, with regard to Policy 9, biodiversity 
interests will be protected by borough and national level policy and legislation, while locally 
specific wildlife networks and corridors can be covered under Policy 7: Protection of Other 
Important Green Spaces, thereby allowing for Policy 9 to be removed. Similarly, Policy 8: 
Ridge and Furrow, could be covered under Policy 7: Other Important Green Spaces. 
Alternatively, Policies 6 & 7 could be combined and clarification provided regarding the level of 
protection afforded to different levels of site designation.   

5.3.2 In general terms, the Neighbourhood Plan identifies the land which it deems to warrant 
protection based on ‘ecological, historical or community significance’ and ‘biodiversity 
enhancement’ with associated protection proposed under Policies 6-9. In our assessment,  
only the four Local Green Spaces are supported by a robust and objective evidence base. 
Having reviewed the proposals, there is no sound justification for the designation of the Other 
Important Green Spaces, a number of which comprise large swaths of low ecological value 
habitat, often including areas of agriculturally improved, species-poor grassland with no 
notable species interests. As such, their identification as environmental sites warranting higher 
levels of policy protection from development in the Neighbourhood Plan is considered to be 
unfounded. 

5.3.3 The habitats and species identified in the in the Neighbourhood Plan policies are already 
afforded a level of legislative and policy protection at a borough and national level. 
Designating such wide areas, including a high proportion of low value habitats, therefore 
seems disproportionate. Existing legislation and policy can be relied upon to protect notable 
ecological interests.   
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6 QUESTION 7 STATEMENT 

6.1 Ridge and furrow protection 

6.1.1 The PPG defines non-designated heritage assets as “buildings, monuments, sites, places, 
areas or landscapes identified…as having a degree of heritage significance meriting 
consideration in planning decisions but which do not meet the criteria for designated heritage 
assets.” 

6.1.2 As such, non-designated heritage assets should not be given the same level of protection as 
designated heritage assets. Indeed, paragraph 28.4 of the NP confirms that the ridge and 
furrow features identified are of local value only, hence they can be no more than non-
designated heritage assets.  

6.1.3 As per paragraph 197 of the NPPF, reflected in Policy 5 of the NP, where ridge and furrow 
features are identified as non-designated heritage assets and may be impacted by 
development, any harm to them would require a balanced judgement taking into account: (1) 
their level of significance; and (2) the scale of harm. The NPPF is also clear that harm to a 
non-designated heritage asset is not one of the exceptions to the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development (i.e. NPPF Paragraph 11, Footnote 6).  

6.2 Local Heritage Assets map 

6.2.1 If ridge and furrow features are identified as non-designated heritage assets, whilst harm to 
such features would form part of the planning balance, any harm would carry less weight than 
in the case of designated heritage assets. Where a balanced judgement is reached that the 
significance of the asset (i.e. no more than local interest in the case of the ridge and furrow, as 
identified in the NP) and the scale of harm are not significant or are outweighed by the 
benefits of the proposal, there is no reason why planning permission should not be granted.  

As to evidence to justify non-designated heritage assets, the PPG states that “it is important 
that the decisions to identify…non-designated heritage assets are based on sound evidence. 
Plan-making bodies should make clear and up to date information on non-designated heritage 
assets accessible to the public to provide greater clarity and certainty for developers and 
decision-makers. This includes information on the criteria used to select non-designated 
heritage assets and information about the location of existing assets.” 

6.2.2 The NP does not contain such selection criteria. The fields on Figure 7 appear to have been 
identified through a survey in 2015 (Appendix 13), although the author of that work is unclear. 
Paragraph 25.12 states that “The 2015 survey confirmed that there are now 13 relatively well-
preserved examples of this feature that once covered most of the open land in the Parish.” 
However, the 2015 survey lists only 12 (not 13) sites and confirms ridge and furrow on just 3 
of them, with the other areas not accessible and therefore not confirmed. As such, paragraph 
25.12 conflicts with the evidence base and the accuracy of Figure 7 is therefore questioned. 
The definition of ‘relatively well-preserved’ is also unclear, particularly as some of the ridge 
and furrow in Appendix 13 is described as ‘small’, ‘faint’ or ‘patchy’. 

6.2.3 Therefore, there is insufficient evidence and a lack of selection criteria for any of the ridge and 
furrow features to be considered non-designated heritage assets. To reiterate, only three of 
the areas of ridge and furrow features have been confirmed through direct observation and  
further work may identify that some of the ridge and furrow on Figure 7 should not be 
considered non-designated heritage assets. Given the paucity of evidence, it is premature and 
contrary to national guidance for any of the ridge and furrow features on Figure 7 to be 
identified as non-designated heritage assets or included on the Local Heritage Assets Map.  

6.2.4 Where ridge and furrow is not identified as a heritage asset, either designated or non-
designated, the NPPF does not identify it as a planning consideration in heritage terms. The 
NP should reflect this and Policy 8 should be deleted accordingly. 


