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1. Schedule of responses received 

No. Type of 
response 

Customer Date 
received 

 
01 Email Fran Morris, Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council 29/04/2025  

02 Email Ijas Muhammed, National Highways 18/03/2025  

03 Email Andrew J Large, Andrew Large Surveyors 21/03/2025  

04 Email MOP1 02/04/2025  

05 Email Ehssen Mahmood on behalf of Rose Thompson, Historic 
England 

03/04/2025  

06 Email Eilish Gardner, National Forest 08/04/2025  

07 Email Tom Wignall, Avison Young, National Gas 14/04/2025  

08 Email Amy Harrison, Boyer, Omnivale Ltd 23/04/2025  

09 Email Angela Brooks. Fisher German, National Grid Electricity 
Transmission 

23/04/2025  

10 Email Nick Wakefield, Environment Agency 28/04/2025  

11 Email Andison Iu, DPP Planning, Allison Homes 28/04/2025  

12 Email MOP2 28/04/2025  

13 Email Sally Wintle, Natural England 29/04/2025  

14 Email Nik Green, Leicestershire County Council 29/04/2025  

 

 

 



2. Summary of representations 

Please note, for data protection purposes, any Members of the Public that provided their name and address/email address have been given a MOP number to be included instead of their name in all public 

documents. The Independent Examiner, Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council and the Parish Council all have sight of the full information provided in case any respondents need to be contacted about a 

representation, or updates on next steps need to be communicated. 

For those respondents who used the online form to respond, the relevant questions on the form that were filled in have been included below. Any questions that were blank have not been included. 

Rep No. Name Summary of Representation HBBC Notes 

01 Fran Morris, 
Hinckley and 
Bosworth 
Borough Council 

Section 4.2, page 16, 17 and 18, and Policy H1 Settlement Boundary: 
 
The plan states “During the time it has taken for the preparation of the Plan, HBBC have produced numerous 
housing figures”. Unfortunately the planning system has seen multiple changes over the last few years, with 
the removal of the standard method, and then re-introduction again, and the ever-changing affordability ratios. 
Also more locally the Council has seen the (still ongoing) matters arising from Leicester City’s unmet need 
which has an impact on the other districts housing needs as and when the distribution is determined. The 
HBBC Local Plan Review has also seen multiple delays due to external factors (as listed above), and this is 
why the Council has been unable to give reliable long-term housing figures, or indicative figures, to 
neighbourhood plan groups.  
 
The Council are determined to work with neighbourhood plan groups to help them determine their housing 
need, however due to the circumstances listed above, the Council usually recommend that neighbourhood 
plan groups enlist the assistance of AECOM via Locality through their technical funding scheme. Most of 
HBBC’s groups have used this service, and this gives them a reliable thorough evidence base.  
 
The plan also states that in lieu of an indicative housing figure from HBBC, “the Steering Group decided to put 
forward sites and numbers which it considered to be appropriate and sustainable to the three villages”. Is 
there any evidence to support this approach as to what is considered ‘appropriate and sustainable’? The 
evidence appears to be lacking as to what has helped inform these decisions. 
 
HBBC support the use of the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) to 
determine which sites are available for development in the settlements, although on page 17 the plan states 
that the 2018 SHELAA was the document referred to for this exercise. Since then there have been three more 
publications of the updated SHELAA: 2020, 2020 Addendum, and 2022. Therefore it may be likely that site 
context and amount of sites within each settlement has changed throughout the SHELAA reports, and 
therefore the sites and context within the site assessment process in Appendix 4 may be out of date. 
 
The plan is not very clear in what is allocated, what is a reserve site and what is a commitment. As there are a 
number of commitments in the plan period, it would be helpful if these are listed in the plan. 

 



Rep No. Name Summary of Representation HBBC Notes 

As such, the settlement boundary maps, Policy H1 and section 4.4 overall is not clear. It is also unclear which 
numbers/site in the list at the bottom of page 18 relate to the sites on the maps on pages 20, 21 & 22. Overall, 
HBBC are unclear how the plan is meeting its housing requirement and what sites are allocated for what 
numbers. It is also confusing as the last paragraph before the policy on page 19 suggests that allocations 
have been removed, and that the settlement boundaries have been amended to allow development to come 
forward, however the maps show sites highlighted as if there are allocations. Clarity on this would be 
appreciated.  
 
In addition, best practice suggests that all allocations are a ‘minimum’. The plan has a settlement boundary 
policy, as discussed below, but no specific allocations policy.  
 
It would be helpful to identify the planning history around the site off Main Street in Stanton Under Bardon, as 
there have been recent permissions. Does this allocation go above that that is permitted? Clarity within the 
plan would be helpful.  
 
The plan identifies that “only 12 windfall plots can be identified”. Where are these plots in Bagworth as they 
are not indicated on the map? Also, how was the number of 12 identified? The evidence to support windfall 
development is lacking. It would be good to include a breakdown of averages of windfall sites that have come 
forward in each year of the plan period, and therefore this would give a reasonable number to aim for in a 
windfall type policy if appropriate (over and above that included in Policy H4).  
 
In terms of the wording of Policy H1 itself, the last sentence would benefit from additional context: “Land 
outside the defined settlement boundary will be treated as open countryside, where development will be 
carefully managed”. What does ‘carefully managed’ mean? Does the plan intend to refer back to Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD (SADMP) Policy DM4, the countryside policy. If so, 
the supporting text to the policy should state this. If it does not intend to follow Policy DM4, the policy should 
be reworded to decipher what development would and would not be acceptable outside of the settlement 
boundaries in countryside. 
 
Overall, Section 4.2 is lacking in evidence, unclear and (in parts) out-of-date. 
 
The plan period for this neighbourhood plan is 2023 – 2039 covering a period of 16 years. The HBBC Local 
Plan is now planning for a plan period of 2024-2045. When the BTSUB Neighbourhood Plan was submitted, 
the Local Plan plan period was 2020-2041.  
 
Overall, it would be helpful for the neighbourhood plan to include a table listing their commitments. As 
referenced above, the neighbourhood plan does not have any evidence to say what housing requirement they 
are planning for. As such, it’s difficult to determine if the neighbourhood plan is meeting its need. If we were to 
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take the Local Plan as an example, the settlement hierarchy for Hinckley & Bosworth lists Bagworth and 
Thornton as Key Rural Centres and Stanton Under Bardon as a Rural Village. In the Rural Housing 
Methodology Statement, found here, which was published for the Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan, lists 
all three settlements as needing to provide a minimum of 50 dwellings each. This was based on the old Local 
Plan period, and pre new Standard Method figures in the NPPF 2024, and as such the borough’s housing 
need has increased since the Rural Housing Methodology Statement. The neighbourhood plan is providing for 
12 dwellings (as windfall, see above comments) in Bagworth, 80 dwellings in Stanton Under Bardon, and 49 
dwellings in Thornton. Some of these are commitments however, which you could argue meets demand from 
past plan period, or if not commenced yet, earlier parts of this proposed plan period.  
 
Policy H2 Housing Mix: 
 
Section 4.5 should reference the neighbourhood plan evidence base of the Housing Needs, at Appendix 3a, 
or reference the most up to date Housing Needs evidence at HBBC level, dated 2024, which can be found 
here.  
 
In addition, the Planning Department aren’t able to secure that properties are built to Building Regulations 
Standards as they are a controlled by separate legislation. In any case, does the evidence base (or HBBC’s 
evidence on housing mix/need) support all the asks within this policy? 
 
Policy H3 Affordable Housing Provision: 
 
See comments above regarding the most up to date evidence on housing mix/need, which is the HBBC 
Housing Needs Assessment (2024), found here. Overall, is an affordable housing mix policy required if a fairly 
high bar housing mix policy has already been applied at Policy H2? The first sentence of the second 
paragraph “The provision of smaller homes especially for young people and young families and older people 
who wish to downsize will be supported”. Does this belong in the affordable housing policy? Maybe it best 
belongs in the Housing Mix policy. 
 
Policy H4 Windfall Sites: 
  
Within Section 4.7 on page 25 the supporting text states “There is no policy in the Neighbourhood Plan 
relating to infrastructure requirements. Both Parish Councils expect to be consulted by HBBC prior to S106 
contributions being finalised for any development proposal.” Does this sentence belong in this section? Might 
be a better fit elsewhere.  
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Overall Policy H4 covers similar matters to H1, as it refers to infill and redevelopment sites which are already 
supported by Policy H1, and the other criteria may/can be covered by other policies throughout the document. 
Overall maybe Policy H4 should be more aligned to a countryside policy like SADMP Policy DM4.  
 
Policy H5 (Design Standards): 
 
Off-street parking provision requirements are outlined in the Leicestershire Highway Design Guide, therefore 
the fourth bullet point is not needed (see comments at the end of this table on policy criteria numbering).  
 
Should wooden fencing be removed from the design standard (bullet point 5) as it could be considered a get 
out clause on more important plots where better boundary treatment could be provided?  
 
Whilst always supportive of sustainable construction (bullet point 6) I’m not sure how this can be secured 
through the planning process, especially as solar panels are a part of Building Regulations now. 
 
One matter to contemplate is whether SuDS are a design issue (bullet point 10). It might be more appropriate 
to either have this as a separate policy, or refer to other evidence base documents at Local Plan level that 
cover designing and securing SuDs, i.e. the Good Design Guide SPD.  
 
Overall, we encourage the Design policy to be in line with the Good Design Guide SPD.  
 
Policy ENV1 (Local Green Spaces): 
  
The summary of evidence provided within this section, as well as at Appendix 5 (which should be referred to 
in this section), is welcomed.  
 
Plots 701-705 at Maynard Walk/Durham Way is a large piece of land. Some of this land is covered by a 
potential development site submitted through the SHELAA, and some of the south-eastern corner is also 
designated Open Space in the Local Plan. In addition, the LGS site number 477 in Thornton is also 
designated as Open Space in the Local Plna. Site 490 in Thornton is also designated Open Space, and a 
designated Community Facility (Church & Churchyard). Site 179 in Stanton Under Bardon is also designated 
as Open Space, and a designated Community Facility (Church & Churchyard). Therefore the evidence around 
how this proposed LGS meet the criteria for the designation of LGS should be clear and thorough. It is 
important to know why the LGS designation is needed over and above the Open Space/Community Facility 
designations and supporting policies in the SADMP Local Plan.  
 
It would be helpful if the header of the table at Figure 7 was repeated on each page to make it more user-
friendly.  
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Policy ENV2 (Sites of Natural Environmental Significance): 
  
The wording “At least equal weight against any demonstrable local benefit” is unclear and hard to interpret, 
therefore would it be more suitable to amend to significant weight?  
 
Policy ENV3 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement): 
 
It would be helpful to clarify what habitats and species are of local significance. However, overall is this policy 
needed with the introduction of Biodiversity Net Gain?  
 
Policy ENV4 (Local Heritage Assets): 
 
The first paragraph of Section 5.4.2, page 44, identifies that eight buildings and structures are judged to be of 
local significance. On page 33 the text refers to eight such buildings and structures. Six buildings and 
structures are then listed at the end of Policy ENV4: Local Heritage Assets. Eight buildings and structures (as 
taken from the Leicestershire Historic Environment Record) are then identified on figure 14: Local Heritage 
Assets. I would suggest that the numbers of assets referred to are consistent throughout the document.  
 
The clarity of figure 14 is poor so it is difficult to determine the location and extent of the records identified.  
 
Bagworth War Memorial (listed in the policy and on the map – Fig. 14) is a grade II listed building. This is a 
nationally significant statutory designation so its identification within this policy and on figure 14 is not required 
and reference to it should only be in the listed building section. The remaining farm buildings at Battleflat 
Lodge Farm, Victoria Road (on the map – Fig.14 only as MLE23211) may have been demolished as part of a 
recent construction of a warehouse. This should be clarified and if demolished they should no longer be 
identified within this policy. As above, whatever the outcome of these amendments ensure the numbers of 
local heritage assets referred to are consistent and accurate throughout the document.  
 
The first paragraph states that the buildings and structures are of local significance for historic, architectural or 
social reasons. In the Policy ENV4 it states the sites, buildings and structures are of high local significance for 
historic, architectural and/or built environment reasons. What does built environment mean in this context, and 
why has the term social been removed? There should be consistency in the categories of heritage value 
referred to in the supporting text and policy. Are the specific heritage reasons why each of the assets have 
been identified articulated in the plan (other than that there are on the LCC Historic Environment record) – for 
example how is Thornton Water Mill (taken as the first site on the list) of historic, architectural or social (or 
built environment, if this is the preferred terminology of the Group) significance?  
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In addition, should ENV4 be amended to be more in line with the NPPF’s discussion of non-designated 
heritage assets, i.e. NPPF Paragraphs 216 and 221.  
 
Policy ENV5 (Protection of Sites of Historic Environmental Significance): 
 
If there a difference between ENV4 and ENV5? I.e. are the local heritage assets sufficiently covered by ENV5 
and therefore both policies aren’t needed?  
 
The last sentence of this policy (“Development proposals that would have a detrimental impact on the 
earthworks, buried archaeology or features present will not be supported unless the need for and benefits 
arising from development in that location clearly outweigh the loss”) does not conform with or reflect the 
provisions of Section 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policies DM11 and DM12 of the Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD as it does not instigate an unweighted balanced 
approach when assessing the significance of the non-designated heritage asset against the benefits of the 
proposal. To accord with the NPPF and SADMP DPD I would strongly suggest that this last sentence is 
amended so an unweighted balanced approach is specified in the policy, utilising the format of paragraph 216 
of the NPPF (2024). Suggested options are to draft wording similar to that contained within Policy ENV4: 
Local Heritage Assets in this Plan.  
 
Policy ENV7 (Important Open Spaces): 
 
The additional sites (A – F) identified over and above the Open Spaces designated in the Local Plan need to 
be supported by evidence to be designated in this neighbourhood plan. Is the evidence included anywhere in 
supporting documents, i.e. Appendix 5? If so this needs to be referenced in this section. If there is no 
evidence to support the designation of additional open space, this should be provided.  
 
Policy ENV8 (Important Views): 
 
Based on Figure 19, it appears that the proposed views may prevent development adjacent to the three 
settlements in many different areas. This may be an overly restrictive proposal and It is also unclear by the 
arrows on Figure 19 what the breadth of the views are (other than the photographs provided in Policy ENV8), 
i.e. if you are standing at the ‘root’ of the view how far in each direction does the view include. Some 
neighbourhood plans provide on the map a transparent ‘fan’ shape to show the extent.  
 
Policy CA1 (Community Facilities and Amenities): 
 
Grammar error on bullet point 3 (‘facility toan equally or more appropriate…’)  
 



Rep No. Name Summary of Representation HBBC Notes 

In addition, is this policy required over and above that in SADMP Policy DM25?  
 
Policy CA2 (Broadband and Mobile Phone Infrastructure): 
  
Does this policy intend to secure this via new development, such as in S106 contributions?  
 
Policy TT1 (Traffic Management): 
 
Is this policy required over and above the Leicestershire Highway Design Guide?  
 
Policy TT2 (Electric Vehicles): 
  
Electric charging is required by Building Regulations so please ensure if this required.  
 
Policy BE4 (Farm Diversification)  
BE4(a) might be a bit vague – what is “appropriate to the rural location”? What does this entail and does the 
rural location relate to just the three settlements, or the countryside in between?  
 
General comments: 
 
1. It would be really helpful if the plan had paragraph numbers, and hyperlinks to external documents where 
appropriate.  
2. Bullet pointed criteria within policies should be numbered a, b, c.  
3. The Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) screening process was completed in October 2020. See 
documents here. The SEA Determination Notice stated “It is therefore considered that a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) is not required. However, on consultation with Historic England, they 
suggested a Heritage Impact Assessment would be appropriate.” The Heritage Impact Assessment was 
provided in February 2021, here. Overall, the SEA Screening is dated, and therefore it would be helpful if the 
Examiner could state whether the SEA Screening, and the Heritage Impact Assessment is still appropriate 
and relevant.  
4. The plan has very few references to the National Forest, which has specific policies within the HBBC Local 
Plan. All policies within the neighbourhood plan must not compromise the National Forest and we encourage 
the neighbourhood plan to take account of this important national designation. 

02 Ijas Muhammed Thank you for providing National Highways the opportunity to comment on the abovementioned 
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation.  
 
National Highways has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as  
strategic highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the  
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highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network  
(SRN). It is our role to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRN whilst acting  
as a delivery partner to national economic growth.  
 
In responding to Local Plan consultations, we have regard to DfT Circular 01/2022: The  
Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development (‘the Circular’).  
This sets out how interactions with the Strategic Road Network should be considered in  
the making of local plans. In addition to the Circular, the response set out below is also  
in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other relevant  
policies.  
 
We have noted that Stanton under Bardon is the nearest among the 3 villages to the  
SRN, approximately 1 mile away from M1 Junction 22.  
 
The Hinckley and Bosworth Local Plan identifies Bagworth and Thornton as key rural  
centres whilst Stanton under Bardon is designated as a rural village. Large scale  
developments are not expected in these rural centres, with the Neighbourhood Plan  
identifying a housing delivery target of 141 homes in total. It is considered that the scale  
of development proposed as part of the Neighbourhood Plan is unlikely to cause any  
adverse impacts on the SRN.  
 
Should any large-scale housing or employment development be proposed in the NDP  
area, it is advised that Transport Statements and/or Transport Assessments are  
undertaken to facilitate us to calculate the potential traffic impacts on the SRN.  

03 Andrew J Large Comments/Suggested Modifications 
 
 
4.7 Whilst we welcome the inclusion of a windfall development policy which allows for the redevelopment of 
previously developed land we feel this is to restrictive as it only allows development within the settlement 
boundary. This would preclude a scheme coming forward which is well related to the existing settlement 
boundary and within acceptable walking distances of services and facilities that exist locally.  
 
It is considered such a policy is not in line with National Planning policy (para 124, 89)  
 
Attention is specifically drawn to para 89 which states:  
 
The use of previously developed land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing settlements, 
should be encouraged where suitable opportunities exist. 
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HBBC have historically followed National Planning Policy advice and this can be seen with previous decisions 
made by HBBC for example the redevelopment of Land rear of 193 Shaw Lane, Markfield (Outline planning 
permission for the erection of up to 4 dwellings - some matters reserved except for access and layout – REF 
24/00040/OUT. This site was outside a settlement boundary but a scheme was allowed for four new 
dwellings. 
 
Suggested amendment: 
 
POLICY H4: Windfall Sites - Proposals for infill and redevelopment sites will be supported where: 
• they help to meet the identified housing requirement for BT&SuB in terms of housing mix (Policy H2),  
• the location is within the settlement boundary, or physically well related to existing settlement boundaries  
• they retain existing important natural boundaries and features such as gardens, trees, hedges, footpaths and 
streams,  
• there is a safe vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, and  
• they do not reduce garden space to an extent where there is an adverse impact on the character of the area, 
or the amenity of neighbours. 

04 MOP1 Comments/Suggested Modifications 
 
Mobile telephony facilities – one company recently installed an even larger mobile signal mast in front of 
brand new homes in the middle of Bagworth. There was no consideration of a suitable style or fitting in. Why 
when there are massive industrial estates going up around the village are such facilities not built in there 
instead? I understand there is little one can do to challenge telecom planning so what is the purpose of stating 
ambitions here that are ignored? Either telecoms plans are influenceable or they are not. 
 
The tone of the whole document is very much preserving what we have. Whilst this is welcomed, it does little 
to build in practical aspirations for the future eg safe cycle routes for children going to schools outside the 
village, work areas for SME and start up businesses, alternative uses for shop spaces that have been left 
empty for years – be inventive and provide permission for new uses. What about tourism planning – we have 
so many historical features – why not include a history trail to bring visitors and facilities to accommodate 
them? All the plan focuses on is preservation. Can we not designate land and buildings for new facilities to 
ensure they are available if/when innovators come forward to regenerate our local economy? 
 
Agree with all the historic sites, open spaces and preserved features, absolutely, as outlined in the plan. 
 
Housing – in recent years, Bagworth has had more than its share of new homes. Local analysis I believe 
showed a need for 5 affordable homes in the area a few years ago. We got 67 instead. This was on top of 
several hundred over the past 20-25 years. With no local infrastructure to support daily needs this is too 
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much. We have a fractured community, split by the high number of external schools, medical facilities etc 
outlined in the Plan. There is very little to bring the village together any more which does not enhance the 
community spirit. Every village should be equally developed and I DISAGREE with the Plans proposal not to 
mirror the same level of development in both Thornton and to a lesser degree in Stanton, as we have 
experienced. We lost our village identity when the size increased rapidly so it is not sufficient to protect every 
other village with this argument. Some areas escape development because the level of protest is greater – 
this should not be a factor in locating future homes. Any development plans should be forced to a) recognise 
the number of new homes built in each area to date and b) allocate new homes equally around the Borough 
or County. If settlement boundaries need to expand let’s do so fairly and strictly according to genuine need. I 
support the policy for increasing car parking spaces for larger-bedroomed homes. The new estates here are 
dangerous with cars parked on pavements and blocking narrow roads for emergency vehicles. With a limited 
bus service (nothing on a Sunday or evenings which is not mentioned in the Plan) parents and young adults 
need a car so two spaces (max) is not enough. 
 
The proposed Pallex site on Wood Rd falls within Bagworth, I am led to believe. If this is accurate, I do not 
see that as designated employment land. Would HBBC turn any applications down and would the resulting 
revenue be refused? 
 
I may be wrong but I do not recall seeing any sections on land available for gypsy, traveller or Romany 
settlements. This is very pertinent to this area and generates both residential and commercial planning 
applications from time to time. Should local plans reflect a single approach by the overseeing authorities to 
ensure consistent and sustainable development of such sites, compatible with local and national standards? 
Omission of this aspect should be resolved. 
 

05 Ehssen 
Mahmood on 
behalf of Rose 
Thompson 

Thank you for consulting Historic England about your Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
 
The area covered by your Neighbourhood Plan includes a number of important designated heritage assets. In 
line with national planning policy, it will be important that the strategy for this area safeguards those elements 
which contribute to the significance of these assets so that they can be enjoyed by future generations of the 
area. 
 
 
If you have not already done so, we would recommend that you speak to the planning and conservation team 
at your local planning authority together with the staff at the county council archaeological advisory service 
who look after the Historic Environment Record. They should be able to provide details of the designated 
heritage assets in the area together with locally-important buildings, archaeological remains and landscapes. 
Some Historic Environment Records may also be available on-line via the Heritage Gateway 
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(www.heritagegateway.org.uk  <http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk> ). It may also be useful to involve local 
voluntary groups such as the local Civic Society or local historic groups in the production of your 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
 
Historic England has produced advice which your community might find helpful in helping to identify what it is 
about your area which makes it distinctive and how you might go about ensuring that the character of the area 
is retained. These can be found at:- 
 
 
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/  
 
 
You may also find the advice in “Planning for the Environment at the Neighbourhood Level” useful. This has 
been produced by Historic England, Natural England, the Environment Agency and the Forestry Commission. 
As well as giving ideas on how you might improve your local environment, it also contains some useful further 
sources of information. This can be downloaded from: 
 
 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://cdn.environment-
agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf  
 
 
If you envisage including new housing allocations in your plan, we refer you to our published advice available 
on our website, “Housing Allocations in Local Plans” as this relates equally to neighbourhood planning. This 
can be found at https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf/  

06 Eilish Gardner Thank you for consulting the National Forest Company on the above.  
 
Despite the National Forest being referred to in the Plan, there is no explanation of what the National  
Forest is or what the National Forest has achieved and is hoping to achieve. We would expect this to  
be included within the supporting text of the Plan, highlighting the unique sense of place the National  
Forest designation offers to much of the Plan area.  
 
Furthermore, there are no policies in the Plan requiring development to contribute to the creation or  
the National Forest, nor the character of the National Forest. We would anticipate reference within  
Policy H5: Design Standards to the National Forest planting guidelines and the National Forest Guide  
for Developers and Planners.  

 

http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf/
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf/
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Where reference is made to retaining natural features, it is considered important to also require the  
enhancement of these features. For example, the third criterion of Policy H4: Windfall sites should be  
amended to say:  

• they retain and enhance existing important natural boundaries and features such as gardens,  
trees, hedges, footpaths and streams.  
 

I hope this is useful, and please do continue to involve us in the process. 

07 Tom Wignall, 
Avison Young 

National Gas Transmission has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to  
Neighbourhood Plan consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the  
following representation with regard to the current consultation on the above document.  
 
About National Gas Transmission 
National Gas Transmission owns and operates the high-pressure gas transmission system across  
the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution  
networks where pressure is reduced for public use.  
 
 
Proposed sites crossed or in close proximity to National Gas Transmission assets: 
An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Gas Transmission’s assets which  
include high-pressure gas pipelines and other infrastructure. 
 
National Gas Transmission has identified that no assets are currently affected by proposed  
allocations within the Neighbourhood Plan area.  
 
National Gas Transmission provides information in relation to its assets at the website below. 
 
• https://www.nationalgas.com/land-and-assets/network-route-maps  
 
Please also see attached information outlining guidance on development close to National Gas  
Transmission infrastructure.  
 
Distribution Networks  
Information regarding the gas distribution network is available by contacting:  
plantprotection@cadentgas.com  
 
Further Advice 
Please remember to consult National Gas Transmission on any Neighbourhood Plan Documents  

 

https://www.nationalgas.com/land-and-assets/network-route-maps
mailto:plantprotection@cadentgas.com
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or site-specific proposals that could affect our assets. We would be grateful if you could add our  
details shown below to your consultation database, if not already included. 

08 Amy Harrison, 
Boyer 

1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of Omnivale Limited in response to the  
Bagworth, Thornton, and Stanton-under-Bardon (BTSuB) Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16  
consultation.  
1.2 These representations provide Omnivale Limited’s response to the Regulation 16 consultation  
and are made with respect to the promotion of their land at Almond Way, Bagworth (‘the site’).  
The site is located within the parish of Bagworth and is suitable for the delivery of 100 dwellings  
with landscaping, drainage, and access.  
1.3 As set out within National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), Neighbourhood Plan policies  
should be clear and unambiguous (Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306).  
Moreover, National policy and guidance requires that Neighbourhood Plans are in general  
conformity with the adopted Local Plan in their area (Paragraph: 065 Reference ID: 41-065- 
20140306).  
1.4 The Basic Conditions relevant to the making of a neighbourhood plan are: 
• Condition a – Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued  
by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan.  
• Condition d – The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of  
sustainable development. 
• Condition e – The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the  
strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority. 
• Condition f – The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach and is otherwise  
compatible with EU obligations. 
• Condition g – Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the plan and prescribed matters  
have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the neighbourhood plan. 
1.5 These representations consider the evidence base that has been provided by the BTSuB  
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group in relation to the approach taken towards the provision of  
housing, proposed development policies, and the Sustainability Appraisal. These  
Representations consider the suitability of the Neighbourhood Plan, and if it meets the Basic  
Conditions as required by the NPPG.  
 
2. APPROACH TO HOUSING & SETTLEMENT  
BOUNDARY 
2.1 The following section of these representations provides Omnivale Limited’s response to the  
proposed approach to housing and housing requirement of the Bagworth, Thornton and  
Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan March 2025. 
Approach to Development 

Due to the size 
of the 
appendices, 
these are 
available on 
request.  
 
The appendices 
are: 
 
Appendix 1. Site 
Location Plan  
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2.2 Within the BTSuB Neighbourhood Plan, Section 4.2 provides the Steering Group’s approach  
to development to provide the identified growth. It is stated that the housing requirement for  
the Neighbourhood Plan area is 133 dwellings up to 2039. The NDP continues to state that  
this derives from the requirement for 89 dwellings across Bagworth and Thornton, and a further  
44 dwellings in Stanton-under-Bardon.  
2.3 However, it is unclear as to where the housing requirement figure for Bagworth and Thornton,  
and Stanton-under-Bardon originate from, and how the BTSuB Steering Group came to this  
conclusion over the housing requirement. It is stated that throughout preparation, Hinckley and  
Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) provided a housing requirement figure between 133 and 
302 dwellings to the Steering Group.  
2.4 Despite recognising that there is a housing requirement of up to 302 dwellings as provided by  
HBBC, the Neighbourhood Plan only looks to provide an additional 90 dwellings. With  
consideration to committed developments (81 dwellings) and a reserve site with the ability to  
provide 50 dwellings, this sees a total provision of 221 dwellings. This fails to meet the upper  
housing requirement of 302 dwellings as set out by HBBC by 81 dwellings. By not meeting this  
housing requirement, there is a risk of not providing the housing requirements of the  
neighbourhood plan area and being unable to meet the needs of the local community. 
2.5 It is considered that the BTSuB Neighbourhood Plan should aim to provide for the higher 
identified housing requirement of 302 dwellings. By meeting this requirement, this would 
ensure that the housing needs which have been identified by the local authority would be met 
through the NDP. Through providing further housing allocations to meet needs, this would  
accord with the approach under Condition d of the NPPG, as this will prevent speculative  
applications which could have damaging effects and allow for development to come forwards  
in a sustainable manner. Furthermore, the provision of further housing allocations would meet  
Condition e of the Basic Conditions within the NPPG, as the Neighbourhood Plan would be in  
line with the housing requirements of Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council.  
2.6 Section 4.2 also provides an outline of how the BTSuB Steering Group undertook their Call for  
Sites. The Call for Sites was undertaken by the Parish Councils reaching out to the landowners  
and stakeholders with land close to the village in October 2019.  
2.7 With the Call for Sites being carried out in 2019 (6 years ago), it is considered that the Steering  
Group should have carried out a further and updated Call for Sites, to ensure that any changes 
in landownership over the previous 6 years are fully accounted for and potentially identifying  
new suitable sites for allocation. Furthermore, the previous method used of reaching out to  
selected landowners and stakeholders was not carried out in a fully inclusive way. Through 
only inviting specific participants to submit sites, this prevents allowing all with a land interest  
who may have not been identified from taking part in submitting their land to the previous Call  
for Sites exercise. Our client was not notified, approached or invited to put their land forward  
for consideration. 
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2.8 It is considered that a further Call for Sites should be carried out to ensure that a fair approach  
has been taken which allows for anyone with a land interest who may not have been  
recognised by the BTSuB Parish Councils to make a submission of land for consideration as  
part of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
  
Housing Requirement 
 
2.9 Section 4.3 of the Bagworth, Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan  
provides the housing requirement and how this is to be met through the BTSuB Neighbourhood  
Plan. 
2.10 It is recognised by the BTSuB Steering Group that housing allocations made within the  
Neighbourhood Plan cannot be fewer than the identified requirement, which has been  
identified to be as much as 302 dwellings. We therefore consider that the Neighbourhood Plan  
should provide allocations to meet the housing requirement in full.  
2.11 In regard to the housing requirement of specific parishes, Bagworth & Thornton Parish saw the  
highest housing requirement with a need for a minimum of 89 dwellings. However, no sites  
were identified to be suitable for housing with Bagworth, despite being an area identified to  
require housing. Although provision was identified in Thornton, the growth should be allocated  
across all the settlements to ensure the concentration of growth is spread and meets local  
needs. 
2.12 However, despite being provided with an identified housing requirement, and identifying  
potential sites for allocation within Section 4.3 of the Neighbourhood Plan, no new housing  
allocations have been made by the BTSuB Steering Group. Housing allocations should be  
provided to ensure needs are met supporting the local community.  
2.13 The BTSuB Steering Group will also need to consider the emerging Hinckley and Bosworth  
Borough Council Local Plan. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council have previously  
commenced work on their emerging Local Plan, carrying out their Regulation 18 consultation  
in September 2024. Following the publication of the revised National Planning Policy  
Framework in December 2024, the local authority are reviewing their previous work and  
updating the evidence base where necessary to be in line with the changes to the national  
policy.  
2.14 The updated Local Development Scheme (LDS) for the emerging Hinckley and Bosworth Local  
Plan was published in March 2025 and sets out the timeframes for the emerging Plan. It is  
anticipated the revised Regulation 18 consultation will take place in September 2025, followed  
by the Regulation 19 consultation in February 2026. It is expected the Plan will then be  
submitted to the Secretary of State in September 2026 and adopted in October 2027. 
2.15 The emerging Hinckley and Bosworth Local Plan will be able to allocate land across the  
Borough for housing in locations that is deemed appropriate and necessary. To protect against  
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unwanted growth deriving from the emerging Hinckley and Bosworth Local Plan, the BTSuB  
Neighbourhood Plan should provide housing allocations to meet the identified local housing  
requirements. 
  
Executive Housing Statement 
 
2.16 Further to Section 4.3 of the Bagworth, Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood  
Plan, the Steering Group have published an Executive Housing Statement alongside the  
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 consultation. 
2.17 It is difficult to understand the relevance and significance of the Executive Housing Statement  
as the document has not been dated. Therefore, it is unclear whether the housing requirement  
identified within the Statement supersedes that within the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan.  
2.18 The Executive Housing Statement states that the Neighbourhood Plan provided for 171  
dwellings against a minimum target of 133 dwellings, and with the windfall site, the Steering  
Group were able to ‘greatly’ exceed the minimum target. However, no recognition is given to  
the maximum need of 302 dwellings that is set out within the Regulation 16 Plan. By not  
providing for the higher target, this creates a risk of the Parishes not meeting the housing  
needs of the local community.  
2.19 The Statement continues to state that the Hinckley and Bosworth amended the previous target  
range to 305 dwellings, similar to that of the higher target of 302 dwellings. With considerations  
of committed developments, this reduced the net housing requirement to 293 dwellings,  
however, it is not confirmed which committed developments have been considered. It was  
concluded by the Steering Group that this target was not sustainable with the Neighbourhood  
Plan at an advanced stage, resulting in the proposed allocations being removed from the  
Neighbourhood Plan. 
2.20 As stated above, it is unclear as to when this decision was made with the document not being  
dated, and it is unclear if the housing requirement set out within the Executive Housing  
Statement supersedes the requirement of 302 dwellings within the Regulation 16  
Neighbourhood Plan.  
2.21 We consider that the higher housing requirement is achievable by the BTSuB Steering Group,  
and that this growth can be provided sustainably. Although it is concluded no allocations have  
been made, the Steering Group have recognised the importance for allocations to be made in  
the Neighbourhood Plan within the Executive Housing Statement, and to ensure the housing  
needs of the community are met.  
 
Appendix 3a Housing Needs Evidence October 2018 
 
2.22 The Regulation 16 consultation provides the evidence base of which the Neighbourhood Plan 



Rep No. Name Summary of Representation HBBC Notes 

is informed by. This includes the Bagworth & Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Housing  
Needs Evidence prepared by YourLocale in 2018 at Appendix 3a.  
2.23 Although the purpose of the document is to provide the evidence for housing need, the  
document provides the socio-economic profile of the Parishes and existing issues with current  
housing, rather than provide data of housing needs of the Neighbourhood Plan area.  
2.24 Furthermore, the document is now largely out of date and should not be relied upon to provide  
an accurate assessment of the housing needs of the Neighbourhood Plan area. The document  
was issued 5 years ago and is largely informed by the 2011 Census data. Since this, the  
Census was updated in 2021 which provides a more accurate assessment of the socioeconomic profile of 
Bagworth, Thornton, and Stanton-under-Bardon. Furthermore, more recent  
data has been published providing evidence of local housing needs, such as the Hinckley and  
Bosworth Borough Council Housing Needs Study in 2024, as well as the publication of the new  
Standard Method in December 2024. 
2.25 The data presented within Appendix 3a Housing Needs Evidence (2018) utilises the data from  
the 2011 Census to show that Bagworth is within the 6th Deprivation Decile. However, within  
the 2021 Census, the data demonstrates that approximately 50% of the Parish are considered  
deprived in any dimension, including housing, health, employment and education. Thus  
showing that the deprivation has worsened since the previous assessment.  
2.26 Measures can be taken to assist in reducing deprivation within the parishes, such as the  
provision of greater affordable housing, providing housing to those with lower incomes, and  
are on the Housing Register. The land off Almond Way, Bagworth can provide some of this  
affordable housing to Bagworth, which can contribute to the local infrastructure and housing  
needs of the parishes as well as the Borough.  
Appendix 3d Bagworth Housing Needs Survey Analysis Report January 2017 
2.27 Appendix 3d of the Bagworth, Thornton, and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan  
provides the Bagworth Housing Needs Survey Analysis Report. The Report was prepared by  
Midlands Rural Housing in January 2017 to provide a detailed investigation into the housing  
needs of Bagworth.  
2.28 We question the accuracy of the methodology for assessing the level of housing need  
concluded within the Report, and therefore how much weight it can be given. To assess the  
level of housing which would be needed, a questionnaire was provided to existing residents of  
Bagworth, and to those who requested a questionnaire for residents which had previously lived  
in Bagworth but have moved away. 
2.29 The assessment results showed that following responses from local residents, and those who  
have moved away from Bagworth, there is a need for 12 market homes, and 23 affordable  
homes. However, this does not provide any consideration towards population growth and the  
requirement to provide housing for future increases in population. Furthermore, there may be  
Bagworth, Thornton & Stanton-under-Bardon Regulation 16 Consultation | Land off Almond Way, Bagworth 
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changes in circumstances for households which has not been accounted and may see that  
greater affordable housing will be required, nor has there been any consideration for flexibility  
in the market to allow for choice of homes for residents. 
2.30 Additionally, similar to that of Appendix 3a of the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan, the  
surveys and work carried out within the Bagworth Housing Needs Survey Report is over 8  
years old, resulting in the data being greatly out of date. The circumstances of respondents to  
the previous survey may have altered, and new households may have moved into Bagworth  
and not had the opportunity to partake in this survey. 
2.31 With consideration of the above, the Neighbourhood Plan should utilise and target the housing  
requirement provided by Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council, which is informed by recent  
evidence, to ensure all housing needs are met.  
Settlement Boundary 
2.32 Within Section 4.4 of the Bagworth, Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan,  
Policy H1 ‘Settlement Boundary’ updates the settlement boundaries of Thornton and Stantonunder-Bardon. 
2.33 It is proposed that the settlement boundary of Thornton is proposed to be amended to include  
3 further parcels of land, one to the north, one parcel to the south, and parcel located centrally  
of the settlement. These extensions were previously identified as allocations within earlier  
revisions of the Neighbourhood Plan, of which the land off Beech Drive received planning  
permission in 2022. The settlement of Stanton-under-Bardon is proposed to be amended to  
include the land to the south of the village, which was previously identified as an allocation, but  
no housing allocations are being made within the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan.  
2.34 By extending the settlement boundary within Stanton-under-Bardon and not providing any  
housing allocations, this allows for speculative growth in the settlement. With development  
coming forwards with no allocation or policy wording, the settlement will have less influence as  
to how the development is brought forwards and may result in greater adverse impacts  
imposed on the settlement.  
2.35 However, the boundary of Bagworth is proposed to not be amended, and to be kept to the  
existing built up settlement only. As previously stated, no potential sites were identified to  
provide housing in Bagworth by the Steering Group, with all housing for the Bagworth and  
Thornton Parish being directed to Thornton. It is our view that the growth should be allocated  
to both settlements, to provide proportionate growth, and prevent over development of one  
settlement.  
Summary 
2.36 As it is currently presented, our client objects to the Bagworth, Thornton, and Stanton-underBardon 
Neighbourhood Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan confirms Hinckley and Bosworth  
Borough Council provided a housing requirement for the parishes to be 302 dwellings and the  
provision of 221 dwellings has been made. However, despite Bagworth and Thornton having  
Bagworth, Thornton & Stanton-under-Bardon Regulation 16 Consultation | Land off Almond Way, Bagworth 
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the highest housing need, the Neighbourhood Plan did not identify any potential residential  
sites in Bagworth. The Steering Group consider the target of 302 dwellings to not be achievable  
and unsustainable. It is our view that this target is realistic and can be achieved within the  
Neighbourhood Plan. 
2.37 By failing to meet the identified housing requirement, that the NDP is not considered to comply  
with Condition d of the Basic Conditions set out within the NPPG. The lack of allocations can  
result in speculative applications which the Parishes will not be able to influence in how they  
come forwards, and if not properly managed or planned for, may have adverse impacts on the  
environment. The provision of allocations will ensure that damaging applications are  
prevented, and thus be in line with Condition d. In addition to this, Hinckley and Bosworth have  
provided a housing requirement for the Neighbourhood Plan to provide. To meet Condition e  
of the Basic Conditions, housing allocations should be made to meet the housing requirement,  
also contributing to the housing requirements of the Hinckley and Bosworth borough. 
 
3. NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN DEVELOPMENT  
POLICIES 
Policy H2 Housing Mix 
3.1 Policy H2 ‘Housing Mix’ of the Bagworth, Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood  
Plan requires development proposals to provide a housing mix that meets the specific local  
needs and specifically requests that residential schemes provide at least 80% of total dwellings  
to provide 3 beds or fewer.  
3.2 We support that a range in housing mix is provided on site through residential developments 
to ensure that the local needs are met. However, the Policy should be reviewed to provide a  
specific housing mix to ensure that the housing need for a range of dwelling sizes are met. 
Although there is no local data available for a specific housing mix on sites, the Hinckley and  
Bosworth Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment proposes the following  
mix:  
 

 
3.3 The above mix will also support the Parish Council’s aspirations in requiring proposals to  
provide 80% of dwellings as 1-3 Bed dwellings. This will also provide greater clarity for  
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residential schemes which come forwards whilst ensuring that all needs at a range of dwelling  
sizes are met. 
Policy H3 Affordable Housing 
3.4 It is agreed that proposals providing affordable housing should provide a mix of types and sizes  
as set out within Policy H3 ‘Affordable Housing’. The Policy states that a mix is required in  
order to meet the housing needs of the Parish, but no further details are provide as to what  
mix is needed. Greater detail should be provided as to the specific mix of affordable size and  
tenure that is required. 
3.5 To ensure the affordable needs are provided for, Policy H3 should provide a mix in line with  
that of the Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment produced which sets out the  
following suggested mix for affordable housing as demonstrated within Table 3.2. 
 

 
3.6 Further to the above, the Policy does not make a specific request of how many affordable  
dwellings should be provided on site. Consideration should be given to provision of an  
affordable housing requirement of a proportion of the total number of dwellings, to ensure that  
affordable housing is provided within the Neighbourhood Plan area which meets the local  
needs and can be viably supported by development proposals.  
Policy H4 Windfall Sites 
3.7 Policy H4 ‘Windfall Sites’ supports proposals for infill and redevelopment where they meet an  
identified need and are located within the settlement boundaries without causing adverse  
impacts.  
3.8 Within Section 4.7 of the Neighbourhood Plan, the approach is not clear It is stated that  
development beyond the housing allocations will be restricted to windfall sites which are wholly  
within the settlement boundary, however no housing allocations have been made within the  
Neighbourhood Plan. Furthermore, only the settlement boundaries of Thornton and Stantonunder-Bardon 
have been amended to include further land to the existing built up areas of the  
settlements to allow for this windfall provision.  
3.9 Due to the lack of housing allocations being made within the Neighbourhood Plan, the BTSuB  
Steering Group are relying on windfall development in these areas where the settlement  
boundaries have been amended to provide for housing. The Plan should instead plan for  
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housing to come forwards through housing allocations instead, to ensure growth is brought  
forward sustainably.  
Policy H5 Design Standards 
3.10 We support the approach that has been taken by the BTSuB Neighbourhood Plan Steering  
Group within Policy H5 ‘Design Standards’. The Policy requests that proposals of all scales  
meet a series of design standards, which requires design of schemes to enhance character,  
and be in keeping with the local design, character, scale and layout, whilst also protecting the  
landscape from adverse visual impacts. 
3.11 It is positive that the Policy is comprehensive and allows for flexibility where there is  
contemporary and innovative designs. Furthermore, it is positive that requirements for  
sustainable drainage features are provided to ensure there are no adverse flood risk impacts.  
 
Policy ENV1 Local Green Spaces 
3.12 In regard to Policy ENV1 ‘Local Green Spaces’ we have several concerns. The Policy does  
not allow for any development that would result in loss or adverse impacts on the identified  
Local Green Spaces, other than in ‘exceptional circumstances’. However, the Policy does not  
define what could be considered as exceptional circumstances or what types of development  
would be permitted.  
3.13 The Policy continues to state the spaces which are identified as Local Green Spaces with our  
client’s land off Almond Way, Bagworth being partially identified as an area of Local Green  
Space (inventory reference: 710 and 711) within the Durham Walk Recreational Area which is  
comprised of Maynard’s Walk and Durham Way (inventory reference: 701-750). 
3.14 The assessment of Maynard’s Walk/Durham Way consists of a large area of land. The  
identified areas of Local Green Spaces across the Parishes which were identified as local  
green space consist of a singular parcel of land, whereas Maynard’s Walk/Durham Way  
consists of 8 parcels.  
3.15 Within Appendix 5 of the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan, individual parcels are identified  
within the Environmental Inventory, parcels 710 and 711 receive low scores when assessed  
against the NPPF (2019) criteria. When assessed, parcel 710 receives a total score of 8 out  
of a possible 25, and parcel 711 receives a total score of 711 out of 25. These scores reflect  
the little contribution that the land can make towards local green space in Bagworth.  
3.16 The significance of these parcels locally is also considered to be low by the Steering Group.  
This is demonstrated by parcel 710 receiving a score of 2 in regard to local significance criteria,  
and parcel 711 receiving a score of 3 in the same criteria.  
3.17 Areas 710 and 711 contribute little to the quality and openness of the Durham Walk  
Recreational Area due to the changes in topography, and the tree belt which separates parcels  
711 and 712. Furthermore, parcels 710 and 711 are within ownership of Omnivale Limited, and  
are private land and not public open spaces for recreational use. This has also been reflected  
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within the Environmental Inventory, which scored parcel 710 for recreational value 0 out of 5,  
and parcel 711 only 1 out of 5 for recreational value.  
3.18 Our client objects to the proposed designation of parcels 710 and 711 as local green spaces 
and Policy ENV1. We consider the assessment of Maynard’s Walk/Durham Way should be  
reviewed to omit parcels 710 and 711.The land has been assessed by the Steering Group  
which resulted in low scores being provided to both parcels of land in all criteria. The Steering  
Group identified the land to have low local significance, as well as having low to no recreational  
value. It is unclear as to why these parcels of land have been included within this designation 
of local green space and we consider this land should be removed due to the low value and  
low significance the land provides to local green spaces when assessed against the Steering  
Group’s own criteria for designation.  
 
Policy ENV2 Sites of Natural Environmental Significance 
3.19 We encourage and support the protection of the natural environment, and it is positive that the  
Neighbourhood Plan looks to protect areas which are of environmental significance. However,  
it is unclear as to how areas of local environmental significance have been decided upon and  
designated.  
3.20 Our client’s land off Almond Way, Bagworth has been identified as land of local environmental  
significance within the BTSuB Neighbourhood Plan, but no methodology or rating specification  
has been provided as to how this decision was made.  
3.21 Within figure 11 of the Neighbourhood Plan, the site is highlighted largely in blue, identifying  
that the site has been identified as a site of local environmental significance by the Steering  
Group rather than by LCC, Natural England, or another statutory body. No reasoning for this  
identification has been provided by the Steering Group, nor has the methodology which was  
used for assessment been provided.  
3.22 We consider that the site should not be assessed as having local environmental significance 
as it provides limited contribution to the wider landscape due to the topography and  
surrounding use. Furthermore, following recent surveys undertaken by our client, there are no  
environmental or ecological features on site which could be considered as significant to merit  
designation as a site of natural environmental significance as the site largely consists of  
overgrown vegetation in the form of grassland and self-set shrubs, with some self-set 
deciduous and coniferous trees of low quality. The entire land is reclaimed former colliery land 
that we consider has not been actively managed as opposed to being of local environmental  
significance.  
Policy ENV3 Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement 
3.23 We support the overall approach provided within Policy ENV3 ‘Biodiversity Protection and  
Enhancement’, with Policy ENV3 looks to protect the environment and the biodiversity on sites  
of development proposals. We welcome the limited flexibility provided for allowing mitigation  
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and compensation where habitats are effected, but we consider that the Policy should be  
expanded to allow for greater flexibility in allowing for offsite credits or off site provision as part  
of biodiversity net-gain in accordance with the Environment Act (2021).  
Policy ENV5 Protection of Sites of Historic Environmental Significance 
3.24 We support Policy ENV5 ‘Protection of Sites of Historic Environmental Significance’ and the 
protection the policy provides to the historic features and the recognition that is given to the  
importance of the heritage assets. It is important heritage assets are recognised, protected,  
and where appropriate enhanced in order to maintain the character of the Bagworth, Thornton  
and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan area.  
 
4. SITE SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT  
4.1 As part of the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan consultation, the Bagworth, Thornton and  
Stanton-under-Bardon Steering Group have provided a Site Sustainability Assessment, which  
provides reviews of the sites submitted to the Call for Sites which was previously carried out.  
4.2 As previously set out within these representations, the Steering Group carried out a Call for  
Sites by reaching out to the landowners or those they considered to be stakeholders in the  
Neighbourhood Plan. However, this did not provide an opportunity for others with land or an  
interest to submit their land for review, including our client and their land off Almond Way,  
Bagworth. 
4.3 Within Table 4.1 below, we have carried out our own assessment of the land off Almond Way,  
Bagworth to assist the Steering Group’s consideration of our client’s site. This assessment  
follows the structure of the RAG assessment within the Site Sustainability Assessment and the  
criteria for the scoring of the individual issues. 
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4.4 The assessment shows that the site scores largely positive with only 3 red issues identified.  
However, the criteria states that developments over 20 dwellings receives a red score. We  
consider the number of dwellings that can be provided on site to be an opportunity, as it will be  
able to deliver a large portion of the housing needs in one development, and with the site being  
greenfield, additional benefit can be provided on site and to the community.  
4.5 It can be seen that the assessment provides 16 green scoring and thus ranks first in the site  
assessment outcomes within Table 2 of the Site Sustainability Assessment. The land off  
Almond Way, Bagworth is available and deliverable, and would be able to provide sustainable  
housing for the local needs and community. Furthermore, the allocation of this site for housing  
will assist in meeting the identified housing requirement for Bagworth. 
 
5. LAND OFF ALMOND WAY, BAGWORTH 
5.1 The land off Almond Way, Bagworth is owned and promoted by Omnivale Limited, to the  
Bagworth, Thornton, & Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Development Plan, for the  
residential development of up to 100 dwellings. 
Site Characteristics and Context 
5.2 The settlement of Bagworth is located to the west of the Neighbourhood Plan area, and within  
the north east of the Hinckley and Bosworth Borough. The settlement is identified as a key  
rural centre within the Hinckley and Bosworth Core Strategy (2009). 
5.3 The land off Almond Way, Bagworth is located north of Bagworth Heath Woods Country Park,  
to the west of Station Road/Almond Way. It is also located south of the existing Jackson Road  
housing estate that was built by Westbury Homes and Bellway Homes in the early 2000s. 
5.4 The site currently consists of overgrown vegetation in the form of grassland, low quality shrubs,  
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and self-set deciduous and coniferous trees. Additionally, there is a small brook that is located  
to the south of the site, along the southern boundary. The site is largely flat in its topography  
but gradually rises upwards along the southern boundary where the site adjoins the Bagworth  
New Wood. 
5.5 It is proposed that the access will be taken from Almond Way off Station Road. Almond Way is  
capable of forming a suitable and safe access into the site and there would be no constraints  
in terms of vehicular capacity. 
5.6 The village of Bagworth also benefits from direct vehicular access to Ellistown and Coalville  
via Station Road. Additionally, public transport is available locally with an hourly bus service  
operating providing links to Coalville and Ellistown and to Leicester city centre. 
5.7 The site is situated within flood zone 1, meaning that the land has a low probability of flooding  
from rivers and the sea. Regarding surface water flood risk, there is a low probability (between  
0.1% and 1% chance per year) of flooding within the western area of this site. This is not  
considered to be a constraint to development due to its low probability, and the ability for this  
risk to be mitigated through the inclusion of sustainable urban drainage systems, as part of a  
comprehensive drainage strategy. 
5.8 Within Bagworth, there is one Grade II listed building, the Bagworth War Memorial dating from  
1920 (reference: 1464881), which is located to the south of the settlement. Additionally, there  
is one scheduled monument to the south east of the village (reference: 1010485). The Local  
Heritage Asset Miners Memorial (reference: MLE 23177) is located approximately 0.5 miles  
from the site. The development of the site would not impact on any designated heritage assets. 
5.9 There is no designated conservation area within Bagworth, nor are there any built or below  
ground designated or non-designated heritage assets within the boundary of the site. 
5.10 The site would form a suitable and logical extension to Bagworth as it would form an extension  
to the previous housing development from the early 2000s. Furthermore, this development  
would not encroach on the open countryside nor impact any views of the settlement due to the  
lower land level and natural boundary of the woodland, screening the development from wider  
views beyond the settlement edge. 
Summary  
5.11 This site, as described above, is a suitable, available and deliverable site to come forward to  
provide growth in Bagworth. We consider that the site should be proposed as a draft allocation  
within the emerging Bagworth, Thornton & Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan as it  
will provide the necessary growth and housing to meet the local needs of the Parish, as well  
as protect the Parish from any further speculative growth. Omnivale Limited are committed to  
bringing forward this site to provide for local needs.  
 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
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6.1 These representations have been prepared by Boyer on behalf of Omnivale Limited in  
response to the Regulation 16 Bagworth, Thornton, and Stanton-under-Bardon  
Neighbourhood Plan consultation.  
6.2 Omnivale Limited are the landowners of the land off Almond Way, Bagworth and are promoting  
the site for the development of 100 dwellings, with landscaping, drainage and access.  
6.3 Our client objects to the approach to the provision of housing and selection of previous housing  
sites as set out within the Neighbourhood Plan. Furthermore, objections are raised in relation  
to the identification of areas of local green space as well as local environmental significance,  
and how these have been selected.  
6.4 We consider that the approach which has been taken within the Bagworth, Thornton, and  
Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan is not fully sound and does not meet the Basic  
Conditions as set out within the NPPG. 
6.5 In order to meet the Basic Conditions, housing allocations should be provided for within the  
Neighbourhood Plan to ensure growth is brought forward sustainably and to meet the identified  
housing requirement for the area 
 

09 Angela Brooks. 
Fisher German 

National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET) has appointed Fisher German LLP to review and respond  
to local planning authority Development Plan Document consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by  
our client to submit the following representation with regard to the current consultation on the above  
document. 
 
About National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET)  
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the electricity transmission  
system in England and Wales. NGET manage not only today’s highly complex network but also to enable 
the electricity system of tomorrow. Their work involves building and maintaining the electricity  
transmission network – safely, reliably and efficiently. NGET connect sources of electricity generation to  
the network and transport it onwards to the distribution system so it can reach homes and businesses.  
 
National Grid Electricity Distribution (NGED) are the electricity distribution division of National Grid, and  
are separate from National Grid Electricity Transmission’s core regulated businesses. Please also consult  
with NGED separately from NGET. 
 
National Grid no longer owns or operates the high-pressure gas transmission system across the UK. This  
is the responsibility of National Gas Transmission, which is a separate entity and must be consulted  
independently.  
 
National Grid Ventures (NGV) develop, operate and invest in energy projects, technologies, and  
partnerships to help accelerate the development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK,  
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Europe and the United States. NGV is separate from National Grid’s core regulated businesses. Please  
also consult with NGV separately from NGET.  
 
National Energy System Operator (NESO) has taken over the electricity and gas network planning  
responsibility from National Grid Electricity System Operator Limited (NGESO) as of 1st October 2024.  
Please also consult with NESO separately from NGET.  
 
NGET assets within the Plan area  
Following a review of the above Neighbourhood Plan, we have identified one or more NGET assets within  
the Plan area. Details of NGET assets are provided below.  
 
Asset Description  
ZL ROUTE TWR (010 - 108): 400Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: COVENTRY - RATCLIFFE ON  
SOAR 1, HAMS HALL - WILLINGTON EAST 2  
 
New Infrastructure  
Currently there are no known new infrastructure interactions within the area, however demand for  
electricity is expected to rise as the way NGET power our homes, businesses and transport changes. As  
the nation moves towards net zero, the fossil fuels that once powered the economy will be replaced with  
sources of low-carbon electricity, such as offshore wind farms. 
 
The UK Government has committed to reach net zero emissions by 2050. This means achieving a  
balance between the greenhouse gases put into the atmosphere and those taken out. Decarbonising the  
energy system is vital to this aim. 
 
NGET’s infrastructure projects in England and Wales will support the country’s energy transition and  
make sure the grid is ready to connect to more and more sources of low carbon electricity generated in  
Britain. 
 
The way NGET generate electricity in the UK is changing rapidly, and NGET are transitioning to cheaper,  
cleaner and more secure forms of renewable energy such as new offshore windfarms. NGET need to  
make changes to the network of overhead lines, pylons, cables and other infrastructure that transports  
electricity around the country, so that everyone has access to clean electricity from these new renewable  
sources. These changes include a need to increase the capability of the electricity transmission system  
between the North and the Midlands, and between the Midlands and the South. It is also needed to  
facilitate the connection of proposed new offshore wind, and subsea connections between England and  
Scotland, and between the UK and other countries across the North Sea.  
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Accordingly, we request that the Neighbourhood Plan Group is cognisant of the above. 
 
Further Advice  
NGET is happy to provide advice and guidance concerning their networks. Please see attached  
information outlining further guidance on development close to National Grid assets. 
 
If we can be of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy  
development, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future  
infrastructure investment, NGET wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of plans  
and strategies which may affect their assets. Please remember to consult NGET on any Neighbourhood  
Plan Documents or site-specific proposals that could affect our assets. 

10 Nick Wakefield Comments/Suggested Modifications 
 
Figure 3: Thornton Settlement Boundary. 
 
Whilst the Environment Agency does not oppose the Plan, we wish to make the following comments regarding 
the site highlighted in blue and located immediately to the South of Reservoir Rd as shown on Figure 3 of the 
Plan:  
 
The site is immediately adjacent to Thornton Reservoir. The reservoir falls under the ambient of the 
Reservoirs Act and is owned by Severn Trent Water Limited (the ‘owner’). From figure 3 it would that the 
proposed area for development is on the boundary of the reservoir’s primary spillway and within the reservoir 
flood area.  
 
If this area of land were to be brought forward as a site for residential development, then:  
· Due to the proximity of the reservoir, the properties would be highly vulnerable to flooding and possibly 
damage if the reservoir was to fail. We would strongly recommend that a site-specific flood risk assessment is 
carried out to determine any impacts and what mitigation measures would be required. Any people purchasing 
properties at the site should be made well aware of any risks.  
· Development of the site could lead to a change in the reservoirs design classification. If this happened then 
the owner would incur increased design, construction and maintenance costs due to any downstream 
development. Therefore, we consider that any applicant proposing to develop the site will need to consider 
any financial impacts placed on the reservoir owner.  
· We strongly recommend that the owner of the reservoir should be consulted on the proposal to bring forward 
this site as a windfall site.  
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· Any development must not inhibit the Environment Agency’s ability to access the nearby watercourse for the 
purposes of maintenance or in the event of an emergency. 

11 Andison Iu, DPP 
Planning 

Introduction  
 
1.1 On behalf of our client, Allison Homes East Midlands (the ‘Objector’), we write to respond to the 
Submission Version of the Bagworth, Thornton & Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan (‘BTSUBNP’) 
which has been produced by the Bagworth, Thornton & Stanton-under-Bardon Parish Council (the ‘Parish 
Council’), under powers granted by the Localism Act 2011.  
 
1.2 Allison Homes strongly object to the BTSUBNP, in particular policies H1 and H4 of the plan as well as its 
evidence base. The BTSUBNP is outdated and fails to accurately reflect current socioeconomic trends and 
policies and appears excessively restrictive and prejudiced against housing development in the parish.  
 

1.3 These matters are explored in greater detail under the following chapters: • Chapter 2: Relevant 

Legislation and Policy • Chapter 3: The BTSUBNP • Chapter 4: Compliance with Relevant Legislation and 

Policy • Chapter 5: Conclusions and Summary  

 
2.0 Relevant Legislation and Guidance Basic Conditions  
 
2.1 The Town & Country Planning Act 1990, Schedule 4B, paragraph 8(2) sets out the following “basic 
conditions” that all neighbourhood plans must meet: “a) have regard to national policies and advice contained 
in guidance issued by the Secretary of State; b) have special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses; c) have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of any conservation 
area; d) contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; e) be in general conformity with the 
strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority; f) not breach, and it is 
otherwise compatible with, assimilated obligations; g) prescribed conditions are met and the prescribed 
matters have been complied with”. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’)  
 
2.2 The NPPF sets out general guidelines on the production of Neighbourhood Plans as follows:  
 
2.3 In relation to the presumption of sustainable development, Paragraph 13 states: “The application of the 
presumption has implications for the way communities engage in neighbourhood planning. 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.”  
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2.4 Paragraph 30 sets out the objectives of neighbourhood plans, and outlines a key boundary: 
“Neighbourhood planning gives communities the power to develop a shared vision for their area. 
Neighbourhood plans can shape, direct and help to deliver sustainable development, by influencing local 
planning decisions as part of the statutory development plan. Neighbourhood plans should not promote less 
development than set out in the strategic policies for the area, or undermine those strategic policies.” (our 
emphasis)  
 
2.5 Paragraph 38 requires plans to meet the basic conditions as set out above in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B 
to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  
 
2.6 In respect of setting housing requirements, Paragraph 70 states, in full: “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.” Neighbourhood Planning PPG  
 
2.7 The Neighbourhood Planning PPG provides detailed guidance on how neighbourhood plans should be 
prepared.  
 
2.8 In answering the question of “what should a neighbourhood plan address?”, the PPG states: “A 
neighbourhood plan should support the delivery of strategic policies set out in the local plan or spatial 
development strategy and should shape and direct development that is outside of those strategic policies (as 
outlined in paragraph 13 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework)” (our emphasis)  
 
2.9 The PPG also requires that neighbourhood plans should be based on a proportionate and robust evidence 
base, specifically stating: “Proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach 
taken. The evidence should be drawn upon to explain succinctly the intention and rationale of the policies in 
the draft neighbourhood plan or the proposals in an Order.” (our emphasis)  
 
2.10 Specifically in relation to housing, the PPG states the following: “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.” (our 
emphasis) “When strategic housing policies are being updated, neighbourhood planning bodies may wish to 
consider whether it is an appropriate time to review and update their neighbourhood plan as well. This should 
be in light of the local planning authority’s reasons for updating, and any up-to-date evidence that has become 
available which may affect the continuing relevance of the policies set out in the neighbourhood plan.”  
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2.11 Furthermore, the PPG acknowledges that, while neighbourhood plans can come ahead of an upto-date 
development plan, and is not tested against any emerging plan, the evidence base of such a plan (where it is 
also up to date) is also relevant to the neighbourhood plan:  
“Although a draft neighbourhood plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an emerging local plan the 
reasoning and evidence informing the local plan process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the 
basic conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested. For example, up-to-date housing evidence is 
relevant to the question of whether a housing supply policy in a neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to 
the achievement of sustainable development.” (our emphasis)  
 
3.0 Evidence Base of the BTSUBNP Introduction  
 
3.1 National planning policy guidance in relation to preparing a Neighbourhood Plan requires the plan to be 
based on “proportionate, robust evidence”, as stated above in Chapter 2.  
 
3.2 In particular, “latest and up-to-date” evidence is required where the Neighbourhood Plan specifically 
creates housing policies. The housing evidence of the BTSUBNP is contained within appendices 3a through 
3f of the BTSUBNP, which provide housing needs evidence, housing censuses and needs survey analysis 
reports for the villages of the Parish. Appendix 4 assessed the sustainability of sites submitted to the Parish 
Council for review as part of a call for sites exercise.  
 
3.3 It is noted that the Housing Need appendix (3a) to the BTSUBNP was published on the 20th of October 
2018, itself drafted using 2011 Census data, and data from other sources which date from 2015 and 2016.  
 
3.4 In addition to the main Housing Need appendix, Appendices 3d, 3e and 3f, which are housing needs 
surveys conducted on the three villages making up the parish, were published in January 2017 (3d and 3f) 
and February 2018 (3e).  
 
3.5 Seven years have now passed since the publication of the Housing Need appendix, with the data it relies 
upon some ten to fifteen years old. Since the publication of the survey and its data, the social and political 
context has drastically changed; the COVID-19 pandemic has drastically changed the manners in which 
people live, work and shop, a new census was performed in 2021 and has now been published, and, more 
recently, the incumbent Labour government has updated the NPPF, including a new standard method of 
calculating local housing need (the ‘new standard method’).  
 
3.6 In particular, the new standard method has resulted in Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (‘HBBC’) 
having to increase the local housing need, from 432 dwellings under the previous standard method, to 649 
currently, an increase of circa 50% (217 dwellings).  
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3.7 We would also like to question appendix 4 of the BTSUBNP. Appendix 4 of the BTSUBNP contains a 
matrix, on which 26 sites were assessed for their sustainability as part of the Parish Council’s Call for Sites.  
 
3.8 We note that Appendix 4 of the BTSUBNP does not state, beyond the overall score of each site based on 
the matrix, any further information as to why a site has been excluded or included for development. In 
particular, it is noted that there appear to be two sites (nos. 5 and 11) that may be suitable for development 
but have inexplicably been excluded from further consideration. Allison Homes East Midlands Land off 295 
Main Street, Stanton-under-Bardon 5975LEb.R001 9 Compliance with Basic Conditions  
 
3.9 We object to the evidence base used to form the BTSUBNP’s housing policies. Given that the PPG clearly 
requires “latest and up-to-date” evidence of housing need to be use, it is plain that the evidence base 
submitted for consideration does not meet this requirement, considering the vast social and political changes 
that have occurred between the drafting of the evidence base and its current consultation.  
 
3.10 In particular, we consider that the evidence base has not given regard to the updated NPPF and new 
standard method and the significant change that this has introduced.  
 
3.11 The housing policies and the evidence base referred to in the BTSUBNP are therefore not represent the 
latest information available and are clearly out of date.  
 
3.12 Further, the exercise that the Parish Council undertook in their consideration of housing sites and their 
respective sustainability is not transparent and therefore could preclude the identification of land that could 
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.  
 
3.13 As a consequence, the Objector considers that the BTSUBNP is in contravention of criterion (a) and 
criterion (d) of the Basic Conditions. Modifications  
 
3.14 The Objector suggests that new studies are conducted to consider the socio-political changes that have 
taken place in the intervening years, in order to provide a more up-to-date evidence base that more accurately 
reflects the current status of the villages of the Parish.  
 
3.15 Most crucially, the evidence base needs to be updated to consider the implications of the increase in 
local housing need as demanded by the new standard method.  
 
3.16 Finally, additional explanation as to why sites have been included (or otherwise) for development is also 
necessary within Appendix 4.  
 
4.0 Chapter 4 of the BTSUBNP Introduction  
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Introduction 
4.1 Chapter 4 of the BTSUBNP deals with housing in the parish. 4.2 of Chapter 4 establishes that, when the 
parishes set out to create the neighbourhood plan, the requirement was 133 new dwellings to 2039. The 
BTSUBNP acknowledges that numerous figures have been produced over the plan period, and that “pending 
clarity” the Housing Theme Group (‘HTG’) has identified sites to meet the housing requirement at 133.  
 
4.2 Alongside consented development, the HTG identifies land for 90 dwellings, totalling 171 dwellings, 
stating “An allowance for windfall added considerably to this total and greatly exceeded the minimum 
requirement.”  
 
4.3 Within section 4.3 of chapter 4, the BTSUBNP states the following: “Neighbourhood Plans do not have to 
include allocations to meet the Borough-wide housing requirement, but where they do, Neighbourhood Plans 
cannot promote fewer houses than HBBC require to be built over the Plan period. The residential target in a 
Neighbourhood Plan can also incorporate a reasonable allowance for windfall development based upon an 
average of annual delivery performance. Given the issues with HBBC not having a current Local Plan and 
being unable to give the Steering Group firm figures to which it can work and in order to protect the villages 
from uncontrolled development, the Steering Group decided to put forward sites and numbers which it 
considered to be appropriate and sustainable to the three villages.”  
 
Compliance with Basic Conditions  
4.4 Chapter 4 has acknowledged that the housing requirements have evolved since the beginning of the 
preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan, yet the housing requirements are based on this original figure of 133 
dwellings, albeit with a windfall.  
 
4.5 It is clear that the BTSUBNP has not taken into account National Policy, in so far as the new standard 
method housing figures are not reflected or the latest population information.  
 
4.6 Following the publication of revised standard methodology, it would appear that HBBC has not provided a 
housing requirement for the neighbourhood to the Parish nor has the Parish asked for an indicative figure. It is 
the responsibility of the Neighbourhood Planning body to request an indicative figure; where an exact figure 
cannot be provided (paragraph 70 of the NPPF). Contrary to the above, the BTSUBNP attempts to justify a 
housing requirement and then defines development limits around the settlement.  
 
4.7 The express purpose of doing the above is made clear in the BTSUBNP and this is “to protect the villages 
from uncontrolled development”.  
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4.8 It is our experience of neighbourhood plans that where a housing requirement for a neighbourhood or 
even an indicative figure is not known then housing allocations or purported housing allocations are not made 
and housing proposals are either assessed against generic criteria-based policies in the neighbourhood plan 
or no settlement limits are defined.  
 
4.9 The BTSUBNP has not followed the required process in securing an indicative housing figure as required 
under the NPPF; and it is clear that the provision will not be sufficient to meet the requirements of the new 
standard method. It is clear that the sole purpose of purporting to allocate land for housing and then drawing 
tight settlement limits is to restrict otherwise acceptable housing development. The BTSUBNP has therefore 
failed to comply with criteria (a) criteria(d) of the Basic Conditions. We therefore object to this part of the 
BTSUBNP. Modifications  
 
4.10 The Objector suggests that the Neighbourhood Planning Body should request an indicative figure from 
HBBC in accordance with the NPPF and following receipt of this, provide additional capacity and land within 
the Neighbourhood Plan area to accommodate an indicative figure in line with the new standard method or 
remove the inference that a local housing need has been identified and how this need is to be met or, in the 
alternative, include a generic criteria based policy that could be used to assess housing proposals beyond the 
settlement limits if they were to come forward or in the further alternative to remove the settlement limits. 
Policy H1 – Settlement Boundary  
 
Introduction  
4.11 Policy H1 of the BTSUBNP states: “Development proposals will be supported on the sites within the 
three settlement boundaries. The boundaries have been updated to reflect the 141 plots identified above and 
are shown in edged blue in Figures 2, 3 and 4 (below) Land outside the defined settlement boundary will be 
treated as open countryside, where development will be carefully managed.” The settlement boundaries 
referred to in this policy are shown below in Figures 1-3, edged in red. The sites identified for housing are 
edged and shaded in blue within the figures.   
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Compliance with Basic Conditions 
4.12 We strongly object to this policy. The revised settlement boundaries effectively allocate land for housing 
development, providing no flexibility with which to develop additional housing to meet.  
 
4.13 As previously mentioned, the new standard method of calculating housing need has shown that HBBC’s 
housing need has grown by 50%. New sites will therefore have to be found, and the policy makes no 
accommodation for any such sites to be identified.  
 
4.14 We consider that the policy does not have regard to the NPPF and the revised housing figures and has 
therefore failed to comply to criterion (a) of the Basic Conditions.  
 
4.15 In addition, through restricting development in the villages, the BTSUBNP has failed to adequately 
contribute to sustainable development, and the policy also fails to comply with criterion (d) of the Basic 
Conditions. Modifications  
 
4.16 The Objector proposes that the wording of Policy H1 is amended to clearly provide support for 
sustainable development outside of settlement boundaries; or settlement boundaries expanded in order to 
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accommodate potential sustainable extensions to the villages or that the settlement limits are deleted. Policy 
H3 – Affordable Housing Policy Introduction  
 
4.17 Policy H3 of the BTSUBNP states: “Development proposals which include affordable housing should 
provide a mix of housing types and sizes to help meet the identified needs of the Parish, based on the 
assessment of housing need (2019) or later report updating this document. The provision of smaller homes 
especially for young people and young families and older people who wish to downsize will be supported, as 
will be the provision of affordable housing for people with a local connection. Any affordable housing should 
be designed and delivered to be indistinguishable from market housing and must be distributed evenly 
through the development as a whole.” Compliance with Basic Conditions  
 
4.18 We object to this policy on the basis that its evidence base is out of date as argued in Chapter 3. 4.19 As 
a consequence, the Objector considers that the BTSUBNP is in contravention of criterion (a) and criterion (d) 
of the Basic Conditions. Allison Homes East Midlands Land off 295 Main Street, Stanton-under-Bardon 
5975LEb.R001 15 Modifications  
 
4.20 The policy should be updated to include an updated evidence base. Policy H4 – Windfall Sites  
 
Introduction  
4.21 Policy H4 of the BTSUBNP states, in full: “Proposals for infill and redevelopment sites will be supported 

where: • they help to meet the identified housing requirement for BT&SuB in terms of housing mix (Policy H2), 

• the location is within the settlement boundary, • they retain existing important natural boundaries and 

features such as gardens, trees, hedges, footpaths and streams, • there is a safe vehicular and pedestrian 

access to the site, and • they do not reduce garden space to an extent where there is an adverse impact on 
the character of the area, or the amenity of neighbours.”  
4.22 The first paragraph states that: “A windfall site is defined in the NPPF as one which has not been 
specifically identified as available through the Local Plan or NDP process. These sites normally comprise 
previously developed land that has unexpectedly become available”.  
 
4.23 The text to this policy goes onto state that: “To help protect the character of BT&SuB, development 
beyond the housing allocation described above will be restricted to windfall sites wholly within the settlement 
boundary.” Compliance with Basic Conditions  
 
4.24 We strongly object to this policy. The settlement boundaries, which we have already mentioned have 
been drawn tightly and therefore do not provide sufficient land to meet what is likely to be found to be a 
reasonable local housing need and that the exemplary text to the policy has been written in such a way as to 
imply that greenfield land cannot constitute windfall development and does not reflect the nuanced approach 
to housing development in the NPPF.  
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4.25 Like Policy H1, we consider the policy does not have regard to the housing requirements set out by the 
NPPF and fails to comply with criterion (a) of the Basic Conditions and it does not allow sustainable 
development which is at the heart of the Framework.  
 
4.26 Furthermore, through restricting development in the villages, and thus failing to contribute to sustainable 
development, the policy also fails to comply with criterion (d) of the Basic Conditions.  
 
Modifications 
4.27 We propose that the wording of the policy be amended to delete “these sites normally comprise 
previously developed land that has unexpectedly become available” and to be supportive of sustainable 
development where development is outside but fall adjacent to settlement boundaries, and, in limited 
circumstances (e.g. brownfield sites or reuse/regeneration of a heritage asset), sites in other circumstances 
beyond the settlement boundaries. 
 
5.0 Compliance with Relevant Legislation 
 
Compliance with the NPPF  
5.1 The BTSUBNP also fails to comply with paragraph 70, in so far as an up-to-date requirement or indicative 
figure has not been used to identify the housing need.  
 
Compliance with the Neighbourhood Planning PPG 5.2 The BTSUBNP fails to comply with the PPG, insofar 

as: • The provided evidence base cannot be considered to be robust, as it is reliant on outdated policy, 

legislation and data. • The evidence base has not considered the latest and up-to-date housing evidence and 
therefore cannot be considered to contribute to sustainable development.  
Compliance with the Basic Conditions 
 

5.3 The BTSUBNP fails to comply with criterion (a) of the Basic Conditions insofar as: • Disregards guidance 

set out within the Framework in relation to housing need figures. • Contains flawed policies which 
inappropriately allocates land for development and restricts otherwise appropriate development.  
 

5.4 The BTSUBNP fails to comply with criteria (d) of the Basic Conditions insofar as: • The BTSUBNP fails to 

take into account the latest housing need in allocating housing sites. • The BTSUBNP and in particular 
policies H1 and H4 preclude sustainable housing development in the Parish, which can make a significant 

contribution to the achievement of sustainable development. • Policy H4 is negatively worded and will only 
allow windfall in very narrow circumstances. This does not promote development or growth which are 
fundamental to the achievement of sustainable development.  
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6.0 Summary and Conclusions 
6.1 We write on behalf of Allison Homes East Midlands to respond to the Submission Draft of the Bagworth, 
Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Neighbourhood Plan (the ‘BTSUBNP’), produced by the Bagworth, 
Thornton and Stanton-under-Bardon Parish Council (the ‘Parish Council’), under power granted in the 
Localism Act 2011.  
 
6.2 Allison Homes strongly object to the BTSUBNP, in particular its evidence base, and Policies H1 and H4.  
 
6.3 The BTSUBNP’s evidence base is out of date and fails to recognise the significant social and political 
changes that have occurred since the surveys were conducted. In particular, it has no regard to the change in 
local housing need as a result of the new standard method as introduced in 2024.  
 
6.4 In connection with its evidence base being out of date, Polices H1, H3 and H4 of the BTSUBNP fail to plan 
positively to meet housing need.  
 
6.5 Policy H1 has been written to prohibit any development of housing outside of development boundaries, 
which we have assessed as being insufficient to meet the current housing need required by the NPPF and 
therefore fails to comply with criteria (a) and (d) of the Basic Conditions. Policy H4 has been written in such a 
way that to restrict windfall housing development, placing unnecessary restrictions on such development and 
excessively limiting growth. Therefore, the policy also fails to comply with criteria (a) and (d) of the Basic 
Conditions.  
 
6.6 The policies identified thus fail to have regard to national policies of the NPPF and PPG, undermining the 
NPPF’s goal of promoting sustainable development.  
6.7 As such the BTSUBNP fails to meet the Basic Conditions set out in the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990, schedule 4B, paragraph 8 (2). 
 

12 MOP2 Comments/Suggested Modifications 
 
6.1.9 and 6.3.3 
Be more explicit in describing the need to rollout Fibre To The Premise (FTTP) technology to improve 
connectivity and home working conditions. Alternatively, subsidise residents access to alternatives such as 
low earth orbit satellite internet (e.g. Starlink). 
 
6.1.5  
Include a comment on need for stricter enforcement of fly tipping 

 

13 Sally Wintle Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 14 March 2025. 
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Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural  
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby  
contributing to sustainable development.  
 
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft  
neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they  
consider our interests would be affected by the proposals made. 
 
Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft neighbourhood plan. 
 
However, we refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues and opportunities that should be  
considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan and to the following information. 
  
Natural England does not hold information on the location of significant populations of protected species, so  
is unable to advise whether this plan is likely to affect protected species to such an extent as to require a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment. Further information on protected species and development is included  
in Natural England's Standing Advice on protected species. 
 
Furthermore, Natural England does not routinely maintain locally specific data on all environmental assets.  
The plan may have environmental impacts on priority species and/or habitats, local wildlife sites, soils and  
best and most versatile agricultural land, or on local landscape character that may be sufficient to warrant a  
Strategic Environmental Assessment. Information on ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees is set out  
in Natural England/Forestry Commission standing advice. 
 
We therefore recommend that advice is sought from your ecological, landscape and soils advisers, local  
record centre, recording society or wildlife body on the local soils, best and most versatile agricultural land,  
landscape, geodiversity and biodiversity receptors that may be affected by the plan before determining  
whether a Strategic Environmental Assessment is necessary. 
 
Natural England reserves the right to provide further advice on the environmental assessment of the plan.  
This includes any third party appeal against any screening decision you may make. If an Strategic  
Environmental Assessment is required, Natural England must be consulted at the scoping and environmental  
report stages. 
 
For any further consultations on your plan, please contact: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  
 
Annex 1 - Neighbourhood planning and the natural environment: information, issues and  
Opportunities 

mailto:consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
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Natural environment information sources 
 
The Magic1 website will provide you with much of the nationally held natural environment data for your plan  
area. The most relevant layers for you to consider are: Agricultural Land Classification, Ancient  
Woodland, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Local Nature Reserves, National Parks (England),  
National Trails, Priority Habitat Inventory, public rights of way (on the Ordnance Survey base map)  
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (including their impact risk zones). Local environmental record  
centres may hold a range of additional information on the natural environment. A list of local record centres  
is available from the Association of Local Environmental Records Centres.  
 
Priority habitats are those habitats of particular importance for nature conservation, and the list of them can  
be found here2. Most of these will be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific Interest, on the Magic  
website or as Local Wildlife Sites. Your local planning authority should be able to supply you with the  
locations of Local Wildlife Sites.  
 
National Character Areas (NCAs) divide England into 159 distinct natural areas. Each character area is  
defined by a unique combination of landscape, biodiversity, geodiversity and cultural and economic activity.  
NCA profiles contain descriptions of the area and statements of environmental opportunity, which may be  
useful to inform proposals in your plan. NCA information can be found here3. 
 
There may also be a local landscape character assessment covering your area. This is a tool to help  
understand the character and local distinctiveness of the landscape and identify the features that give it a  
sense of place. It can help to inform, plan and manage change in the area. Your local planning authority  
should be able to help you access these if you can’t find them online. 
 
If your neighbourhood planning area is within or adjacent to a National Park or Area of Outstanding  
Natural Beauty (AONB), the relevant National Park/AONB Management Plan for the area will set out useful  
information about the protected landscape. You can access the plans on from the relevant National Park  
Authority or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty website. 
 
General mapped information on soil types and Agricultural Land Classification is available (under  
’landscape’) on the Magic4 website and also from the LandIS website5, which contains more information  
about obtaining soil data.  
 
Natural environment issues to consider 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework6 sets out national planning policy on protecting and enhancing the  
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natural environment. Planning Practice Guidance7 sets out supporting guidance. 
Your local planning authority should be able to provide you with further advice on the potential impacts of  
your plan or order on the natural environment and the need for any environmental assessments. 
 
Landscape  
Your plans or orders may present opportunities to protect and enhance locally valued landscapes. You may  
want to consider identifying distinctive local landscape features or characteristics such as ponds, woodland  
or dry-stone walls and think about how any new development proposals can respect and enhance local  
landscape character and distinctiveness.  
If you are proposing development within or close to a protected landscape (National Park or Area of  
Outstanding Natural Beauty) or other sensitive location, we recommend that you carry out a landscape  
assessment of the proposal. Landscape assessments can help you to choose the most appropriate sites for  
development and help to avoid or minimise impacts of development on the landscape through careful siting,  
design and landscaping. 
1 http://magic.defra.gov.uk/  
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-species-of-principal-importance-in-england  
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-making  
4 http://magic.defra.gov.uk/  
5 http://www.landis.org.uk/index.cfm  
6 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2   
7 http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/natural-environment/  
 
Wildlife habitats 
Some proposals can have adverse impacts on designated wildlife sites or other priority habitats (listed here8 
), such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest or Ancient woodland9 
. If there are likely to be any adverse impacts  
you’ll need to think about how such impacts can be avoided, mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated for. 
 
Priority and protected species 
You’ll also want to consider whether any proposals might affect priority species (listed here10) or protected  
species. To help you do this, Natural England has produced advice here11 to help understand the impact of  
particular developments on protected species. 
 
Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land  
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services for society. It is a growing medium  
for food, timber and other crops, a store for carbon and water, a reservoir of biodiversity and a buffer against  
pollution. If you are proposing development, you should seek to use areas of poorer quality agricultural land  
in preference to that of a higher quality in line with National Planning Policy Framework para 112. For more  

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-species-of-principal-importance-in-england
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-making
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/
http://www.landis.org.uk/index.cfm
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/natural-environment/
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information, see Guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land 12 
. 
Improving your natural environment 
Your plan or order can offer exciting opportunities to enhance your local environment and should provide net  
gains for biodiversity in line with the National Planning Policy Framework. If you are setting out policies on  
new development or proposing sites for development, you should follow the biodiversity mitigation hierarchy  
and seek to ensure impacts on habitats are avoided or minimised before considering opportunities for  
biodiversity enhancement. You may wish to consider identifying what environmental features you want to be  
retained or enhanced or new features you would like to see created as part of any new development and how  
these could contribute to biodiversity net gain and wider environmental goals.  
 
Opportunities for environmental enhancement might include:  
• Restoring a neglected hedgerow. 
• Creating a new pond as an attractive feature on the site. 
• Planting trees characteristic to the local area to make a positive contribution to the local landscape. 
• Using native plants in landscaping schemes for better nectar and seed sources for bees and birds. 
• Incorporating swift boxes or bat boxes into the design of new buildings. 
• Think about how lighting can be best managed to reduce impacts on wildlife. 
• Adding a green roof to new buildings. 
• Providing a new footpath through the new development to link into existing rights of way. 
 
Site allocations should be supported by a baseline assessment of biodiversity value. The statutory  
Biodiversity Metric may be used to understand the number of biodiversity units present on allocated sites. 
For small development allocations the Small Sites Metric may be used. This is a simplified version of the  
statutory Biodiversity Metric and is designed for use where certain criteria are met. Further information on  
biodiversity net gain including planning practice guidance can be found here 
You may also want to consider enhancing your local area in other ways, for example by: 
• Setting out in your plan how you would like to implement elements of a wider Green Infrastructure  
Strategy (if one exists) in your community.  
• Assessing needs for accessible greenspace and setting out proposals to address any deficiencies or  
enhance provision. Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Framework sets out further information on  
green infrastructure standards and principles 
• Identifying green areas of particular importance for special protection through Local Green Space  
designation (see Planning Practice Guidance13). 
• Managing existing (and new) public spaces to be more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing wild flower  
strips in less used parts of parks or on verges, changing hedge cutting timings and frequency). 
 
8 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-species-of-principal-importance-in-england  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-species-of-principal-importance-in-england
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9 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences  
10 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-species-of-principal-importance-in-england  
11 https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals  
12 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-
assessingdevelopment-proposals-on-agricultural-land     
13 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-
green-space  
 
• Planting additional street trees.   
• Identifying any improvements to the existing public right of way network, e.g. cutting back hedges,  
improving the surface, clearing litter or installing kissing gates) or extending the network to create  
missing links. 
• Restoring neglected environmental features (e.g. coppicing a prominent hedge that is in poor  
condition or clearing away an eyesore). 
 
Natural England’s Environmental Benefits from Nature tool may be used to identify opportunities to enhance  
wider benefits from nature and to avoid and minimise any negative impacts. It is designed to work alongside  
the statutory Biodiversity Metric and is available as a beta test version 

14 Nik Green Leicestershire County Council is supportive of the Neighbourhood plan process and welcome  
being included in this consultation. 
 
Highways  
General Comments  
The County Council recognises that residents may have concerns about traffic conditions in  
their local area, which they feel may be exacerbated by increased traffic due to population,  
economic and development growth.  
 
Like very many local authorities, the County Council’s budgets are under severe pressure. It  
must therefore prioritise where it focuses its reducing resources and increasingly limited funds.  
In practice, this means that the County Highway Authority (CHA), in general, prioritises its  
resources on measures that deliver the greatest benefit to Leicestershire’s residents,  
businesses and road users in terms of road safety, network management and maintenance.  
Given this, it is likely that highway measures associated with any new development would  
need to be fully funded from third party funding, such as via Section 278 or 106 (S106)  
developer contributions. I should emphasise that the CHA is generally no longer in a position  
to accept any financial risk relating to/make good any possible shortfall in developer funding.  
 
To be eligible for S106 contributions proposals must fulfil various legal criteria. Measures must  

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-species-of-principal-importance-in-england
https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
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also directly mitigate the impact of the development e.g. they should ensure that the  
development does not make the existing highway conditions any worse if considered to have  
a severe residual impact. They cannot unfortunately be sought to address existing problems.  
 
Where potential S106 measures would require future maintenance, which would be paid for  
from the County Council’s funds, the measures would also need to be assessed against the  
County Council’s other priorities and as such may not be maintained by the County Council or  
will require maintenance funding to be provided as a commuted sum. 
 
In regard to public transport, securing S106 contributions for public transport services will  
normally focus on larger developments, where there is a more realistic prospect of services  
being commercially viable once the contributions have stopped ie they would be able to  
operate without being supported from public funding. 
 
The current financial climate means that the CHA has extremely limited funding available to  
undertake minor highway improvements. Where there may be the prospect of third-party  
funding to deliver a scheme, the County Council will still normally expect the scheme to comply  
with prevailing relevant national and local policies and guidance, both in terms of its  
justification and its design; the Council will also expect future maintenance costs to be covered  
by the third-party funding. Where any measures are proposed that would affect speed limits,  
on-street parking restrictions or other Traffic Regulation Orders (be that to address existing  
problems or in connection with a development proposal), their implementation would be  
subject to available resources, the availability of full funding and the satisfactory completion of  
all necessary Statutory Procedures. 
Flood Risk Management  
 
The County Council are fully aware of flooding that has occurred within Leicestershire and its  
impact on residential properties resulting in concerns relating to new developments. LCC in  
our role as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) undertake investigations into flooding,  
review consent applications to undertake works on ordinary watercourses and carry out  
enforcement where lack of maintenance or unconsented works has resulted in a flood risk. In  
April 2015 the LLFA also became a statutory consultee on major planning applications in  
relation to surface water drainage and have a duty to review planning applications to ensure  
that the onsite drainage systems are designed in accordance with current legislation and  
guidance. The LLFA also ensures that flood risk to the site is accounted for when designing a  
drainage solution. 
 
The LLFA is not able to:  



Rep No. Name Summary of Representation HBBC Notes 

• Prevent development where development sites are at low risk of flooding or can  
demonstrate appropriate flood risk mitigation.  
• Use existing flood risk to adjacent land to prevent development.  
• Require development to resolve existing flood risk.  
 
When considering flood risk within the development of a neighbourhood plan, the LLFA would  
recommend consideration of the following points: 
• Locating development outside of river (fluvial) flood risk (Flood Map for Planning (Rivers  
and Sea)).  
• Locating development outside of surface water (pluvial) flood risk (Risk of Flooding from  
Surface Water map).  
• Locating development outside of any groundwater flood risk by considering any local  
knowledge of groundwater flooding.  
• How potential SuDS features may be incorporated into the development to enhance the  
local amenity, water quality and biodiversity of the site as well as manage surface water  
runoff.  
• Watercourses and land drainage should be protected within new developments to prevent  
an increase in flood risk. 
  
All development will be required to restrict the discharge and retain surface water on site in  
line with current government policies. This should be undertaken through the use of  
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). Appropriate space allocation for SuDS features  
should be included within development sites when considering the housing density to ensure  
that the potential site will not limit the ability for good SuDS design to be carried out.  
Consideration should also be given to blue green corridors and how they could be used to  
improve the bio-diversity and amenity of new developments, including benefits to surrounding  
areas.  
 
Often ordinary watercourses and land drainage features (including streams, culverts and  
ditches) form part of development sites. The LLFA recommend that existing watercourses and  
land drainage (including watercourses that form the site boundary) are retained as open  
features along their original flow path and are retained in public open space to ensure that  
access for maintenance can be achieved. This should also be considered when looking at  
housing densities within the plan to ensure that these features can be retained. 
 
LCC, in its role as LLFA will not support proposals contrary to LCC policies. 
 
For further information it is suggested reference is made to the National Planning Policy  
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Framework (March 2012), Sustainable drainage systems: Written statement - HCWS161  
(December 2014) and the Planning Practice Guidance webpage.  
 
Flood risk mapping is readily available for public use at the links below. The LLFA also holds  
information relating to historic flooding within Leicestershire that can be used to inform  
development proposals. 
 
Risk of flooding from surface water map: 
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk  
 
Flood map for planning (rivers and sea): https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/  
 
Public Rights of Way  
Leicestershire has an extensive network of Public Rights of Way which are key to allow people  
to explore the local countryside, link communities and give access to schools, shops, work  
and facilities. Public Rights of Way are recorded on the Definitive Map and a version of this  
can be viewed at: 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/cycling-and-walking/where-to-walk-in-leicestershire    
 
Public Rights of Way are a material consideration in the determination of Planning  
applications. National Planning Policy Framework states that “Planning policies and decisions  
should protect and enhance Public Rights of Way and access, including taking opportunities  
to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way  
networks…”. Leicestershire County Council will expect that where Public Rights of Way are  
impacted by development consideration is given not just to replacement or reinstatement but  
enhancement of the provision. 
 
Planning  
Minerals & Waste Planning  
 
The County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority; this means the council  
prepares the planning policy for minerals and waste development and also makes decisions  
on mineral and waste development. 
 
Although neighbourhood plans cannot include policies that cover minerals and waste  
development, it may be the case that your neighbourhood contains an existing or planned  
minerals or waste site. The County Council can provide information on these operations or  
any future development planned for your neighbourhood. 

https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk
https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/cycling-and-walking/where-to-walk-in-leicestershire
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You should also be aware of Minerals and Waste Safeguarding Areas, contained within the  
adopted Minerals and Waste Local Plan (Leicestershire.gov.uk). These safeguarding areas  
are there to ensure that non-waste and non-minerals development takes place in a way that  
does not negatively affect minerals resources or waste operations. The County Council can  
provide guidance on this if your neighbourhood plan is allocating development in these areas  
or if any proposed neighbourhood plan policies may impact on minerals and waste provision. 
 
Property Education  
 
Whereby housing allocations or preferred housing developments form part of a  
Neighbourhood Plan the Local Authority will look to the availability of school places within a  
two-mile (primary) and three-mile (secondary) distance from the development. If there are not  
sufficient places then a claim for Section 106 funding will be requested to provide those places. 
 
It is recognised that it may not always be possible or appropriate to extend a local school to  
meet the needs of a development, or the size of a development would yield a new school. 
 
However, in the changing educational landscape, the Council retains a statutory duty to ensure  
that sufficient places are available in good schools within its area, for every child of school age  
whose parents wish them to have one. 
 
Strategic Property Services  
No comment at this time. 
Adult Social Care  
 
It is suggested that reference is made to recognising a significant growth in the older  
population and that development seeks to include bungalows etc of differing tenures to  
accommodate the increase. This would be in line with the draft Adult Social Care  
Accommodation Strategy for older people which promotes that people should plan ahead for  
their later life, including considering downsizing, but recognising that people’s choices are  
often limited by the lack of suitable local options. 
 
Environment  
Specific Comments 
Waste Policy and Strategy  
  
Suggest adding highlighted wording to policy H5: Design Standards – all residential  
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development should ensure appropriate provision for the storage of waste and recyclable  
materials and allow space that is convenient and accessible for collection and emptying of  
bins when presented at the kerbside. 
 
Carbon Reduction  
Policy H5 Design Standards – The inclusion of sustainable design requirements within the  
policy is welcomed. It would be beneficial to define what are considered ‘high standards’ of  
energy and water efficiency. Without a defined target, developers are unlikely to enhance the  
performance of their standard house types to satisfy this policy. 
 
It is suggested that an appropriate water consumption target would be no more than 110  
litres/person/day, while a high standard for energy efficiency in new dwellings would be no  
greater than 35 kWh/m2/year, of which space heating should contribute no more than 15  
kWh/m2/year. 
 
Alternatively, rather than focussing on energy efficiency, the policy requirement could instead  
focus on building carbon emissions by preventing the use of gas as a fuel for heating and hot  
water in new developments. When designed in from the start, operating alternative systems  
such as air source heat pumps is not more expensive, especially when used in conjunction  
with solar PV panels. 
 
Policy TT1 Traffic Management – It is suggested that point (e) of this policy be moved up  
the list and strengthened. For example, by making a clear requirement that new developments  
must incorporate new infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists. To further increase its  
robustness, it is suggested to name the appropriate standard to which active travel  
infrastructure should be designed, this is DfT’s LTN 1/20. Without greater emphasis being  
placed on modes of transport other than private motor vehicles, development will inevitably  
generate the additional traffic that the Neighbourhood Plan seeks to avoid. 
 
General - It is notable that climate change mitigation and adaptation are mentioned little  
throughout the plan. Consider mentioning or highlighting the importance of the Neighbourhood  
Plan in shaping the area’s response to climate change mitigation and adaptation throughout  
the plan, especially in relevant policies such as: 
 
• ENV1 Local Green Spaces (adaptation) 
• ENV2 Sites of Natural Environment Significance (adaptation) 
• ENV3 Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement (adaptation) 
• TT1 Traffic Management (mitigation) 
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• TT2 Electric Vehicles 
• BE2 Support for new Business and Employment (mitigation and adaptation) 
• BE3 Home Working (mitigation) 
• BE4 Farm Diversification (mitigation and adaptation) 
Renewable energy is not currently mentioned in the plan. It is recommended that a policy on  
this be drawn up to guide how the village will respond to planning applications for commercial  
scale renewable energy generation such as anaerobic digestors, solar farms and wind  
turbines. 
 
Archaeology and the Historic Environment  
Specific Comments 
 
Non-designated Buildings (Policy ENV 4) (p.44 & Fig 14) 
“The sites, buildings and structures listed below are of high local heritage (historical,  
architectural and/or built environment) significance. The significance both of their intrinsic  
features and of their settings should be balanced against the value of development proposals  
adversely affecting them. 
 
Eight buildings are identified as non-designated heritage assets in the Bagworth, Thornton &  
Stanton Neighbourhood Plan but only six appear in the list (see below). From the list, the war  
memorial is now listed and should be removed from the ‘undesignated heritage asset’ list, and  
the site of Holy Rood Church (MLE 18389) is a documentary reference to a demolished  
building and should be considered as a buried asset rather than as a building. 
 
1. Thornton Water Mill – MLE 2684 
2. Site of Holy Rood Church, Bagworth – MLE 18389 – Now demolished 
3. War Memorial, Holy Rood Church – MLE 20706 – Listed as DLE 8538 
4. Thornton Water Works – MLE 21527 
5. Miners’ Memorial, Bagworth – MLE 23177 
6. St Mary and All Sains Church, Main Street, Stanton-under-Bardon – MLE 19830 
 
MLE 20737 (Stanton War Memorial) appears on map 14 but is also a listed structure  
(DLE8600). 
 
MLE23211 (Battleflat Lodge Farm, Stanton) also appears on the map but is not in the list. 
 
It should be emphasised that the HER is not a comprehensive list of all historic buildings and  
local input into the Neighbourhood Plan can be an opportunity to enhance protections for  
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locally valued heritage assets. In the current iteration of the Neighbourhood Plan all the noted  
buildings are already listed on the Historic Environment Record. A cursory glance at the 1886  
OS map suggests many more buildings that are probably over 150 years old survive and could  
be considered for inclusion as heritage assets.  
 
For example: - 
Stanton under Bardon 
 
The Plough Inn, (figs 1 & 2 below), looks to be a c. 16th century thatched building, marked on  
the 1880’s OS map (1:2500, Epoch 1) but is not, as yet, included on the Historic Environment  
Record. 
 
It could well be considered part of the historic character of the village and benefit from being  
included in the plan. 
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Other buildings in Stanton that could be considered for adoption into the Plan might include: 

 
The former school has been converted to residential property (Fig.3) 
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Or some c.19th century terrace cottages (Fig.4) 
 
 
Bagworth 
 

 
Farmhouse and cart-entry barn group on Main Street (Fig.5) 
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Farmhouse on The Square with checkered brickwork (Fig.6) 
 
 
 

 
There are also a few terrace rows along Main Street that might reflect the growth of the c19th 
century mining industry (Fig.7). Very little survives otherwise earlier than c.1920s/30s. 
 
Thornton 
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Several former village farms/farmhouses: Chestnut Farm and Park Farmhouse (Fig.8) 

 
No’s 1-3 Main Street (Fig.9) 
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Manor Farm opposite (Fig.10) 

 
Main Street, No.21 (Fig.11) 
 

 
 
And the former Vicarage, No.51 Main Street (Fig.12) 
 
If the parish is inclined to give additional protections to any identified NDHAs, this should be  
supported by a list of buildings/sites (incl. location address, map and photograph) to  
accompany the policy along with a brief justification for inclusion on the list (description of  
age/interest of each building). 
 
Sites of Historical Significance (archaeological ‘Monuments’, ENV 5) 
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Nine sites scored highly for ‘history’ in the environmental inventory and all are reproduced  
from the Historic Environment Record. 
Medieval Ridge and Furrow 
No comment – very thoroughly surveyed. 
 
Other Comments  
With regard to the environment and in line with Government advice, Leicestershire County  
Council (LCC) would like to see Neighbourhood Plans cover all aspects of archaeology and  
the historic and natural environment including heritage assets, archaeological sites, listed and  
unlisted historic buildings, historic landscapes, climate change, the landscape, biodiversity,  
ecosystems, green infrastructure as well as soils, brownfield sites and agricultural land. 
 
General Comments  
The planning process provides one of the most effective tools to manage the impact of land  
use change upon the historic environment. This is achieved both through the shaping of  
development plans (Local and Neighbourhood Plans) and the delivery of development  
management advice on individual planning applications. In that context, the inclusion of  
heritage in your Neighbourhood Plan, and the provision of relevant and effective policies, will  
significantly strengthen the management of these issues, and will be an effective way of the  
community identifying its own concerns and priorities. 
 
Ideally, Neighbourhood Plans should seek to work in partnership with other agencies to  
develop and deliver this strategic objective, based on robust local evidence and priorities. We  
recommend that each Neighbourhood Plan should consider the impact of potential  
development or management decisions on the conservation and enhancement of the historic  
environment. The historic environment is defined as comprising all aspects of the environment  
resulting from the interaction between people and places through time, including all surviving  
evidence of past human activity, whether upstanding, buried or submerged, as well  
landscapes and their historic components. 
 
The Leicestershire and Rutland Historic Environment Record (LRHER) can provide a  
summary of archaeological and historic environment information for your Neighbourhood Plan  
area. This will include gazetteers and maps describing the locally identified non-designated  
heritage assets, typically archaeological sites (both earthworks and buried archaeological  
remains), unlisted historic buildings and historic landscapes (parks and gardens). We will also  
provide information on medieval ridge and furrow earthworks to help you evaluate the  
surviving earthworks in your area.  
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Information on Designated assets (Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Registered Parks  
and Gardens, Battlefields) is available from the National Heritage List for England (NHLE).  
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/  
 
Consideration of the historic environment, and its constituent designated and non-designated  
heritage assets, is a material consideration in the planning process. While the data held by  
the LRHER is constantly maintained and updated, it is unlikely that the record represents an  
exhaustive list of all assets with the plan area. We suggest that information provided by the  
LRHER should be taken into account when preparing the Neighbourhood Plan and contribute  
to any list of locally identified heritage assets. Based upon a structured assessment process,  
this will be the basis of any non-designated heritage assets identified within the plan and given  
force through the preparation of appropriate heritage policy. 
 
Contact: her@leics.gov.uk , or phone 0116 305 8323 
 
For help with including heritage in your Neighbourhood Plan please see the following  
guidance: 
CBA Toolkit No. 10, Neighbourhood Planning (2017) 
https://www.archaeologyuk.org/asset/6FE3A721-B328-4B75-9DEBBD0028A4AEED/  
 
National Trust Guide to Heritage in Neighbourhood Plans (2019) 
https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/documents/neighbourhood-planning-and-heritageguidance.pdf  
  
Climate Change  
The UK Met Office predicts that in a business-as-usual (high emission) scenario, Britain could  
experience summers as much as 5°C hotter by 2070. Winters could be up to 4.2°C warmer,  
and sea levels could rise by up to 1.15 metres by 2100, leaving the UK coastline  
unrecognisable. Average summer rainfall could decrease by up to 47% by 2070, while there  
could be up to 35% more precipitation in winter. 
In June 2019 the Climate Change Act (2008) was amended committing the UK to achieving  
net zero carbon emissions by 2050. Achieving this will require households, communities,  
businesses and local authorities to be fully engaged and aligned with this government policy. 
The County Council, through its Environment Strategy and Net Zero Strategy and Action Plan,  
is committed to tackling climate change and lowering carbon emissions. The Council has a  
target to achieve net zero for its own operations by 2035 and working with Leicestershire  
people and organisations to become a net zero county by 2050. Along with most other UK  
local authorities, the council has declared a climate emergency and wants to play its part to  
help meet the Paris Agreement and keep global temperature rise to well below 2oC  

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
mailto:her@leics.gov.uk
https://www.archaeologyuk.org/asset/6FE3A721-B328-4B75-9DEBBD0028A4AEED/
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Leicestershire’s Net Zero Strategy and Action Plan is available here.  
 
Planning is one of the key levers for enabling these commitments to be met. Neighbourhood  
Plans should, as far as possible, align to Leicestershire County Council’s Net Zero Strategy  
and Action Plan by contributing to and supporting a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions  
and reducing the county’s exposure to the worst effects of climate change.  
 
Furthermore, Neighbourhood Plans should, as far as possible, seek to include measures  
which increase the neighbourhoods resilience to climate change such as avoiding building on  
flood plains, using sustainable urban drainage systems, using nature based solutions to  
reduce flood risk, reducing the amount of non-permeable hard surfaces and encouraging tree  
planting, green walls and roofs to provide natural shading and cooling.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): Meeting the challenge of climate change,  
flooding and coastal change – paragraphs 157 to 179 
 
Para 157 - The planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a  
changing climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. It should help to: shape  
places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise  
vulnerability and improve resilience; encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the  
conversion of existing buildings; and support renewable and low carbon energy and associated  
infrastructure. 
 
Landscape  
The County Council would like to see the inclusion of a local landscape assessment taking  
into account: Natural England’s Landscape character areas; the Leicestershire, Leicester and  
Rutland Historic Landscape Characterisation Project; the Local District/Borough Council  
landscape character assessments; and the Landscape Sensitivity and Green Infrastructure  
Study for Leicester and Leicestershire (2017), which examines the sensitivity of the landscape,  
exploring the extent to which different areas can accommodate development without  
impacting on their key landscape qualities.  
 
We would recommend that Neighbourhood Plans should also consider the street scene and  
public realm within their communities, further advice can be found in the latest ‘Streets for All  
East Midlands’ document (2018) published by Historic England  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-east-midlands/ . For  
more information on place-making within new development please review Manual for Streets  
and Manual for Streets 2 Wider Applications of the Principles. Leicestershire County Council  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-east-midlands/
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are in the process of producing an updated Leicestershire Highways Design Guide which will  
concisely take account of and reference these guides and others.  
LCC would encourage the development of local listings as per the National Planning Policy  
Framework (NPPF) and LCC have some data on the social, cultural, archaeological and  
historic value of local features and buildings (https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/leisure-and-community/history-
and-heritage/historic-environment-record )  
  
Contact: her@leics.gov.uk  or telephone: 0116 3058323  
 
Examples of policy statements for Landscape:  
POLICY X: LOCAL LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AREAS – Development proposals falling  
within or affecting the Local Landscape Character Areas (LLCAs), where possible, enhance  
the LLCA’s particular characteristics, important views and local distinctiveness. Proposals  
having a harmful effect on a Local Landscape Character Area’s character will not be  
supported. Landscape Assessment is a specialist area and accredited landscape consultants  
can provide advice. https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/  
 
Biodiversity  
The Natural Environment and Communities Act 2006 places a duty on all public authorities in  
England and Wales to have regard, in the exercise of their duties, to the purpose of conserving  
biodiversity. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2023 clearly outlines the  
importance of sustainable development alongside the core principle that planning should  
contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment, providing net gain for  
biodiversity, and reducing pollution. Neighbourhood Plans should therefore seek to work in  
partnership with other agencies to develop and deliver a strategic approach to protecting and  
improving the natural environment based on local evidence and priorities. Each  
Neighbourhood Plan should consider the impact of potential development or management of  
open spaces on enhancing biodiversity and habitat connectivity, such as hedgerows and  
greenways. Habitat permeability for species which addresses encouragement of movement  
from one location to another such as the design of street lighting, roads, noise, exposure to  
chemicals, obstructions in water, exposure of species to predation, Invasive and Non-Native  
Species, and arrangement of land-uses should be considered. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan can be used to plan actions for the parish council on its’ own land  
(community actions) and guide the actions of others (policy actions).  
 
For specific advice on species and habitats of importance in the County and actions that can  
make a difference to their conservation and ways to increase the quality and quantity of these,  

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/leisure-and-community/history-and-heritage/historic-environment-record
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/leisure-and-community/history-and-heritage/historic-environment-record
mailto:her@leics.gov.uk
https://www.landscapeinstitute.org/
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please refer to the Leicestershire and Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/biodiversity-strategy  
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-and-biodiversity  
 
The Leicestershire and Rutland Environmental Records Centre (LRERC) can provide a  
summary of wildlife information for your Neighbourhood Plan area. This will include a map  
showing nationally important sites (e.g. Sites of Special Scientific Interest); locally designated  
Wildlife Sites; locations of badger setts, great crested newt breeding ponds and ponds with  
high potential to support great crested newts’ and bat roosts; and a list of records of protected  
and priority Biodiversity Action Plan species. These are all a material consideration in the  
planning process. If there has been a recent Habitat Survey of your plan area, this will also  
be included. LRERC is unable to carry out habitat surveys on request from a Parish Council,  
although it may be possible to add it into a future survey programme.  
 
Contact: LRERC@leics.gov.uk ., or phone 0116 305 1087 
 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/leicestershire-and-rutland-
environmental-records-centre-lrerc , 
 
For informal advice on actions for nature that can be taken forward on parish land please  
contact EnvironmentTeam@Leics.gov.uk  
 
There are many protected species of plants and animals in England and often their supporting  
features and habitats are also protected. What you can and cannot do by law varies from  
species to species and may require a preliminary ecological appraisal. For information on  
protected species and the law please visit: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-species-how-to-review-
planning-applications  
   
Examples of policy statements that can be added to the plan to support biodiversity: 
 
POLICY X: BIODIVERSITY PROTECTION IN NEW DEVELOPMENT – Consideration should  
be made in the design and construction of new development in the Plan Area to protect and  
enhance biodiversity, where appropriate, including:  
 
• Roof and wall construction should incorporate integral bee bricks, bird nest boxes and  
bat breeding and roosting boxes. Target species and locations to be based on advice  
sought from the Local Authority’s Biodiversity Officer (or equivalent).  
• Hedges (or fences with ground-level gaps) should be used for property boundaries to  

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/biodiversity-strategy
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-and-biodiversity
mailto:LRERC@leics.gov.uk
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/leicestershire-and-rutland-environmental-records-centre-lrerc
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/leicestershire-and-rutland-environmental-records-centre-lrerc
mailto:EnvironmentTeam@Leics.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-species-how-to-review-planning-applications
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-species-how-to-review-planning-applications
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maintain connectivity of habitat for hedgehogs and other terrestrial animals.  
• Work with landowners to ensure good maintenance of existing hedgerows, gap up and  
plant new hedgerows where appropriate and introduce a programme of replenishing  
hedgerow trees. 
• Avoidance of all unnecessary exterior artificial lighting: there is no legal duty requiring  
any place to be lit.  
• Security lighting, if essential, should be operated by intruder sensors and illuminated  
for no longer than 1 minute. Sports and commercial facility lighting should be switched  
off during agreed ‘curfew’ hours between March and October, following best practice  
guidelines in Bats and Lighting Leicestershire Environmental Records Centre, 2014.  
• Lighting design, location, type, lux levels and times of use should follow current bestpractice, e.g. by 
applying the guidelines in Guidance note 08/18 Bats and artificial  
lighting in the UK: Bat Conservation Trust / Institution of Lighting Professionals, 2018. 
• Natural/semi natural grassland margins adjacent to hedges of up to 5m buffer. 
• Retain natural features wherever possible. 
• In creating habitats, consider the underlying geology and allow natural colonisation  
near local high-quality habitats. 
• Avoid use of topsoil to promote plant diversity, especially in areas of limestone or areas  
near to heathland - consider exposing sandy soils to encourage acid grassland and  
heath. 
• Allow for structural diversity of habitats – for example long and tall grass, to maintain  
a suitable grassland habitat for wildlife. A management plan should accompany all  
planning applications.  
• Avoid development and hard landscaping next to watercourses. 
• Restore naturalness to existing watercourses for example by retaining some steeper  
earth banks suitable for Kingfisher and Water Vole breeding. 
• Retain areas of deadwood within the site to maintain biodiversity. 
• Plant 30% of trees with a selection of larger native species and create lines of trees  
(this could support the feeding zone of bats for instance and well managed hedges can  
do the same). 
 
Green Infrastructure  
 
Green infrastructure (GI) is a network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, which  
is capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local  
communities (NPPF definition). GI includes parks, open spaces, playing fields, woodlands,  
street trees, cemeteries/churchyards, allotments and private gardens as well as streams,  
rivers, canals and other water bodies and features such as rain gardens, pocket parks and  
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swales.  
 
The NPPF places the duty on local authorities to plan positively for a strategic network of GI  
which can deliver a range of planning policies including: building a strong, competitive  
economy; creating a sense of place and promoting good design; promoting healthier  
communities by providing greater opportunities for recreation and mental and physical health  
benefits; meeting the challenges of climate change and flood risk; increasing biodiversity and  
conserving and enhancing the natural and historic environment. Looking at the existing  
provision of GI networks within a community can influence the plan for creating & enhancing  
new networks.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan groups have the opportunity to plan GI networks at a local scale to  
maximise benefits for their community and in doing so they should ensure that their  
Neighbourhood Plan is reflective of the relevant Local Authority Green Infrastructure strategy.  
Through the Neighbourhood Plan and discussions with the Local Authority Planning teams  
and potential Developers communities are well placed to influence the delivery of local scale  
GI networks.  
 
Sites that are designated as Local Green Spaces can form an important strategic part of local  
Green Infrastructure and can be conserved and enhanced to make an important contribution  
to the district green infrastructure. Delivery of the conservation and enhancement can be dealt  
with in Policy and Community Actions.  
 
NPs should be aware of the emerging Local Nature Recovery Strategy for Leicester,  
Leicestershire and Rutland to consider how the sites and the management of them within the  
Neighbourhood area can contribute to the strategy and action for delivery.  
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/local-nature-recovery-strategy/what-a-local-
nature-recovery-strategy-is    
 
Brownfield, Soils and Agricultural Land  
 
The NPPF encourages the effective use of brownfield land for development, except where this  
would conflict with other policies in the NPPF Framework, including causing harm to  
designated sites of importance for biodiversity. Neighbourhood planning groups should check  
with Defra and the District or Borough council who keep a register of brownfield sites to see if  
their neighbourhood planning area includes brownfield sites. Where information is lacking as  
to the ecological or heritage value of these sites then the Neighbourhood Plan could include  
policies that ensure such survey work should be carried out to assess the ecological and  

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/local-nature-recovery-strategy/what-a-local-nature-recovery-strategy-is
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/local-nature-recovery-strategy/what-a-local-nature-recovery-strategy-is
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heritage value of a brownfield site before development decisions are taken.  
 
Soils are an essential finite resource on which important ecosystem services, such as food  
production, are dependent on. They should be enhanced in value and protected from adverse  
effects of unacceptable levels of pollution. Within the government’s “Safeguarding our Soils”  
strategy, Defra have produced a code of practice for the sustainable use of soils on  
construction sites which could be helpful to neighbourhood planning groups in preparing  
environmental policies.  
 
High quality agricultural soils should, where possible, be protected from development and  
where a large area of agricultural land is identified for development poorer quality areas should  
be used in preference to the higher quality areas. Neighbourhood planning groups should  
consider mapping agricultural land classification within their plan to enable informed decisions  
to be made in the future. Natural England can provide further information and Agricultural Land  
classification and have produced the following guide. 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-
assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land.   
 
The British Society for Soil Science provide advice on what should be expected of developers  
in assessing land for development suitability.  
https://soils.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Jan-2022.pdf  
  
Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEAs)  
 
Information for Neighbourhood Planning groups regarding Strategic Environmental  
Assessments (SEAs) can be found on the Neighbourhood Planning website  
(https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/understand-plan-requiresstrategic-environmental-
assessment-sea/) and should be referred to. A Neighbourhood Plan  
must meet certain basic conditions in order to be ‘made’. It must not breach and be otherwise  
compatible with the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations SI  
2004/1633 (available online). These regulations deal with the assessment of environmental  
plans and programmes, and implement Retained Reference Directive 2001/42 ‘on the  
assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment’.  
 
Not every Neighbourhood Plan needs a SEA; however, it is compulsory to provide when  
submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority either:  
• A statement of reasons as to why SEA was not required  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land
https://soils.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Assessing-Agricultural-Land-Jan-2022.pdf
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• An environmental report (a key output of the SEA process).  
 
As a rule of thumb, SEA is more likely to be necessary if both of the following two elements  
apply:  
• a Neighbourhood Plan allocates sites for development (for housing, employment etc.).  
and  
• the neighbourhood area contains sensitive environmental assets (e.g. a Site of Special  
Scientific Interest (SSSI) or an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)) that may  
be affected by the policies and proposals in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
In light of these two considerations, it is very unlikely that a Neighbourhood Plan would require  
SEA if the plan is not allocating land for development. This is because allocating land for  
development is more likely to generate physical changes which lead to significant effects.  
 
As the UK has now left the EU, Neighbourhood Planning groups should remain mindful of any  
future changes which may occur to the above guidance. Changes may be forthcoming as a  
result of the Government’s Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (LURA). This proposes  
‘Environmental Outcome Reports’ to replace the current system of Strategic Environmental  
Assessment (including Sustainability Appraisals) and Environmental Impact Assessment and  
introduce a clearer and simpler process where relevant plans and projects (including  
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects) are assessed against tangible environmental  
outcomes. Prior to the new Labour government taking office, the provisions in the Act to enable  
the EORs to be brought forward had not been enacted and this remains the situation as of  
summer 2024.  
 
Impact of Development on Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) 
 
Neighbourhood planning groups should remain mindful of the interaction between new  
development applications in a district and borough area and the existing HWRC services  
delivered by Leicestershire County Council.  
 
The County Council’s Waste Management team considers the impact of increased waste  
arisings from proposed developments on a case by case basis and when it is identified that a  
proposed development will have a detrimental effect on the local HWRC infrastructure then  
appropriate projects to maintain the capacity of the HWRC (most likely impacted) have to be  
initiated.  
 
Planning obligations to fund these projects are requested in accordance with the  
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Leicestershire County Council’s Planning Obligations Policy and the three CIL tests (as per  
Regulation 122 under the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 (as amended)) as 
described below;.  
 
A planning obligation is a legally enforceable commitment (secured within a Section 106  
agreement or S106 unilateral undertaking (as per s106 of the Town and Country Planning Act  
1990 (as amended)) entered into to mitigate the impacts of development. Planning obligations  
can only be sought (and considered to be CIL compliant) where they meet the following 3  
tests: 
• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
• directly related to the development;  
• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development; 
 
Public Health  
 
Health is shaped by many different factors throughout our lives. Health is affected by the  
settings in which we live, work, learn and play. These influences start to determine health and  
opportunities for better health from birth and throughout the whole life course, for example the  
environment, community, transport, education and income. 
 
This complex range of interacting social, economic and environmental factors are known as  
the wider determinants of health or the social determinants of health.  
 
When there is a difference in these conditions it contributes to health inequalities- “Health  
inequalities are the preventable, unfair and unjust differences in health status between groups,  
populations or individuals that arise from the unequal distribution of social, environmental and  
economic conditions within societies” (NHS England) 
 
The diagram below illustrates types of wider factors that influence an individual’s mental and  
physical health. 
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The diagram shows: 
• personal characteristics at the core of the model and this includes sex, age, ethnic group,  
and hereditary factors 
• The layer around the core contains individual ‘lifestyle’ factor behaviours such as  
smoking, alcohol use, and physical activity 
• The next layer contains social and community networks including family and wider social  
circles 
• The next layer covers living and working conditions include access and opportunities in  
relation to jobs, housing, education and welfare services 
• The final outer layer is general socioeconomic, cultural and environmental conditions  
and includes factors such as disposable income, taxation, and availability of work 
 
Research by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, looked into the major contributors to  
health and wellbeing and found that: 
 
Health Behaviours contribute to 30% of health outcomes made up of: 
• Smoking 10% 
• Diet/Exercise 10% 
• Alcohol use 5% 
• Poor sexual health 5% 
 
Socioeconomic Factors contribute to 40% of health outcomes: 
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• Education 10% 
• Employment 10% 
• Income 10% 
• Family/Social Support 5% 
• Community Safety 5% 
 
Clinical Care contributes to 20% of health outcomes: 
• Access to care 10% 
• Quality of care 10% 
 
Built Environment contributes to 10% of health outcomes: 
• Environmental Quality 5% 
• Built Environment 5% 
 
Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation and University of Wisconsin Population Health  
Institute, Used in US to rank Counties by health Status 
 
Therefore, due to the complex way in which the built environment and communities we live in  
impact on our health any opportunity to mitigate negative impacts and enhance positive  
outcomes should be taken. Completing a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is a good practice  
to ensure neighbourhood concerns and recommendations are considered. 
 
Undertaking a HIA as part of your neighbourhood plans has the potential to influence all these  
areas, alongside influencing decisions made about access to care through transport and  
infrastructure.  
 
To aid you in undertaking a HIA please visit: Health Impact Assessments | Leicestershire  
County Council Professional Services Portal  
 
At the bottom of this page there are also links to a number of local data sheets at a district  
level. You can also familiarise yourself with the health profile for your area by visiting: 
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/health-profiles Leicestershire Inequalities JSNA | Tableau  
Public and Health Inequalities and Wider Determinants of Health | LSR Online 
 
Dahlgren G, Whitehead M. (1991). Policies and Strategies to Promote Social Equity in Health.  
Stockholm, Sweden: Institute for Futures Studies. 
 
NHS England, “Reducing health inequalities resources,” [Online].  
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Available: https://www.england.nhs.uk/about/equality/equality-hub/resources/  
[Accessed February 2021]. 
 
Active Together  
 
An ever-increasing body of research indicates that the environment in which we live is  
inextricably linked to our health across the life course. For example, the design of our  
neighbourhoods can influence physical activity levels, travel patterns, social connectivity,  
mental and physical health and wellbeing outcomes.” (Spatial Planning for Health- An  
evidence resource for planning and designing healthier places; Public Health England, 2017) 
 
There is growing evidence that the design of our bult environments, places and travel routes  
can either discourage or encourage people to be physically active depending on how they are  
designed and constructed.  
 
The latest evidence shows that, there are still more than one in four adults doing less than 30  
minutes of activity per week. People in the UK are around 20% less active now than in the  
1960’s and the evidence also show that physical inactivity affects groups unequally, with  
women, people from ethnically diverse communities, people living in more deprived areas,  
people with disabilities, and people with long-term health conditions less likely to be active. 
 
Medically there is no dispute that increasing the level of physical activity is directly linked to  
improvement in physical and mental health and that regular physical activity contributes to a  
reduction in particular health conditions i.e. obesity, CHD, diabetes and cardiovascular  
disease). Designing our neighbourhoods in a way that proactively encourages communities  
and residents to walk, cycle and be active is an important factor in improving population health. 
 
Over the next 30 years there are opportunities to shape the design of our neighbourhoods,  
residential developments, travel routes, town centres, employment spaces and other  
environments in such a way that physical activity (walking, cycling, recreational exercise)  
becomes an easy choice and benefits the health of our local population. 
 
Active Together encourages neighbourhood plans to adopt the 10 principles of Active Design  
Guidance. This is national published guidance for Local Authorities and place making  
stakeholders developed by Sport England, Active Travel England and the Department of  
Health and Social Care. Active Design aims to create places and spaces which encourage  
people to move more, with more opportunities for everyone to increase their activity levels and  
lead healthier lives. 

https://www.england.nhs.uk/about/equality/equality-hub/resources/
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The full guidance can be accessed via Sport England: 
https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-
design  
 
The Ten Principles of Active Design  
 
Foundational Principles 
1. Activity for all 
 
Supporting Active Travel 
2. Walkable Communities 
3. Providing connected active travel routes 
4. Mixing Uses and co-locating facilities 
 
Active, High-Quality Places and Spaces 
5. Active buildings inside and out 
6. Providing activity infrastructure 
7. High-quality streets and spaces 
8. Network of multi-functional open spaces 
 
Creating and Maintaining Activity 
9. Activating spaces 
 
10. Maintaining high-quality flexible spaces 
The places we inhabit can have a considerable effect on our health, behaviour and quality of  
life. Places that provide opportunities for people to lead physically active lives can positively  
impact people’s physical and mental wellbeing. But the opposite can also be true, where the  
design of a place creates barriers making it difficult, unpleasant or inconvenient for people to  
be physically active 
 
Embedding principles of developing Active Environments at a strategic level could result in: 
• Housing developments which make walking and cycling the preferred method of  
individual transport and reduced reliance on the car and motorised transport. 
• Neighbourhoods where people live closer to where they work, and sustainable transport  
becomes a realistic option. 
• Safe mixed-use developments and neighbourhoods where residents feel safe and  
encouraged to maximise outdoor space for travel and recreation. 
• A contribution to increasing local population physical activity levels and a factor in  

https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
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reducing air pollution and maximising green infrastructure 
• Supporting Local Authority corporate challenges to improve health outcomes, develop  
community cohesion, and impact on community safety and neighbourhood resilience. 
 
The benefits of places that encourage activity go beyond just public health. Compact,  
walkable, linked communities that are centred around people being active rather than using  
cars: 
• Are more environmentally friendly, 
• Have lower carbon emissions, 
• Have better air quality, 
• Are more socially inclusive, 
• Are more economically productive. 
 
Active Environments: 
1. More environmentally friendly 
2. Better air quality 
3. More economically productive 
4. More socially inclusive 
5. Lower carbon emissions 
 
Sport England have produced a useful Active Design check list for Local Authorities to use in  
the planning of places and new environments: 
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2023- 
05/Document%203%20-%20Active%20Design%20Checklist%20- 
%20May%202023.pdf?VersionId=fc45irvlfyWPhgC396_2BFSas4y4d7gN  
  
There is further published planning support guidance that encourages the design of local and  
neighbourhood plans to adopt principles that encourage provision for physical activity and  
sport:  
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2024- 
07/Planning%20for%20Sport%20Guidance%20June%202019%20- 
%20Last%20Updated%20April%202024..pdf?VersionId=Kl5U5ev8R4TmeoxiEyLayqbyAaCl 
S4PT     
 
Active Together supports and works collaboratively with Leicestershire County Council Public  
Health Team to encourage health-based planning and supports the use of Health Impact  
Assessments and use of local health data to support planning decisions 
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Other useful information and guidance for the healthy design of local places has been collated  
and can be found at: 
www.healthyplacemaking.co.uk  
 
Active Together would welcome the opportunity to discuss the development of the  
neighbourhood plan and examine, with the Parish Council, the opportunities for shaping  
infrastructure design, systems and processes within the plan that would maximise physical 
activity opportunities for those communities and residents impacted by the neighbourhood  
plan. 
 
Communities  
Consideration of community facilities is a positive facet of Neighbourhood Plans that reflects  
the importance of these facilities within communities and can proactively protect and develop  
facilities to meet the needs of people in local communities. Neighbourhood Plans provide an  
opportunity to; 
 
1. Carry out and report on a review of community facilities, groups and allotments and their  
importance with your community. 
 
2. Set out policies that seek to; 
• protect and retain these existing facilities, 
• support the independent development of new facilities, and, 
• identify and protect Assets of Community Value and provide support for any existing  
or future designations. 
 
3. Identify and support potential community projects that could be progressed. 
 
You are encouraged to consider and respond to all aspects of community resources as part  
of the Neighbourhood Planning process. Further information, guidance and examples of  
policies and supporting information is available at 
www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/np/useful-information.  
 
Economic Development  
We would recommend including economic development aspirations with your Plan, outlining  
what the community currently values and whether they are open to new development of small  
businesses etc. 
 
Fibre Broadband  

http://www.healthyplacemaking.co.uk/
http://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/np/useful-information
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Our ambition is for a Digital Leicestershire. This includes the ambition for everyone to have  
access to fast, accessible, inclusive, reliable digital infrastructure and we are working to  
support government targets to achieve gigabit capable, lightning-fast broadband connections  
to 85% of the UK by December 2025, increasing to near universal coverage by 2030. 
 
A fast and reliable digital infrastructure will open new opportunities for residents, communities  
and businesses. It will underpin innovation, improve community and social networks and  
support learning and development for all. It will help to deliver a range of societal benefits  
including the more effective provision of public services, information and connect people to  
support at the point of need. 
 
The Digital Leicestershire team manages programmes aimed at improving digital  
infrastructure in the county. This includes superfast, ultrafast and full fibre broadband. This  
work combines three approaches; engaging with commercial operators to encourage private  
investment in Leicestershire, working with all tiers of government to reduce barriers to  
commercial investment, and operating intervention schemes with public funds to support  
deployment of digital infrastructure in hard-to-reach areas that are not included in broadband  
suppliers’ plans, reaching parts of the county that might otherwise miss out on getting the  
digital connectivity they need. We are currently providing support throughout the county with  
our Gigabit and Gigahub programmes. 
 
How does this role relate to neighbourhood plans?  
 
The UK government has brought into force new laws that require new homes in England to  
be built with gigabit broadband connections and enables telecoms firms to be able to get faster  
broadband to nine million people living in blocks of flats across the UK. 
 
Ministers have amended the Building Regulations 2010 to ensure that new homes constructed  
in England will be fitted with infrastructure and connections capable of delivering gigabit  
broadband - the fastest internet speeds on the market. 
 
The updated regulations mean that more people moving into new homes will have a gigabitcapable 
broadband connection ready when construction is completed, avoiding the need for  
costly and disruptive installation work after the home is built and enabling residents to arrange  
the best possible internet service at the point they move in. 
 
In a further boost to people’s access to better broadband, another new law has made it easier  
to install faster internet connections in blocks of flats when landlords repeatedly ignore  
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requests for access from broadband firms. 
 
Both of these new laws came into effect on 26 December 2022. 
 
The updated building rules mean home developers will be legally required to future-proof new  
homes in England for next-generation gigabit broadband as standard practice during  
construction. 
 
Connection costs will be capped at £2,000 per home for developers and they will work together  
with network operators to connect developments to the gigabit network. It is estimated that 
over 98 per cent of premises fall within this cap, meaning moving into a new build property  
without lightning-fast internet speeds will become a thing of the past for the vast majority of  
people across England. 
 
Where a developer is unable to secure a gigabit-capable connection within the cost cap,  
developers must install the next fastest connection available. 
 
And even where a gigabit-capable connection is not available within the cost cap, gigabitready infrastructure, 
such as ducts, chambers and termination points, still needs to be  
installed. This will ensure that homes are fit for the digital age but may not be connected  
straight away. 
 
The Council supports a ‘dig once’ approach for the deployment of communications  
infrastructure and a build that is sympathetic to the character and appearance of the  
surrounding area. The Council encourages telecommunications build which does not  
significantly impact on the appearance of any building or space on which equipment is located  
and which minimises street clutter. 
 
Groups working on emerging neighbourhood plans are encouraged to visit the Digital  
Leicestershire web site to learn more about current and forthcoming full fibre broadband  
provision for their local area https://www.thinkbroadband.com/ and also BDUK (Building Digital  
UK) 
 
Further Information  
https://digital-leicestershire.org.uk/  
Email: broadband@leics.gov.uk   
Building Regulations: Infrastructure for Electronic Communications (R) 
 

https://digital-leicestershire.org.uk/
mailto:broadband@leics.gov.uk
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Equalities  
While we cannot comment in detail on plans, you may wish to ask stakeholders to bear the  
Council’s Equality Strategy 2020-2024 in mind when taking your Neighbourhood Plan forward  
through the relevant procedures, particularly for engagement and consultation work. A copy  
of the strategy can be view at: 
 
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2020/7/10/Equality-strategy-2020-2024.pdf  
 
The Neighbourhood plan should comply with the main requirements of the Public Sector  
Equality Duty. This requires public bodies to have due regard of the need to: 
 
Eliminate discrimination 
Advance equality of opportunity 
Foster good relations between different people 
 
Accessible Documents  
In today’s working environment more and more information is being produced digitally. When  
producing information which is aimed at or to be viewed by the public, it is important to make  
that information as accessible as possible. At least 1 in 5 people in the UK have a long-term  
illness, impairment or disability. Many more have a temporary disability. 
 
Accessibility means more than putting things online. It means making your content and design  
clear and simple enough so that most people can use it without needing to adapt it, while  
supporting those who do need to adapt things. 
 
For example, someone with impaired vision might use a screen reader (software that lets a  
user navigate a website and ‘read out’ the content), braille display or screen magnifier. Or  
someone with motor difficulties might use a special mouse, speech recognition software or  
on-screen keyboard emulator. 
 
Public sector organisations have a legal requirement to make sure that all information which  
appears on their websites is accessible. As Neighbourhood Plans have to be published on  
Local Planning Authority websites, they too have to comply with government regulations for  
accessibility. Guidance for creating accessible Word and PDF documents can be found on  
the Leicestershire Communities website: 
Creating Accessible Word Documents 
Creating Accessible PDFs 
 

https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2020/7/10/Equality-strategy-2020-2024.pdf
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To enable Development Officers to implement your policies, it is important to make sure that  
they are clear, concise and worded in such a way that they are not open to interpretation. This  
Policy Writing Guide has been designed to provide you with a few key points to look out for: 
https://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/policy-writing-guide-17.pdf?v=1667547963  

 

N.B. If you require any more information, or want to request to view the larger documents/appendices not available in this summary, please 

contact Planning Policy. 

https://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/policy-writing-guide-17.pdf?v=1667547963
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