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Bagworth Thornton and Stanton Under Bardon Neighbourhood Plan
Appendix 1 - Recommended Modifications Table (Part of the Regulation 18 Decision Statement)
XX June 2026
As outlined in the Regulation 18 Decision Statement, Regulation 18 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 requires the Local Planning Authority to outline what action to take in response to the recommendations the Independent Examiner made in their report.
Below is Table 1, which outlines all the modifications listed in the Examiner’s report, the Local Planning Authority’s response to each, and the associated action, as required.



This modification table is intended to act as a summary of the modifications, as such please see Examiner’s Report (June 2026) for the full context and particulars of the modifications.



Table 1: Examiner’s proposed modifications and HBBC’s proposed response
	Modification No.
	Policy / Section
	Examiner’s Report page/paragraph number
	Recommended Modification
	HBBC’s decision

	1
	Throughout
	The Examiner discusses the modification throughout the draft NDP, other than in the Foreword and Appendices. 
	Number paragraphs. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because numbering the paragraphs of the Neighbourhood Plan provides clarity and ensures the document can be reliably referred to in decision-making, reports and at appeal. This is a correction of an error in presentation rather than a change of substance, and supports the proper use of the Plan once made.


	2
	Page 7, section 1.2

	The Examiner discusses the modification on page 7, section 1.2. 
	Page 7, section 1.2
Replace “Neighbourhood Plans must” with “Neighbourhood Plans had to”.

Replace the fourth indent with “not breach, and otherwise be compatible with assimilated obligations”.

Add a fifth indent “not breach not breach the requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017”.

Add after “governing the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan”:

“The statutory basic conditions were amended and the Neighbourhood Plan has been examined against the current basic conditions, namely that a draft NDP will meet the basic conditions:

- having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the order;
- the making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development;
- the making of the order would not have the effect of preventing development from taking place which (i) is proposed in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area), and (ii) if it took place, would provide housing;
- the making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, assimilated obligations;
- any requirements imposed in relation to the order by or under Part 6 of the Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023 (environmental outcomes reports) have been complied with; and
- prescribed conditions are met in relation to the order and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order.”

	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the wording in section 1.2 reflected an out-of-date statement of the basic conditions and omitted one of them. The basic conditions were subsequently amended by the Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023. Correcting the wording to set out the current basic conditions is necessary to correct an error of law and provides clarity as to the tests against which the Plan has actually been examined.

	3
	Page 14, paragraph 2.4
	The Examiner discusses the modification on page 14, paragraph 2.4. 
	Replace “2011” with “2021” in the second line of the title.

Replace the second grammatical paragraph with: “At the time of the 2021 Census, Bagworth and Thornton Parish had an estimated total population of 3,031 residents living in 1,500 households whereas the smaller parish of Stanton-under-Bardon recorded 907 residents (an increase of 273 since 2011) living in 272 households. The Bagworth and Thornton Parish had a higher representation of younger residents and Stanton-under-Bardon displayed a higher-than-average proportion of residents aged 65 and over.  There has been significant population growth in Bagworth and Thornton with the number of residents increasing by around 568 (23%) between 2011 and 2021. During this period the number of dwellings went up by 304 (40%). There is evidence of further housing growth having occurred since the last Census with 49 new build sales recorded between 2013 and 2016. 

Delete the whole of the third Grammatical paragraph, viz the paragraph being “Census data implies”.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the section relied on 2011 Census data which is now significantly out of date. Updating the population and household figures to the 2021 Census, and removing the superseded text, corrects factual errors and provides an accurate, up-to-date evidence base for the Plan.

	4
	Page 17, 2nd complete paragraph.
	The Examiner discusses the modification on page 17, in the 2nd complete paragraph. 
	Replace “HBBC’s latest” with “HBBC’s then latest”.

Add at the end of the paragraph, “Since then there have been three more publications of the updated SHELAA: 2020, 2020 Addendum, and 2022. In considering Appendix 4, it should be borne in mind that it precedes these updated versions.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the text could give the incorrect impression that the 2018 SHELAA was the latest version when there have since been three further updates (2020, the 2020 Addendum and 2022). The modification corrects a factual error and provides clarity that the relevant appendix predates these later versions and that site positions may have changed.


	5
	Page 18
	The Examiner discusses the modification on page 18 in the last three paragraphs. 
	Replace all from “Since commencement of the Local Plan” with:

“Since commencement of the Local Plan, planning permission has been granted for 49 dwellings off Beech Drive, Thornton. This is reflected in this Plan.
The following sites, coloured blue on figures 2, 3 and 4 have been identified. 
- Thornton, land to the rear of Main Street;
- Thornton, land off Beech Drive; 
- Thornton Nurseries; and
- Stanton under Bardon, land off Main Street.”

	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the revised text accurately reflects the planning permission granted off Beech Drive, Thornton, and correctly identifies the sites coloured blue on figures 2, 3 and 4. This provides clarity and consistency with the figures and supporting evidence, and avoids reliance on out-of-date information.

	6
	Page 19, policy H1, first paragraph
	The Examiner discusses modification 6 on page 19 within the first paragraph. 
	Replace this with “Settlement Boundary - Development proposals that comply with the policies of this Plan will be supported on the sites: 
(1) within the three settlement boundaries as shown in Figures 2, 3 and 4 (below) including the sites coloured blue; 
(2) within any extension of those boundaries by a subsequent development plan.  
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the revised wording clarifies how the settlement boundaries operate, including the sites coloured blue and any future extension of those boundaries by a subsequent development plan. This provides clarity and helps ensure the Plan is not quickly rendered out of date, supporting the contribution of the Plan to the achievement of sustainable development (basic condition (d)).


	7
	Page 19, policy H1 
	The Examiner discusses modification 7 on page 19 on the current final sentence. 
	Replace this with, “Land outside the defined settlement boundaries shown on figures 2,3 and 4 is open countryside, where, subject to the policies of this Plan, national and local open countryside policy applies.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the current final sentence was too imprecise. The revised wording clarifies that land outside the defined settlement boundaries is open countryside to which national and local open countryside policy applies, providing certainty for decision-makers.


	8
	Page 19, policy H1 
	The Examiner discusses modification 8 on page 19 in the new final sentence. 
	Add at the end of the policy, “The provision of a primary school outside the settlement boundary on a site is physically well-related to the village of Bagworth and complies with the policies of this Plan will be supported.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because even with the recommended boundary changes the settlement boundary is tightly drawn and would otherwise prevent the provision of the needed primary school. Supporting school provision on a well-related site, having regard to NPPF paragraph 89, is necessary to avoid preventing sustainable development and to meet basic condition (d).


	9
	Page 20, figure 2  
	The Examiner discusses modification 9 on page 20, figure 2. 
	Amend the settlement boundary so that the settlement also includes:
(1) all land enclosed by the settlement boundary in the Local Plan Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD, 
(2) the land proposed as an allocation site in the latest draft of the draft Local Plan under site reference LPR221. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the draft figure drew the boundary more tightly than the adopted Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD, an unjustified departure from development plan strategic policy. Amending the boundary to include the SADMP land together with allocation site LPR221 provides deliverable land for around 46 dwellings and is necessary to avoid preventing sustainable development (basic condition (d)).


	10 
	Page 21, figure 3, and Page 22, figure 4
	The Examiner discusses modification 10 on page 24, figure 3 and page 22, figure 4 respectively. 
	Amend the settlement boundaries so that all land enclosed by the settlement boundary in the Local Plan Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD is included within the settlement together with land added to the settlement by this Plan. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the draft boundaries were more tightly drawn than the adopted SADMP, which would restrict development without robust evidence to justify the departure. Amending the boundaries to include all land within the settlement in the SADMP, while retaining the additional land added by the Plan, corrects this and supports the achievement of sustainable development (basic condition (d)), and provides consistency across the development plan.


	11
	Page 23, Policy H2
	The Examiner discusses modification 11 on page 23, Policy H2. 
	Delete “(which can include accommodation for older people which should be built to the M4(2) Building Regulations 2016 or any future standard updating this)”. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because Building Regulations are controlled by separate legislation and are not a matter for planning policy. The deleted wording is therefore unnecessary, and its removal provides clarity and ensures the Plan has regard to national policy and the proper scope of an NDP.


	12
	Page 24, policy H3
	The Examiner discusses modification 12 on page 24, within the third line. 
	Replace this with, “based on the Bagworth & Thornton and Stanton-Under-Bardon Housing Needs Evidence October, Parish Housing Needs Survey Report 2019 (Appendix 3), Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council Housing Needs Study 2024, together with any or updating of these.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the policy needed to be updated to reference the current housing needs evidence, including the 2019 Parish Housing Needs Survey Report and the 2024 HBBC Housing Needs Study. This corrects an out-of-date reference and provides an accurate, up-to-date evidence base for the policy.


	13
	Page 25
	The Examiner discusses modification 13 on page 25 in the first paragraph, final sentence. 
	Add at the end, “or any previously developed land that is well-related to an existing settlement and complies with the policies of this Plan (other than in respect of the settlement boundary)”. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the final sentence was too absolute and, contrary to NPPF paragraphs 89 and 124(c), would wrongly exclude previously developed land and sites physically well-related to a settlement from coming forward as windfall. The addition provides a less restrictive, NPPF-compliant approach that supports sustainable development.


	
	Policy H4
	The Examiner discusses modification 13 on page 25, policy H4, in the 2nd indent. 
	Add at the end, “or is physically well-related to an existing settlement and complies with the policies of this Plan ( other than in respect of the settlement boundary)”.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because, consistent with the change to the supporting text, the second indent of Policy H4 was too restrictive. Adding reference to sites physically well-related to an existing settlement ensures the policy has regard to NPPF paragraphs 89 and 124(c) and does not unduly prevent sustainable development.


	14
	Policy H5 
	The Examiner discusses modification 14 on page 25 in the third paragraph.  
	Remove the whole of this paragraph. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the paragraph concerns section 106 contributions generally rather than windfall development, is more likely to apply to larger schemes, and is unnecessary in a Neighbourhood Plan. Its removal provides clarity and avoids duplicating matters dealt with elsewhere.


	15
	Policy H5 
	The Examiner discusses modification 15 on page 26 in the 4th indent of Policy H5. 
	Delete this indent. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the parking standard in the indent was more demanding than the Leicestershire Highway Design Guide and HBBC SADMP policy DM18, which were prepared by those with relevant expertise and subject to consultation. Without robust justification for the departure, the indent should be deleted, leaving the matter to the local planning and highway authorities and ensuring the Plan has regard to national and local policy.


	16 
	Page 26, policy H5
	The Examiner discusses modification 16 on page 26, in policy H5 in the 5th indent. 
	Delete “wooden fencing”. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because referring to wooden fencing could prevent better boundary treatment being sought, given that inappropriate wooden fencing can detract from an area. Deleting the words provides clarity and avoids an unintended restriction.


	17
	Page 35, upper plan and page 38 figure 9
	The Examiner discusses modification 17 on page 35 in the upper plan and page 38 in figure 9. 
	Amend the area coloured green to exclude land within the red line on plan BAG_SL_001 on page 20 of the Boyer representation.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the Local Green Space designation should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and capable of enduring beyond the plan period (NPPF paragraph 105). Excluding the Site 1 land within the Boyer red line ensures the option of access from Almond Way is not foreclosed should that land be needed for development, and is necessary to avoid preventing sustainable development (basic condition (d)).


	18
	Page 35
	The Examiner discusses modification 18 on page 35. 
	Amend the lower plan to exclude from LGS designation the Community Centre and Sports Hall.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because Local Green Space designation applies to green areas of particular importance and not to substantial buildings with a non-open-space use. Excluding the Community Centre and Sports Hall from the LGS provides clarity and ensures the designation is applied consistently with NPPF paragraph 105.


	
	Page 26
	The Examiner discusses modification 18 on page 36. 
	Amend the upper plan to exclude from LGS designation St Mary and All Saints’ Church and its car park.
Amend the lower plan to exclude from LGS designation St Peter’s Church.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because a parish church is a substantial building that is not ancillary to its churchyard, and is more appropriately addressed through heritage and community facilities policies than green space policy. Excluding St Mary and All Saints’ Church and its car park and St Peter’s Church from the LGS provides clarity and ensures the designation accords with NPPF paragraph 105.


	
	Page 37
	The Examiner discusses modification 18 on page 37.
	Amend figure 8 to exclude from LGS designation the Community Centre and Sport Hall,and St Peter’s Church.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because, for consistency with the other LGS plans, figure 8 should likewise exclude the Community Centre and Sports Hall and St Peter’s Church, which are buildings with a non-open-space use. This provides clarity and ensures the LGS designation is applied correctly.


	
	Page 38
	The Examiner discusses modification 18 on page 38. 
	Amend figure 10 plan to exclude from LGS designation St Mary and All Saints’ Church and its car park.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because figure 10 should also exclude St Mary and All Saints’ Church and its car park from the LGS designation, for consistency with the other plans and with NPPF paragraph 105. This corrects the mapping and provides clarity.


	19
	Page 39
	The Examiner discusses modification 19 on page 39, in paragraph 5.3.1.
	Replace “It is in conformity with Section 14 of NPPF 2023 (paragraph 149) and Section 15 (paragraphs 170, 171, 174, 175 and 177) with “It is in conformity with Section 15 of NPPF 2023.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the supporting text contained incorrect references drawn from an earlier version of the NPPF. Correcting these to refer to Section 15 of the NPPF removes a factual error and ensures the Plan has regard to current national policy.


	
	Policy ENV2
	The Examiner discusses modification 19 on page 39 in Policy ENV2. 
	Replace the final sentence of this policy with, “ When determining planning applications, adverse impact on the species, habitats or features present must be given an significant weight when considering a proposed development that would have an adverse impact on them”. 
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the original final sentence was too absolute and would not represent good planning, given that the significance of species, habitats or features and the benefits of development vary from case to case. The revised wording requiring significant weight to be given to adverse impacts provides a more balanced, NPPF-compliant approach.


	20 
	Page 40
	The Examiner discusses modification 20 in figure 11 on page 40. 
	Remove the colouring from parcels 490, 710 and 711 and from the unnumbered land coloured blue to the north of parcel 151.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because Appendix 5 does not justify the identification of parcels 490, 710 and 711 or the unnumbered land north of parcel 151 as sites of local environmental significance, and the evidence indicates the woodland there is of less value. Removing provides clarity.


	21
	Page 41
	The Examiner discusses modification 21 on page 41, paragraph 5.4.1. 
	Replace the first sentence with , “Five buildings and structures in the Plan area have statutory protection through Listing at Grade I or II and there is also a Scheduled Monument.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the first sentence was factually inaccurate; the Scheduled Monument is in addition to the five listed buildings. The revised wording corrects this error and accurately describes the designated heritage assets in the Plan area.



	22
	Page 42
	The Examiner discusses modification 22 on page 42. 
	Replace “Corner Cottage and attached walls and buildings” with “Corner Cottage and attached wall and railings”.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the entry did not match the wording of the statutory list. Replacing it with “Corner Cottage and attached wall and railings” corrects a factual error and ensures consistency with the listing.


	23
	Page 44
	The Examiner discusses modification 23 on page 44, paragraph 5.4.2., supporting text. 
	Replace all from “Eight” to “paragraph 194” with: “Five others are judged to be of local significance for architectural or historical or social reasons and are identified as non-designated heritage assets.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the supporting text incorrectly treated a listed building as a local heritage asset and referred to an out-of-date NPPF paragraph. The revised wording correctly identifies five non-designated heritage assets, correcting the error and providing clarity.


	
	Page 44, Policy ENV4
	The Examiner discusses modification 23 in Policy ENV4, on page 44. 
	Delete “War Memorial, Holy Rood church (MLE 20706; now Listed grade II. War memorial WMP0042)”.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because Bagworth War Memorial is a listed building of national importance and should not be identified as a local (non-designated) heritage asset. Deleting the reference corrects the error and ensures the policy is internally consistent and accords with national heritage policy.


	
	Page 44
	The Examiner discusses modification 23, on page 44, figure 14. 
	Remove the annotation in respect of MLE 20706.
Remove the two annotations that do not relate to the text, namely MLE 23211 and MLE 20737.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because figure 14 contained an annotation for a now-listed building and two further annotations (MLE 23211 and MLE 20737) that do not relate to the text. Removing them corrects mapping errors and provides clarity and consistency with the supporting text.


	24
	Page 46, Policy ENV5 
	The Examiner discusses modification 24 in Policy ENV5 on page 46. 
	Replace “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.” 
with “In considering development proposals that would have a detrimental impact on the earthworks, buried archaeology or features present, the significance both of their intrinsic features and of their settings should be balanced against the value of those proposals.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the original wording did not provide for the balanced assessment of significance against the benefits of a proposal required by Section 16 of the NPPF and SADMP policies DM11 and DM12. The revised wording adopts the NPPF approach, providing clarity and ensuring the Plan has regard to national policy.


	25
	Page 48, Policy ENV6 
	The Examiner discusses modification 25 in Policy ENV6 on page 48. 
	Replace the second sentence with, “The significance of ridge and furrow features as heritage assets must be borne in mind when considering a proposed development that would cause destruction or damage to them.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the existing wording was internally contradictory and, given the absence of express national policy protection for ridge and furrow, the first part was too absolute. The revised wording requires significance to be borne in mind when assessing harm, providing a balanced and clearer approach.


	26
	Pahe 71
	The Examiner discusses modification 26 on page 71, The Fuchsia Centre (Thornton Nurseries). 
	Delete everything on this page that relates to the Fuchsia Centre.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because identifying the Fuchsia Centre (Thornton Nurseries) as a community facility protected by Policy CA1 conflicts with its reasonable identification as a housing site that ranked second in the site-selection process. Removing the conflicting text avoids impeding the delivery of needed housing and is necessary to avoid preventing the Plan from contributing to sustainable development (basic condition (d)).


	27
	Page 73, Policy CA1 
	The Examiner discusses modification 27 in Policy CA1 on Page 73. 
	Replace “toan” with “to an”.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made, typographical error.


	28
	Page 77
	The Examiner discusses modification 28, in paragraph 6.2.3 on page 77. 
	Replace the whole paragraph with “There are three buses a day in each direction between Coalville and Leicester that serve Bagworth and Thornton and a different three buses a day between Coalville and Leicester in each direction that serve Stanton-under-Bardon. There are addition buses in term time and a demand responsive service. There are no buses on Sundays.”
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the bus service has changed significantly and the paragraph is now out of date. The revised wording accurately describes the current services, correcting a factual error and providing an up-to-date evidence base.



	29
	Page 81, Policy BE4
	The Examiner discusses modification 29 in Policy BE4 on page 81. 
	Delete “and commercial”.
Delete “rural”.
	HBBC agree, modification to be made because the reference to commercial buildings is not supported by the supporting text and is not appropriate to a farm diversification policy, and limiting use to a rural location is inappropriate where some agricultural buildings lie within a settlement. Deleting “and commercial” and “rural” provides clarity and ensures the policy is justified by its evidence.
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