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1.Background
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The Localism Act 2011 amended the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
to introduce a Duty to Cooperate in relation to planning and sustainable
development. The National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’)
reinforces Blaby District Council’s duty to address ‘strategic planning matters’ in
its Local Plan. The ‘Duty to Cooperate’ (DtC) is the mechanism for ensuring
that this happens.

This document seeks to demonstrate how Blaby District Council has managed
strategic planning matters and the Duty to Cooperate in terms of the Blaby
Local Plan Delivery Development Plan Document (Delivery DPD). The Delivery
DPD forms the second part of the Council’s Local Plan for the District of Blaby
along with the Core Strategy which was adopted in February 2013.

Because the Delivery DPD relates mainly to detailed policies and allocations it
does not revisit the strategy, objectives and overall development requirements
that are contained in the Core Strategy. It seeks to provide for any outstanding
development requirements and also provide updated planning policies.

The Council has previously engaged with the Duty to Cooperate partners in
development of the Core Strategy and evidence relating to strategic issues
such as:

e Defining the appropriate Housing Market Area and Functional Economic
Area (HMA and FEMA);

e Quantifying development needs within the District and wider HMA; and

e Agreeing on the distribution of development within the HMA.

The Council has sought effective cooperation with its partners in relation to the
current Delivery DPD in terms of issues such as:

e The impact of the plan on strategic designations (such as Green Wedges);

e The impact of the plan on cross boundary matters — such as transport;

e Establishing what strategic infrastructure is essential to support the required
development (including health and education);

e Agreeing how and when the essential infrastructure will be provided;

e Assessing the impact of the plan on the historic environment;

e Assessing the impact of the plan on the Natural and Water environment;
and

e Agreeing a strategic approach to the delivery of employment.

This paper primarily seeks to demonstrate how engagement with the Duty to
Co-operate Bodies has influenced the outcomes of the plan.

The structure of the paper has been informed by the Planning Advisory Service
(PAS) Duty to Cooperate statement template. The paper will be submitted to
the appointed Planning Inspector as part of the examination of the Blaby Local
Plan Delivery DPD.



2. Strateqic context

2a. Strateqic Geography

2.1 Blaby District is a Local Authority in the south of the County of Leicestershire in
the East Midlands of England. Blaby District is some 50 square miles in area
and home to some 97,700 people™.

2.2 The District falls within many geographical areas depending on the nature of
the issue. The main geographical areas, in relation to some of the key issues
and the relevant Duty to Cooperate bodies within those areas are set out
below.

Housing and employment

2.3 The District falls within the:

e Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area (HMA);

e Leicester & Leicestershire Functional Economic Market Area® (FEMA);

e Leicester Travel to Work Area (TTWA); and

e The ‘Golden Triangle’ - an area which is the preferred location for logistics
companies by virtue of its access to a substantial market (defined by the
M1/ M6 and M69 motorways).

2.4The relevant DtC bodies who Blaby District Council consulted with are:

e Other Local Planning Authority® partners in the Housing and Functional
Economic Market areas,

e The Homes and Communities Agency, and

e Leicester and Leicestershire Economic Partnership.

2.50ne of the main issues in the emerging Delivery DPD that is influenced by these
geographies is the requirement for housing and employment land to meet the
guantitative needs identified in the Core Strategy. Additional site allocations are
needed in and adjacent to the Principal Urban Area of Leicester.

2.61t is important to note that because the Delivery DPD is part 2 of the Local Plan®,
it will not revisit strategic distribution or overall requirements for new housing and
employment with HMA partners. This will be discussed with partners when the

! ONS mid year estimates 2016

% As assessed in the Leicester and Leicestershire SHMA 2014, L & L Employment Land Study 2013
refresh 2012 and Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2017 (HEDNA)

® Leicester City Council, Leicestershire County Council, Charnwood Borough Council, Harborough
District Council, Hinckley and Bosworth Council, Melton Borough Council, North West Leicestershire
District Council, Oadby and Wigston Borough Council.

4 Blaby Local Plan Core Strategy being part 1.



Local Plan is reviewed in the future. The Delivery DPD and Council’s adopted
Local Development Scheme promote an immediate review of the plan.

2.7The ‘Leicester & Leicestershire Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment 2017’ (HEDNA) was jointly prepared on behalf of all Local
Authorities in the Housing Market Area and published in January 2017. The
HEDNA sets out the Full Objectively Assessed Need for housing for Local
Planning Authorities in the HMA. The OAN for Blaby in the HEDNA is for 370
houses per year. This broadly reflects the annual requirements identified in the
adopted Core Strategy (380 per year) and consequently the emerging Delivery
DPD. DtC discussions with LPA partners have indicated that future unmet needs
should be addressed in an immediate review of the Local Plan.

2.81In the context of employment, the HEDNA has indicated that some 62 to 70ha of
employment land is required between 2011 and 2031 (3.1 to 3.5 ha per year).
This again broadly accords with the 3.7ha (68ha 2011 to 2029) in the adopted
Core Strategy.

2.9 Some of the findings in the HEDNA have helped to inform discussions about the
type of employment uses. In particular, discussions with Leicester City Council
have helped to inform policies regarding meeting employment needs, most
notably demand for storage and distribution (B8) uses.

2.10 DtC discussions have emphasised the importance of adopting the Delivery
DPD in order to ensure that Blaby District has a complete local plan which
delivers outstanding development needs and has an up to date policy basis for
considering planning applications.

Drainage and flooding

2.11 The District falls within the Severn - Trent drainage basin (with the river Soar
and Sence tributaries traversing the District of Blaby and draining into the River
Trent).

2.12 Duty to cooperate discussions have taken place with the Environment Agency
(EA) and Leicestershire County Council (the Lead Local Flood Authority).

2.13 There are many areas within the District of Blaby that are within flood zone 3°
and other areas that experience surface water flooding. The District is traversed
by the Soar and Sence river corridors and any development that increases
surface water run-off could have adverse downstream impacts.

2.14 Discussions with the EA have considered the impacts of proposed
development on drainage and flooding. No downstream implications have been
identified necessitating discussions with other Local Authority partners.

® Functional floodplain and land at the highest risk of flooding.



Health

2.15 The District falls within the East Leicestershire and Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group (CCG) area®.

2.16 Duty to cooperate discussions involved numerous meetings and
correspondence with the CCG.

2.17 DtC discussions with the CCG sought to ensure that policies and allocations
are able to be delivered whilst providing sufficient health care facilities.

Education
2.18 Blaby District falls within the Leicestershire Education Authority area.

2.19 Discussions have been held with officers of Leicestershire County Council
Children & Family Services - Local Education Authority (LEA).

2.20 DtC discussions with the LEA sought to ensure that policies and allocations
are able to be delivered whilst providing sufficient education provision.

2.21 In all cases, alternative primary and secondary education options were
considered, including the potential for a new primary school in association with
the preferred site allocation north of Hinckley Road, Kirby Muxloe.

Transport — Local and Strategic

2.22 Blaby District falls within the Leicestershire Highway Authority Area and abuts
the Leicester City Highway Authority. The Strategic Road network is managed by
Highways England (including the M1, M69, A46 and A5).

2.23 The ‘Peterborough to Birmingham’, ‘Midland mainline’ and ‘National Forest
(Freight)’ railway lines pass through the area.

2.24 Discussions and correspondence were held with Leicestershire County
Council, Leicester City Council, Highways England and Network Rail.

Historic Environment

2.25 Blaby District is within Leicestershire where responsibility for archaeology and
the historic environment is administered by Leicestershire County Archaeology.
Historic England is responsible for designated heritage assets including
Scheduled Monuments and listed buildings.

2.26 Discussions were held with Historic England and Leicestershire County
Council at all key stages of plan production. This informed the proposed policies
and choice of allocations in the Delivery DPD.

® A small part of the District abuts the West Leicestershire Clinical Commissioning Group area and
some services are obtained by Blaby residents in this area.



Discussions with important organisations which are not prescribed bodies

2.27 Discussions were held with a number of bodies which were not prescribed as
DtC bodies in order to identify issues such as whether adequate social and other
infrastructure could be effectively delivered. These included:

Leicestershire Police service (Blaby falls within the Leicestershire Police
Service area).

Leicestershire County Council Libraries (Blaby District falls within the
Leicestershire libraries area).

Utilities and communications companies

e Severn Trent (water supply and drainage);

¢ National Grid (gas and electricity distribution);

e Energy providers (Various); and

e Communications providers (Various).

Leicestershire County Council Ecology and Leicestershire and Rutland
Wildlife Trust;

Leicester & Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership; and

Sport England.

2b. Development strateqy and priorities

2.28 The development strategy and priorities follow those set out in the adopted
Core Strategy. The overall development strategy seeks to deliver (up to 2029):

8,740 houses in the District including 5,520 dwellings within and adjoining the
Principal Urban Area;

4,250 dwellings and 21 hectares of employment land in a ‘Sustainable Urban
Extension’ (SUE) and ‘Strategic Employment Site’ (SES);

Some 2,875 dwellings provided outside the PUA, mainly focussed in Blaby
and the better served villages of the ‘Central’ area of the District;

A total of some 68 hectares’ of additional employment land;

The infrastructure necessary to support the proposed growth; and

Protection for the important elements of the built, historic and natural
environment.

The Delivery DPD seeks to:

Identify sites to meet the residual requirements for housing and employment;
Provide an updated and robust policy basis for the determination of planning
applications;

Set a new Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring Framework;

Update the trajectory for housing delivery; and

! Including the 21 hectares at Lubbesthorpe SUE.



e Provide a Policies Map to illustrate the policies and proposals of the Local
Plan.

2c. Key relationships and bodies

2.30 In preparing the Delivery DPD the Council has developed a wide range of
relationships with a number of key organisations in the context of the Duty to
Cooperate. The Council has engaged on an ongoing basis with the relevant Duty
to Cooperate Bodies, in particular:

e Local Planning Authorities in Leicester & Leicestershire®;

e The Environment Agency;

e The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (Historic
England);

e Natural England;

e East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group;

e Leicestershire County Council / Leicester City Council (highway authorities);

e Highways England; and

e Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership (LLEP).

2.31 Other key organisations which have been engaged are set out in section 2a
(paragraph 2.27) above.

2.32 The tables attached as Appendix 1 set out in more detail the areas of work
where the Council has sought to engage with its partners on strategic issues. The
tables set out: the Strategic Planning Issue; Evidence Base used; which Strategic
Partners were involved; actions and outcomes; and, ongoing cooperation.

® Leicester City Council, Leicestershire County Council, Charnwood Borough Council Harborough
District Council, Hinckley and Bosworth Council, Melton Borough Council, North West Leicestershire
District Council, Oadby and Wigston Borough Council.

° Not a prescribed body but LPAs have regard to their activities when they are preparing their Local
Plans



3. Strateqic planning priorities

3.1 The strategic planning priorities are linked to the Delivery DPD’s overall
objectives and Delivery Strategy and Objectives referred to in section 2b above.

3.2 The strategic issues and policy areas that have implications for Duty to
Cooperate partners are considered below.

3a. Strateqic Issues

3.3 The key strategic policy issues that have been addressed / managed in the
Delivery DPD are therefore set out below:

¢ ldentifying suitable site allocation options to meet residual housing needs;

e ldentifying suitable site allocation options to meet residual employment
needs;

e Allocate specific housing and employment sites to meet need;

e Settlement boundary review;

e Green Wedge / Area of Separation review;

¢ Redefine shopping areas;

e Transport and parking development management policies;

e Assessing the impact and policy requirements for designated and non-
designated heritage assets;

e Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

3.4 The summary table attached as Appendix 1 considers each of the Strategic
issues.

3b. Evidence base

3.5 The strategic issues in the Delivery DPD were informed by a wide ranging
evidence base including:

Housing issues

e Site Selection Papers for Housing - Site Assessments for Housing (2016 &
2017);

¢ Residential Land Availability Assessment (2017);

e Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2016);

e Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment
(2017).



Employment, retail and economy issues

Site Selection Papers — Site Assessments for Employment (2016 & 2017);
Assessment of Key Employment Sites (September 2016);

Employment Land Availability (2017);

Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Distribution Study (2016);
Leicestershire Market Towns Study (2016);

Leicester and Blaby Town Centre Retail Study (2015);

Neighbourhood Parades Assessment (2016).

Transport

Site Allocation Options - Stage 1 Transport Assessment (2017);
Assessment site allocations - Stage 2 Transport Assessment (2017);

Environment

Site Specific Landscape and Visual Assessment Report (2017);
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2014) and Addendum (2017);
Heritage Assets Survey (2017);

Biodiversity Study (2017);

Open Space Audit (2015);

Air Quality Study (2017);

Green Wedge (2016) / Area of Separation (2017) Assessments;

Other evidence

Authority Monitoring Report (2017);

Settlement Boundary Review (2017);

Market Capacity Study (2017);

Local Plan Viability Study (2017); and

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment (2017).

3.6 DtC engagement helped to inform many of the evidence studies referred to

3.7

above, including the development of consultant’s briefs and input into draft
versions of reports by key DtC partners. In addition, evidence reports have also
helped to identify where there may be cross boundary issues that need to be
addressed through DtC discussions. These issues can be ‘geographical’ (i.e.
spatial issues that cross administrative boundaries, such as transport) or
thematic (such as the delivery of services and facilities or provision of types of
employment land).

The Council sought the views of relevant Duty to Cooperate bodies in the
development of project briefs for many evidence base reports. Examples
include: engaging with Historic England to inform the development of a Historic
Assets Survey brief; and, Leicestershire County Council Highways Authority in
relation to transport evidence.

10



3.8 The assessment of Green Wedges and development of the SHLAA were
informed by joint methodologies agreed between all Local Authorities in
Leicestershire. In addition, one to one discussions were held with Leicester
City, Hinckley and Bosworth Borough and Charnwood Borough Councils in
order to discuss the implications of the review of Green Wedges.

3c. Joint evidence

3.9 At a Strategic level Blaby District Council has partnered all other Leicestershire
Local Planning Authorities in the production of:

e A ‘Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment’ (HEDNA)
which sought to identify the quantity and type of employment and housing
requirements up to 2031 / 2036;

e A ‘Strategic Distribution Study’ (SDS) which identifies the potential
requirements for large scale road and rail based B8 Storage & Distribution
development; and

e A Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA)™ that has
updated evidence of need for permanent and transit pitches for Travellers
and Travelling Show People.

3.10 The HEDNA, GTAA and SDS provide projections of future housing and
employment need and are a useful benchmark which demonstrates the ‘future
direction of travel’. However, the quantum of development required in the
Delivery DPD up to 2029 is already set out in the Core Strategy.

3.11 Other areas of joint evidence include: Leicestershire Market Towns Study (all
Leicestershire LPAS); ‘Strategic Flood Risk Assessment’ (with Hinckley &
Bosworth and Oadby & Wigston Councils); Leicester & Blaby Town Centre
Retail Study (with Leicester City Council); and the ‘Strategic Housing and
Employment Land Availability Assessment’ methodology (all Leicester /
Leicestershire LPAS).

10 Except Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council who produced an aligned study.

11



4. Actions

4.1

4.2

4.3

Some of the key ‘actions’ resulting from DtC discussions include:

e Engagement with the Environment Agency, Leicestershire County Council
(Highways) and Historic England in order to identify any constraints that
could have adverse impacts on the potential of housing and employment
site options;

e Production of the Leicester and Leicestershire Gypsy, Traveller and
Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment in order to identify any
residual need for pitches and plots;

e Discussions with Leicester City Council, Hinckley & Bosworth Borough
Council and Charnwood Borough Council regarding potential amendments
to Strategic Green Wedges which cross Local Authority boundaries;

e Discussions with Highways England and Leicestershire County Council
(Highway Authority) in the development of transport evidence and
identification of transport infrastructure and mitigation requirements;

e Engagement with Historic England in procuring and developing Historic
Asset evidence and formulating Heritage Asset policies including those
relating to ‘designated’ and ‘non-designated’ heritage assets;

e Ongoing discussions with Leicestershire County Council (Education) and
East Leicestershire and Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group in order to
inform education and health infrastructure requirements associated with
proposed growth;

e Discussions with Leicester City Council regarding the delivery of different
types of employment; and

e Discussions with LPA partners to agree a timescale and approach to the
review of the Local Plan and meeting future unmet needs.

Discussions were held with a wide range of Duty to Co-operate bodies on an
ongoing basis to identify issues and constraints. In particular, the impacts of the
emerging plan were discussed in detail with Historic England (because of the
potential implications of site options on important heritage assets), and
Leicestershire County Council Transport Officers (because of potential
transport issues resulting from the proposals. In addition, there was
engagement with other DtC partners (supported by the evidence base) in
seeking to identify the impacts of a range of site options and whether they were
developable and deliverable.

Ongoing discussions with Leicestershire County Council ‘Children and Family
Services’ (regarding education) and East Leicestershire Clinical Commissioning
Group (regarding primary health provision) focussed on whether there was
available capacity in local education and health infrastructure and whether
there was potential to accommodate additional growth through new provision or
increasing capacity of existing facilities. Discussions also addressed the level of
financial contributions that would be required to secure sufficient capacity.

12



4a. Governance and working arrangements:

4.4 The Governance and working arrangements varied for each topic area and for
each of the DtC bodies. The majority of engagement was through focussed
meetings, e-mail exchanges and telephone engagement between Blaby District
Council Officers and the appropriate DtC partner. The ‘Governance
arrangements’ with the partners is broadly set out below.

Historic England

4.5 Telephone and e-mail exchanges with Historic England focussed on several
key issues. In particular the impacts of site allocation options on heritage assets
and the development of emerging policy.

Leicestershire County Council (Highway Authority)

4.6 Focussed meetings with Leicestershire County Council Transport Officers in
order to discuss potential transport impacts and implications of emerging
housing and employment site allocation options;

4.7 Meetings and e-mail exchanges in order to develop a consultant’s brief for
phase 1 and 2 transport evidence.

Leicestershire County Council Children & Family Service (Education Department)

4.8 Focussed meetings between Blaby District Council and Leicestershire County
Council Children and Young Persons Services (Education) Officers to
understand the impacts of site options and the detailed implications for
preferred allocations.

Leicester City Council

4.9 Focussed meetings with Leicester City Council Planning Officers addressed a
wide range of cross boundary issues including:

e Potential amendments to Green Wedge boundaries;

e Potential housing and employment site allocations in and adjacent to the
PUA; and

e Employment land requirements and synergies between Blaby’s ability to
deliver and those of Leicester City.

Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC)

4.10 Focussed meetings with HBBC to discuss Green Wedge amendments.

13



Charnwood Borough Council (CBC)

4.11 Focussed meetings with CBC to discuss Green Wedge amendments.

All Leicester and Leicestershire Local Authorities

4.12 Structured meetings to consider specific projects including: the Strategic
Growth Plan (SGP) and Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (HEDNA); Strategic Distribution Study (SDS), and; Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA);

4.13 Meetings with all Leicester and Leicestershire LPA partners which were held at
a quarterly meeting of Senior Officers as part of a County ‘Development Plans
Forum’. These meetings allowed regular opportunities to update with progress
and key issues in the delivery of the DPD.

Environment Agency

4.14 Meetings, E-mail and telephone correspondence primarily relating to the
potential for flooding of site options and preferred allocations in the emerging
Delivery DPD.

Natural England

4.15 E-mail exchanges primarily to determine whether potential site options and
proposed allocations resulted in any adverse impacts on the natural
environment and in particular designated sites.

Highways England

4.16 E-mail exchanges in order to establish whether the proposed allocations
resulted in any adverse impacts on the Strategic Road network;

4.17 Engagement in the development and findings of Transport Assessment
evidence.

L eicestershire Police Authority'!

4.18 Focussed meetings, e-mail and telephone correspondence primarily relating to
potential financial contributions required towards infrastructure arising from the
preferred allocations.

4.19 Meeting notes, e-mail exchanges and other evidence of DtC engagement can
be found in Appendix 2.

! Not a Prescribed Body but an important infrastructure provider that warranted discussions.

14



4h. Outcomes from strateqic working

4.20 Strategic cooperation between the Council and Duty to Cooperate Partners has
influenced the policies and site allocations of the Delivery DPD in the following
key areas:

Choice of preferred site allocations

4.21 A diverse range of housing and employment sites were considered as potential
options in and adjacent to the PUA. The choice of the preferred large scale site
allocation at land north of Hinckley Road was largely influenced by evidence
and discussions with DtC partners. In particular, a proposed housing site option
(PUA1) at Bloods Hill, Kirby Muxloe was not pursued, primarily because
Historic England raised strong objections because of potential impacts on the
setting of Kirby Muxloe Castle, a Scheduled Monument and grade 1 listed
building. Other options were considered less sensitive in this respect.

4.22 A proposed housing site option at Leicester Road, Narborough was not
pursued following DtC discussions with Natural England which considered this
a particularly sensitive site. Other sites were dismissed because of potential
flooding issues in discussion with the Environment Agency.

4.23 Following discussions with DtC partners and analysis of evidence, land north of
Hinckley Road, Leicester Forest East was considered the preferred approach to
delivering the residual requirements for housing along with a number of smaller
sites across the PUA. Discussions supported the preferred employment
allocation site west of St Johns, Enderby.**

Identification of necessary mitigation measures

4.24 Discussions with Leicestershire County Council and Highways England
identified issues regarding the capacity of the local and strategic transport
network to accommodate growth. DtC discussions with Highways England and
the Local Transport Authorities underpinned by evidence identified a range of
measures that could mitigate the impacts of further growth. Mitigation measures
identified in policies SA1 to SA3 were informed by a combination of DtC
discussions and evidence based findings.

12 :Sjte selection papers — site assessments for housing and employment’ set out the assessment
process in more detail.

15



Identification of necessary infrastructure provision

4.25 Discussions with LCC (Education) and East Leicestershire & Rutland CCG
(primary health care) explored the potential to deliver the necessary health and
education facilities required. Discussions identified that, in the context of
education, the level of development proposed across Kirby Muxloe and
Leicester Forest East required the provision of a new primary school. The
proposed allocation at land north of Hinckley Road provided the most suitable
opportunity to do so, and is therefore required under policy SAl. Financial
contributions are required towards secondary schools. All other housing sites
would require financial contributions. In the context of health provision, financial
contributions would be required. Discussions indicated that it would be possible
to accommodate the proposed levels of growth in terms of education and
health.

Identification of the cost of infrastructure provision and confirmation as to whether
proposed allocations were viable

4.26 The nature and type of financial contributions required in order to provide
necessary health, education, transport and other infrastructure have been
informed by DtC discussions. As a result of these discussions, BDC has been
able to assess whether the preferred allocations are viable and therefore
deliverable. The nature and cost of infrastructure provision is reflected in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).

Updated Development Management Policies

4.27 The proposed submission Delivery DPD contains a suite of policies that update
those contained within the adopted Blaby Local Plan 1999. The policies have
been shaped by DtC discussions including:

e Development within settlement boundaries (DMP1) / Development in the
Countryside (DMP2). Discussions were held with Local Planning Authority
partners regarding revisions to settlement boundaries and associated
designations (such as Green Wedges). These discussions sought comfort
from partners that the policies, and associated revisions to the Policies Map,
were appropriate;

e Blaby town centre — Primary and secondary frontages (DMP5) was based
on an evidence base jointly commissioned between Blaby District and
Leicester City Council;

¢ Road related facilities for HGVs (DMP7), Local parking standards (DMP8)
and A47 High load route (DMP9) involved cooperation with the Local
Highway Authority as they involved strategic cross boundary transport
issues;

16



e Designated and non-designated heritage assets (DMP12) involved
discussions with Historic England and Leicestershire County Council
(Archaeology) in order to identify issues not already considered in Core
Strategy policy CS20; and

e Mineral Safeguarding Areas (DMP15). Discussions with Leicestershire
Minerals Planning Officers helped to inform site selection, the Policies Map
and emerging policy.

4c. Manaqing strateqic issues on an ongoing basis

4.28 The detailed trigger points for delivery of infrastructure and financial
contributions will be identified in section 106 agreements. Compliance with the
requirements for the provision of infrastructure is managed on an ongoing basis
by the Council’s Monitoring officer and enforcement compliance officer.

4.29 The delivery plan for the strategic planning priorities and policies are set out in
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

17



Appendix 1 - Strateqic Planning Issues Tables

Strategic Planning
Issue

Evidence Base

Strategic Partners

Actions

Outcomes from
strategic working

Ongoing cooperation

1. Identifying sufficient
land to meet residual
housing needs

Residential Land
Availability Assessment;
Authority Monitoring
Report;

Housing site options -
assessment;

Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment
(SHLAA).

Leicestershire District
Councils®:
Leicestershire County
Council;

Leicester City Council.

Updating monitoring
data to identify the
residual requirements
for housing;

Assessing the
availability of sites in
the context of ‘evidence
base’ and impacts
within and outside of
Blaby District.

DtC partners raised no
objection to the
approach to meeting
residual housing
requirements and the
assessment of site
options.

Local Plan Reviews,
HEDNA, MoU and
Strategic Growth Plan

2. ldentifying sufficient
land to meet residual
employment needs

Employment Land
Avalilability;

Economic Development
Land Availability
Assessment;

Authority Monitoring
Report;

Employment site
options assessment.

Leicestershire District
Councils;
Leicestershire County
Council;

Leicester City Council;
L & L Enterprise
Partnership.

Updating monitoring
data to identify the
residual requirements
for employment;
Assessing the
availability of sites in
the context of EDLAA;
Assessing the suitability
of site options;
Meeting with Leicester
City to discuss mix
issues.

DtC partners raised no
objection to the
approach to meeting
residual employment
requirements and the
assessment of site
options;

A joint approach agreed
with Leicester City
Council concerning
ongoing B1(a) and B8
distribution.

Local Plan Reviews,
HEDNA, MoU and
Strategic Growth Plan.
Detailed discussions
with partners about
meeting detailed
employment mix in
HEDNA.

3. Allocate specific
housing and
employment sites to
meet need

Housing & employment
site option
assessments;

Heritage assessment;
Flood risk assessment;
Market testing report;
Viability assessment;

Leicestershire District
Councils;
Leicestershire County
Council (Transport &
Education);

Leicester City Council;
EL&RCCG™;

Assess the suitability of
housing & employment
options;

Gather evidence to
assess the social,
environmental &
economic impacts of

Five sites identified as
potential housing
allocations and one
employment site;
Multiple sites not
considered suitable
options due to identified

Monitoring of
completions and
identification of
milestones for provision
of infrastructure as part
of planning applications;
Monitoring delivery of

'3 Charnwood Borough Council, Harborough District Council, Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council, Melton Borough Council, Oadby & Wigston Borough

Council, North West Leicestershire District Council.
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Landscape Character
Assessment;

Transport assessments;
Air quality study;
Biodiversity study;
SEA/SA.

Historic England;
Environment Agency;
Natural England; and
LLEP.

site options;

Discuss impacts &
implications with
strategic partners (such
as transport, Green
Wedge, infrastructure
provision;

Discussed
infrastructure
requirements with DtC
partners.

adverse impacts (e.g.
Bloods Hill site
unsuitable for heritage
reasons;

Infrastructure and
mitigation requirements
identified in the draft
policies.

infrastructure (within
and outside of Blaby
District).

4. Update settlement

Settlement boundary

Historic England;

A detailed and

Proposed amendments

Potentially review

boundaries assessment; Neighbourhood Plan systematic assessment | to the settlement boundaries at the next
Green Wedge / Area of Groups15 of existing and boundaries identified in | review of Local Plan
Separation proposed settlement emerging plan. preparation;
Assessments. boundaries was carried Monitor completions
out. outside of settlement
boundaries;
Monitor Neighbourhood
Plan progression and
extent of designations.
5. Update Green Green Wedge / Area of | Charnwood Borough A detailed and Proposed amendments | Potentially review
Wedge, Area of Separation Council; systematic assessment | to the Green Wedge boundaries at the next
Separation and Assessments; Leicester City Council; of Green Wedge and and Area of Separation | review of Local Plan
Countryside Settlement boundary Hinckley & Bosworth Area of Separation identified in emerging preparation;
designations assessment. Borough Council. boundaries was carried | plan; Monitor Neighbourhood
out; Neighbouring Plan progression and

Discussed potential
boundary changes with
neighbouring Districts.

Authorities raised no
objection to potential
changes.

extent of designations.

6. Redefine shopping
centre boundaries

Leicester and Blaby
Town Centre Retail
study;

Leicestershire Market
Towns Study.

Leicester City Council

Joint evidence was
gathered with Leicester
City Council to assess
boundaries of existing
retail centres.

Proposed boundary
changes to retail
centres identified in the
emerging local plan.

Potentially review
boundaries at the next
review of Local Plan
preparation;

Ongoing engagement

! East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group.

15 Not ‘Prescribed bodies’.
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with NP Groups;
Update evidence to
reassess ‘need’ for
retail facilities —
potentially working with
Leicester City Council.

7. Transport and
parking development
management policies.

6cs™ Highways and
Transport Design Guide
(HtD)

Leicestershire County
Council (Highway
Authority).

Blaby District Council
met with LCC transport
Officers to discuss the
policy requirements;
BDC provided LCC with
draft copies of the
policies.

Agreement was
reached between BDC
and Highway Authority
concerning the wording
of transport
Development
Management Policies.

Potential to reconsider
policy upon review and
in light of new evidence.

8. Designated and non-
designated heritage
assets

Heritage Assets
Assessment;
Evidence, information
and comments from
Leicestershire County
Council Archaeologist;
Evidence, information
and comments from
Historic England.

Leicestershire County
Council Archaeology; &
Historic England.

BDC, Historic England
& Leicestershire County
Council Archaeology
jointly developed the
Historic Assets brief;
Historic England and
LCC Archaeology were
invited to comment on
the findings of the
Historic Assets brief
and made comments
on all reasonable site
options.

The emerging Heritage
assets policy was
developed in light of
comments from Historic
England, including
reference to non-
designated Heritage
Assets.

Potential to reconsider
policy upon review of
the plan.

9. Infrastructure
Delivery Plan

Transport
Assessments;

Air quality assessment;
Market testing report;
Viability assessment.

Leicestershire County
Council (Education &
Transport);
Leicester City Council
(Transport);
EL&RCCG;

Discussions with DtC
partners to identify
potential infrastructure
requirements, their cost
and delivery agent.

The IDP has been
included in the
emerging Local Plan
which specifies the
likely costs and delivery
agent.

Ongoing monitoring of
delivery of
infrastructure.

'® Now referred to as the Leicestershire Local Authority Design Guide.
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Appendix 2 - Audit trail of key decisions and processes

1. ldentify sufficient land to meet residual housing needs

Evidence contained in the Residential Land Availability (RLA) and Authority
Monitoring Report (AMR) indicates completions and commitments against the
Core Strategy Requirements. The Delivery DPD seeks to ensure delivery of
the Core Strategy requirement in the Principal Urban Area up to 2029. Local
Authority partners have been made aware of the Council’'s approach through
the Development Plans Forum and consultation and no concerns have been
raised.

2. ldentify sufficient land to meet outstanding employment needs

Evidence contained in the Employment Land Availability (ELA) and Authority
Monitoring Report (AMR) indicates completions and commitments of
employment land and premises against the Core Strategy Requirements.
Blaby District Council has co-operated with the Leicester and Leicestershire
Economic Partnership (LLEP) in identifying the broad approach and specific
locations for employment growth (See note of meeting 6/11/17 - Appendix
5.1).

Discussions were held with Leicester City Council to discuss the residual
requirements for employment land in the context of: the adopted Core
Strategy, emerging Leicester City Local Plan and Housing & Economic
Development Needs Assessment. Discussions sought to address the need for
specific types of employment now and in reviewing future plans. (See letter
from Leicester City Council — Appendix 5.2).

Discussions were held with Local Authority partners through a quarterly cross-
boundary ‘Development Plans Forum’ which involves an update on Local
Plans and allows strategic issues to be discussed. No concerns have been
raised by Local Authority partners concerning the approach of Blaby District
Council to meeting residual employment needs.

3. Allocation of specific housing and employment sites

Discussions were held with various DtC partners to discuss the impact of
potential housing and employment site options and to identify proposed
allocations. Discussions were held through meetings, telephone calls and e-
mail exchanges from the initial Regulation 18 stage (May 2013) to Publication
(November 2017). The key DtC bodies and some of the main areas of
cooperation are set out below. Evidence of the engagement is contained in
Appendix 5:
o Historic England (HE). DtC discussions were held with HE at all stages
of plan production in relation to site options and selection. Multiple
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telephone discussions and e-mail exchanges informed the plan. Key
discussions related to a potential site option at ‘Bloods Hill' Kirby
Muxloe (See Appendix 5.3) and development of an historic assets
evidence base (see Appendices 5.4 & 5.5).

Environment Agency (EA). DtC discussions were held with the EA at
all stages of plan production in relation to site options and selection. An
initial meeting was held on 22/10/15 to consider the approach to
emerging site options. A response concerning site options was received
on 25/1/16 (See Appendix 5.6). Subsequent telephone discussions
and e-mail exchanges informed the plan. Key discussions related to
climate change allowances, potential flooding, surface water flooding
and impact on aquifers. As a result some site options were not
considered suitable because of flooding implications.

Natural England (NE). DtC discussions were held with NE at all stages
of plan production in relation to site options and selection. A response
concerning site options was received on 22/2/16 (See Appendix 5.7).
Subsequent telephone discussions and e-mail exchanges informed the
plan. Key discussions related to safeguarding protected areas (species
and landscaping). As a result some site options were dismissed from
consideration because of bio-diversity implications, in particular, a
proposed housing site option at Leicester Road, Narborough was not
pursued as an allocation.

Highways England (HiE). DtC discussions were held with HIE at all
stages of plan production in relation to site options and selection. A
response concerning site options was received on 25/2/16 (see
Appendix 5.8.1). Subsequent telephone discussions and e-mail
exchanges informed the plan. Key discussions related to the impact of
options on the Strategic Road Network (SRN) (See letter concerning
Highways England’s assessment of phase 2 transport evidence
Appendix 5.8.ii). As a result of early discussions, transport evidence
considered impacts on the SRN. Policy SA3 requires a robust transport
assessment and potential mitigation measures in and adjacent to
junction 21 of the M1.

Leicestershire County Council (Highways Authority). DtC discussions
were held with the Highway Authority at all stages of plan production in
relation to site options and site selection. Meetings were held with LHA
Transport Officers on 13/10/16, 11/4/17, 16/6/17 and 18/10/17. Meeting
notes for all meetings are attached (See Appendix 5.9). Key
discussions related to the impact of options on the Local Highway
Network. As a result of discussions transport evidence was developed
to consider the impacts on the road network and emerging policies
require transport mitigation measures.

Leicestershire County Council (Education Authority). DtC discussions
were held with the Education Authority at all stages of plan production
in relation to the education requirements for different site options and
proposed allocations. Meetings were held with Officers on 20/10/16,
1/6/17 and 18/10/17. Meeting notes are attached for these (See
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4.

Appendix 5.10). Key discussions related to the impact of options on
education provision. As a result of DtC discussions, the preferred
allocation north of Hinckley Road will provide on-site education facilities
and contributions. Smaller housing site will make financial contributions
towards education provision.

o Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group (EL&RCCQG).
DtC discussions were held with EL&RCCG at all stages of plan
production in relation to site options and selection. Meetings were held
on 27/10/16 and 28/6/17 in order to consider constraints and
opportunities in relation to the various site options. A note of the
meeting on 28/06/17 is attached as Appendix 5.11.

Blaby District Council consulted the three SA consultation bodies on the site
selection methodology. All bodies were generally supportive suggesting only
minor changes.

In addition to DtC discussions, consultation was carried out with partners on a
wide range of site options. Technical responses to options were received and
these were included in housing®’ and employment*® site assessment papers.
BDC involved DtC bodies in the development of evidence base documents
including: Leicestershire County Council (Highways Authority) in developing
the brief for transport modelling; Historic England in developing the brief for
Heritage Assets assessment; and, Environment Agency in developing the
Flood Risk Assessment. Briefs were finalised in light of comments from DtC
bodies.

DtC discussions and evidence gathering informed the final decision to allocate
the key housing site at land north of Hinckley Road, Kirby Muxloe and
employment site west of St Johns, Enderby.

Update settlement boundaries, Green Wedges and Areas of Separation

Evidence contained in the Strategic Green Wedge and Area of Separation
assessments and Settlement Boundary Review (2017) identified the potential
areas where designations and boundaries may be amended from the previous
Local Plan Proposals Map. DtC discussions were held in relation to
amendments to Green Wedge boundaries that cross Local Authority
administrative boundaries. Meetings were held with Leicester City, Hinckley
and Bosworth and Charnwood Borough Councils.

Notes of the meetings with Local Authority partners are attached as Appendix
5.12. No concerns have been raised by Local Authority partners concerning
the approach of Blaby District Council to amending Green Wedges, Areas of
Separation and settlement boundaries.

7 http://www.blaby.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alld=13381

18 http://www.blaby.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alld=13382
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5. Update retail boundaries

Blaby District Council co-operated with Neighbouring Local Planning
Authorities in developing an evidence base that considered cross boundary
retail issues. Evidence contained in the ‘Leicestershire Market Towns Study
(2016) and ‘Neighbourhood Parades Assessment (2016) assessed retall
designations and suggested changes. The Leicestershire Market Towns Study
2016 was jointly commissioned. The Leicester City and Blaby District Town
Centre and Retail study also was a joint commission between the two
authorities to help define a retail hierarchy. No adverse comments have been
received from Local Authority partners in the context of retail hierarchy.

6. Transport and local parking development management policies

Discussions were held with Leicestershire County Council (Highways
Authority) in relation to potential transport related development management
policies, in particular, policies related to local parking, High load routes and
Road related facilities for HGVs. Copies of the emerging transport policies
were sent to the Highway Authority for comment (See e-mail Appendix 5.13).
As a result of discussions transport evidence was developed to consider the
impacts on the road network.

7. Designated and non-designated heritage assets

8.

Discussions were held with Historic England (HE) concerning the development
of a development management policy. Discussions were ongoing. The extract
from a letter dated 16/11/16 indicates how DtC discussions with HE helped to
inform emerging policies. The proposed policy refers to ‘non-designated’
heritage assets and seeks to support the ‘strategic’ policy CS20 in the adopted
Core Strategy.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Discussions were held with partners responsible for delivery of key
infrastructure including the Local Highway, Education and Waste Authority
(Leicestershire County Council) and Clinical Commissioning Group.
Discussions sought to identify the requirements for infrastructure and the
anticipated costs (which were subsequently tested as part of a viability
assessment).

Key Duty to Cooperate Partners were engaged on multiple occasions and on an
ongoing basis through the development of the Local Plan. Engagement was not
merely contained to representations submitted at more formal stages of consultation.

The ongoing discussions not only helped to develop policies, but also had an input
into project briefs that sought to gather evidence to support the plan.
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Appendix 3 - Organisations engaged

The Environment Agency (EA)

The EA were engaged throughout the process of developing the plan.

They had input in the preparation of a brief which sought production of a ‘Flood Risk
Assessment’. EA had ongoing involvement with the appointed consultants in the
production of the work.

The EA have responded at all stages of plan production in identifying potential
constraints in terms of flooding, potential for ground water / aquifer pollution and
other forms of pollution.

The EA have indicated that they have no insurmountable objection to preferred sites
and they are supportive of the proposed policies.

No adverse formal representations were received from the Environment
Agency to the Local Plan Delivery DPD (Proposed Submission Version).

The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (Historic England)

(HE)

HE were engaged throughout the process of developing the plan. They have
responded at all stages of plan production in identifying potential constraints in terms
of potential impacts on heritage assets and assisting in the content of emerging
policies and proposals.

HE were a partner in the preparation of a Consultant’s brief in relation to the
‘Heritage Assets Assessment’. HE were engaged in the ongoing preparation of the
assessment and their views sought on the findings.

HE assessed emerging site options and were involved in ‘Bloods Hill, Kirby Muxloe’
being not considered as a proposed allocation. In HE’s opinion, and in the context of
the proposed housing site option and the siting of Kirby Castle:

“...it is not possible to mitigate to an acceptable level...”

HE have indicated that the proposed allocations should be accompanied by criteria
that seek to protect historic assets.

No insurmountable adverse formal representations were received from Historic
England to the Local Plan Delivery DPD (Proposed Submission Version).

Natural England (NE)

NE were engaged throughout the process of developing the plan. They have
responded at all stages of plan production in identifying potential constraints in terms
of potential impacts on habitats and bio-diversity and assisting in developing the
content of emerging policies and proposals.
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NE assessed emerging site options and identified concerns regarding the potential
housing allocation at Leicester Road, Narborough because of its proximity to
Narborough Bog (a SSSI).

NE have indicated that the proposed allocations should be accompanied by criteria
that seeks to protect habitats and bio-diversity. No outstanding material objections
have been raised by Natural England.

No adverse formal representations were received to the Local Plan Delivery
DPD (Proposed Submission Version) from Natural England.

East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group (EL&RCCG)

EL&RCCG were engaged throughout the process of developing the plan.

Discussions were held with ELCCG during the consideration of options (October
2016) and in the identification of preferred sites at publication stage (June 2017).

EL&RCCG identified capacity constraints in primary health care facilities in the PUA.

Discussions have indicated that financial contributions will be required in order to
increase capacity at local facilities options include extending Warren Lane surgery, or
opening the consulting rooms at Thorpe Astley Community Centre.

No adverse formal representations were received from East Leicestershire &
Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group to the Local Plan Delivery DPD
(Proposed Submission Version).

Leicestershire County Council (Local Highway authority) (LHA)

The LHA were engaged throughout the process of developing the plan.

The LHA were a partner in the preparation of procurement Project Briefs which set
out the requirements for the Transport Evidence reports which assessed site options
and proposed allocations. The LHA provided data that fed into stages 1 and 2
transport assessments and their views sought on the draft findings.

The LHA were engaged in assessing the transport merits of emerging site options
and identifying potential constraints. This helped contribute to the elimination of
unsuitable sites and identification of preferred allocations. All site options that were
assessed at ‘preferred options’ stage would have an impact on the existing network,
in particular there would be material impacts on key transport links and junctions that
would require mitigation.

The LHA were involved in discussions regarding mitigation measures, costings and
phasing of transport measures including the relationship between transport measures
required through new development and those sought as part of the Lubbesthorpe
SUE proposal.
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The LHA have responded at all stages of plan production in identifying potential
constraints on transport infrastructure and hard and soft mitigation measures.

Discussions were held with The LHA regarding transportation policies contained
within the emerging Local Plan. The policies were amended in light of comments
from the LHA.

No insurmountable adverse formal representations were received from the
Local Highway Authority to the Local Plan Delivery DPD (Proposed Submission
Version).

Highways England (HIiE)

Highways England have responded at all stages of plan production in identifying
potential constraints on transport infrastructure and hard and soft mitigation
measures.

HIE sought additional evidence in relation to the impacts of options on the trunk road
network. This was incorporated into the phase 1 transport assessment.

Following engagement with HIE, no concerns were raised regarding the preferred
housing site at land north of Hinckley Road, Kirby Muxloe and smaller sites around
the PUA. HIE acknowledge employment land at land west of St Johns, Enderby
required further detailed assessment and potential mitigation measures to protect the
performance of the trunk road network.

No adverse formal representations were received from Highways England to
the Local Plan Delivery DPD (Proposed Submission Version).

Other ‘Non-Prescribed’ bodies

Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership

LLEP were notified at all stages of plan production and discussions were held to
discuss emerging options. The Council were mindful of the requirements of the
Strategic Economic Plan and its objectives.

Leicestershire Local Nature Partnership

At the time of drafting this report a Local Nature Partnership for Leicestershire had
not been properly constituted. Notwithstanding this, the Council liaised with
Leicestershire County Council (Planning and Ecology) and Leicestershire and
Rutland Environmental Records Centre.
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Utilities providers - Water supply / Drainage (Severn Trent), Power (National Grid /
Western Power)

Severn Trent

Correspondence was undertaken with Severn Trent in order to understand whether
there were any capacity constraints in terms of the provision of water supply and the
disposal of sewage taking account of site options. The discussions indicated that:

“....water capacity is not expected to be a constraint to development...”

Severn Trent also identified that there may be a need for some infrastructure
improvements.

Western Power

Correspondence with Western Power at preferred options stage sought to
understand whether there were any capacity constraints in terms of the provision of
gas an electricity supply. The discussions did not identify any insurmountable
constraints.

Leicestershire Police

Meetings were held with Leicestershire Police at preferred options stage in order to
understand whether any contributions would be required to support provision of
Police Infrastructure. Discussions identified that contributions would be on a site by
site basis but that the notional sum in the viability assessment was acceptable.

Parish Councils / Neighbourhood Planning Groups

Parish Councils and Neighbourhood Planning Groups have been engaged
throughout the development of the plan.

Sport England

Correspondence and discussions have been held with Sport England in order to
discuss impacts on sporting facilities. Sport England identified concerns regarding
the loss of sports pitches to the north of Hinckley Road. The policy requirements for
no net loss of sports pitches north of the A47 has been informed by discussions.

Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust

The Council liaised with Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust through formal
stages of consultation.
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Appendix 4 - Maps of Blaby and strateqic planning area

Map 1: Blaby District

I.uh'lﬂ-lthn: 2
L]
I'I'IMI:HI/';‘;“" Glen
- lehr:uqh Parva

. # Blaby
Hunzate . a
. Littlethorp Whetstone
Potters
- #Croft M -
Elmesihorpe :llrﬂnn . Countesthorpe
Stoney Stanton Cosby .

-
Kilby
Aston  SoRete
* Flamville
']
Sharnford

'l'l'Tm‘tM
Parva

Map 2: Map of Leicester and Leicestershire

Key to Map Two

1. Blaby District Council 5. Leicester City Council

2. Charnwood Borough Council 6. Melton Borough Council

3. Harborough District Council 7. North West Leicestershire District Council
4. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council 8. Oadby and Wigston Borough Council
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Appendix 5 - References to key documents

Include references and web links to key evidence, including minutes of relevant
meetings. You do not need to include copies of everything in your statement e.g.
legislation, national planning policy and guidance

1. Identifying residual housing requirements

The evidence underpinning the outstanding housing requirements are set out in the
Council’'s Site Selection Papers — Site selections for housing (parts 1'° and 229):

The residual requirements are based on a technical assessment of the supply of
housing (including completions, commitments and allocations) when compared
against the overall requirements set out in the adopted Core Strategy.

Local Authority partners were kept informed of the Council’s approach to meeting
residual needs at quarterly ‘Development Plans Forum’ meetings which provided a
structured opportunity to meet with all Local Planning Authorities in Leicestershire to
discuss issues relating to Local Plan progress.

¥ http://www.blaby.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alld=14350
%% http://www.blaby.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alld=14351
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2. ldentifying residual employment land requirements

5.1 Note of meeting with Leicester & Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership

Notes of Meeting with Leicester and Leicestershire Economic Partnership on Local
Plan Delivery DPD

Meeting Date: 6" November 2017
Meeting Location: City Hall, Leicester

Attendees: Gemma Yardley (Blaby District Council), Andy Rose (Leicester and
Leicestershire Economic Partnership)

Purpose

1. To set out key components of Delivery DPD and discuss in the context of the LLEP’s
remit and the Duty to Co-operate.
2. To identify any areas of concern or issues for the LLEP.

Key components of Delivery DPD

Second part of Blaby District’s Local Plan. It follows on from the Core Strategy adopted in
2013. It will ‘deliver’ the Core Strategy.

The Delivery DPD follows through the levels of growth for housing and employment and
locational strategy of the Core Strategy. These are broadly in line with the figures in the
Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 2017 (HEDNA).

Intend to review the full Local Plan once Delivery DPD is adopted (late 2018) and the
Strategic Growth Plan and Memorandum of Understanding on the distribution of growth are
in place.

The Delivery DPD includes site allocations, development management policies and Policies
Map.

Site allocations are to meet shortfalls against the Core Strategy targets and include:

¢ Land North of Hinckley Road, Kirby Muxloe for about 510 dwellings (but capable of at
least 750 dwellings and supporting transport and school infrastructure);

e Four smaller housing sites at Glenfield (Gynsill Lane), Leicester Forest East (Grange
Farm and Webb Close) and Kirby Muxloe (Ratby Lane/Desford Road) for a total of
165 dwellings;

e Land west of St Johns, Enderby for 33 hectares employment land. It is expected that
this will be for B8.
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Includes policies to:

e Protect ‘key employment sites’ from being redeveloped for non employment uses

e Support in principle development within the existing settlement boundaries

e Support new employment proposals on the edge of the larger settlements in certain
circumstances.

LLEP remit

The Strategic Economic Plan 2014-2020 is currently being revised but there has been a
number of delays to its release.

There are opportunities to apply to the Growing Places Fund, a loan scheme for
infrastructure, as a number of the original loans are now being repaid. May want to consider
this.

Areas of Concern/lssues

Based on the information set out today no immediate concerns are identified. It is noted that
there will be an opportunity to respond to the consultation on the Proposed Submission
Version of the Delivery DPD at the end of November.
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5.2 Agreed approach to meeting employment land requirements (Blaby District
and Leicester City Council)

Please ask for:Grant Butterworth

Telephone:  (0116) 454 1000

Email: planning@leicester.gov.uk O
Date: 1 September 2017
Leicester
City Council
Planning
Ms C Hartley
Blaby District Council Offices 115 Charles Street
Desford Road Leicester LE1 1FZ
Narborough
Leicester
LE19 2EP www.leicester.gov.uk/planning

Dear Ms Hartley

OFFICE PROVISION TO 2031; BLABY AND LEICESTER'’s DISCUSSIONS
RE - DUTY TO CO-OPERATE

Further to the meeting on 1st August 2017 and the subsequent emails between Paul Tebbitt
of Blaby District Council and Rachael Mkanza of Leicester City Council, when the level of
office provision to 2031 in the two authorities was discussed. It is concluded that further more
formal debate on this issue is required.

The Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) has recently been
produced and establishes a new objective assessment of economic development need for
the Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area (HMA) for each local planning
authority within the HMA between 2011 and 2031.

Leicester City

The HEDNA establishes the following economic development need for Leicester City:-
e 115,000 sgm (6ha) required for offices
e 15ha for warehousing/distribution
e 36ha for general employment

For Blaby District:-

Offices

The HEDNA indicates a requirement for up to 45 hectares of office space in the District of
Blaby between 2011 and 2031. (Full details are shown in the table in Appendix 1).
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As at 31% March 2017 within Blaby District Council, 14.5 ha of office development had been
completed or committed leaving a residual of 30.5 hectares. Although this sounds a
substantial area of land, when converted to floorspace is equates to around 106,750sgm.
The floorspace figure is based on density rates of 35% for offices outside the city centre, as
defined in para 11.2 of the HEDNA. A floorspace total for office development has also been
added into the table in Appendix 1.

However if this amount of floorspace was provided in the city centre instead, where a higher
development ratio applies, this would only equate to about 5.34 ha of office space (based on
the 200% plot density ratio identified in HEDNA para 11.2).

General Industrial Development B2

In terms of General Industrial B2 uses, the HEDNA indicates that the requirements for Blaby
District Council are 15 hectares between 2011- 31, of which currently the Council has a
substantial amount (approximately 11ha) completed or committed. There are also potentially
some opportunities to provide B2 development at Optimus Point (where the planning
permission includes B8 and B2).

In Conclusion

Because Blaby District Council is producing a ‘part 2’ plan (and not a new Local Plan) it may
be that the Inspector will primarily be interested in whether they are able to deliver the
residual employment land (i.e. that is allocated in the part 1 adopted plan). This is not as
specific as the mix of uses addressed in the HEDNA. However, given that the HEDNA is ‘live’
evidence, the Inspector may still wish to consider matters relating to ‘employment mix’, so
provision for this, needs to be made in advance.

Under Duty to co-operate provisions, it has therefore been suggested by Blaby District
Council, that the City Council considers making additional office provision in the next stages
of its New Local Plan, over and above its own office need, in order to provide for around
107,000sgm of un-met office need, which is potentially arising from Blaby District Council. It
is anticipated that this would only equate to about 5.34 ha of office space (based on the
200% plot density ratio for the city centre, as identified in HEDNA para 11.2).

In response to this request, the City Council considers that there is adequate potential within
the 285ha area that is currently designated as Leicester’s “City Centre”, to provide for this
additional provision at the next stage of the City’s Local Plan production. There is therefore
potential for agreeing to this request in principle and producing an aligned Topic Paper on
this matter between the two authorities.

Please could you formally confirm in writing your agreement on this matter.

Yours sincerely,

Grant Butterworth
Head of Planning
Leicester City Council
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3.

Identifying specific housing and employment sites

Historic England

; yyh Telephone 0104 73 5460 HistericEngland.org.uk

T
M Historic Englana

BY EMAIL: Ourref:  PLO0019352
| Your ref:
Telephone: [N

24 August 2016
Dear Ms Yardley
Blaby Local Plan - Potential allocation at Bloods Hill

Thank you for consulting Historic England informally on the above 14 July 2016. We
greatly appreciate the opportunity for continued early involvement. | write to provide
early, informal comment prior to formal consultation on the Local Plan.

Fram an initial desk-based review of the proposed allocation we can offer our first
thoughts on the patential impact of the propesals on designated heritage assets and land
which appears to contribute towards their significance through historic landscape setting
and the likely presence of associated remains. You will of course also need to consult the
County Historic Environment Record (HER) and Development Control Archaeologists and
your Conservation Officer with regard toall heritage assets and get the benefit of their
extensive expertise and local knowledge.

Motwithstanding the early advice given in this letter, we must reserve the option at a later
stageto comment further or object to any proposals that come forward as part of the
Local Plan with the benefit of further information and consideration,

Land to the south west of Kirby Muxloe Castle - Bloods Hill

The proposed site form some of the least altered immediate setting of the Kirby Muxloe
Castle Scheduled Monument and Grade | Listed building and as such hasa key place in
understandings and experience of the castle’s intended and acquired historic landscape
context. As such the strongest, in principle concerns, are raised.

Kirby Muxloe Castle is of exceptional national importance and is one of the Midland's
greatest early brick buildings, marking a key stage in the late development of the military
castle towardsthe country house, It displays early examples of gun ports alongside a
refined architectural taste in plan form and detailing. Constructed around the 14" century
manor house which preceded it, the castle was built for Sir William Hastings, Works were
begun on site in 1480 and curtailed by his execution in 1483, the unfinished character of

Histaric England, 27 Floor, Windsar House, Cliftanville, Marthamptan NML SEE
1 Stonewall

Please note that Hisk Fri AT Chia
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5.3 Letter from Historic England concerning Bloods Hill (Historic England)
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the building is direct testament to the high stakes of political feud and alliance that
characterised the period.

The Kirby Fields Conservation Area currently enjoys clear separation and definition from
the M1 motorway and Leicester City. Undesignated remains of the Leicester to Manceter
Roman road pass through part of the proposed development areas. This site, its fields,
earthworks, boundaries and subsurface remains should be understood in their landscape
context and their articulation of the landscape relationships of Leicester City, the Kirby
Field Conservation Area and the Scheduled and Grade | Listed Castle.

The Church of St Bartholomew further to the north is Grade II*; the development may also
impact upon this building.

The proposed development site comprises some of the least unaltered immediate setting
of the castle and as such has a key place in understandings and experience of the castle’s
intended and acquired historic landscape context. The ridge shown approximately on the
plan attached to your email of 14 July would not alter this view, given theimportance of
the entirety of the open fields between the railway line and the castle, which is enclosed to
other aspects. Potential highway accessfrom junction 21a of the M1 would furtherimpact,
but even without the access, the strongest concerns would remain.

Even at this early stage we have the gravest concerns as to the potential harmful impacts
of the proposed development upon the significance of the above nationally important
heritage assets and the soundness of the site in relation to the NPPF.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss any of these comments. We are
happy to comment on site allocations and draft policies as they develop and provide
further advice.

Yours sincerely

Emilie Carr (Mrs)

Historic Environment Planning Adviser

Historic England, 2°*Floor, Windsor House, Cliftonville, Northampton NN1 SBE *
Telephone 01604 73 5460 HistoricEngland.org.uk Stonewall

ol ve that rosic Eng at N 1 am
Please note that Histo England operats ess to Information policy [ R w
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5.4 Historic England letter concerning emerging HA report brief

AR Historic England
istoric Englan

BY EMAIL: Our ref: PLOOO19352
Your ref:

29 November 2016
Dear Mr Tebbitt
Blaby Local Plan Heritage Assets Survey — Consultants Brief

Thank you for your email 09 November regarding the above and the opportunity to
comment.

The strategy and reasoning behind the survey should be explicit as to to its purpose
and what it will inform and what methodology might used? Will preferred sites be
identified in relation to the evidence found or are you hoping to rank order the histonc
environment impacts of different options? As previously stated, Histonc England
have very sftrong concems and objections in relation to specific proposed site
allocations.

Paragraph 22 is noted; there is concemn that as there is already a pemmitted site,
further sites may be permitted potentially in harmful locations in relation to hentage
assets, also with no guarantee of delivery. We would like to understand what the
authonty s aiming to achieve with this piece of work, what analysis and judgement
are you seeking in addition to that which we as Government's expert advisor on the
historic environment have already given you?

We have given detailed consideration to the Bloods Hill site during previous
discussions with both BDC and the developer. Histonc England have been
consistently clear in its view on this site dunng the planning and site allocation
process. Historic England would nevertheless be very happy to advise further if you
have specific questions, and the County Archaeologist should also be consulted.

Kirby Muxloe Castle is of exceptional national importance and is the Guardianship of
the Secretary of State. It is one of the Midland's most important early brick buildings,
marking a key stage in the late development of the military castle towards the country
house. It displays early examples of gun ports alongside a refined architectural taste
in plan form and detailing. Constructed around the 14™ century manor house which
preceded it, the castle was built for Sir William Hastings. Works were begun on site in
1480 and curtailed by his execution in 1483, the unfinished character of the building
is direct testament to the high stakes of political feud and alliance that charactensed
the period.
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The Kirby Fields Conservation Area currently enjoys clear separation and definition
from the M1 motorway and Leicester City. Undesignated remains of the Leicester to
Mancetter Roman road pass through part of the proposed development areas. This
site, its fields, earthworks, boundaries and subsurface remains should be understood
in their landscape context and their articulation of the landscape relationships of
Leicester City, the Kirby Field Conservation Area and the Scheduled and Grade |
Listed Castle.

The Church of St Bartholomew further to the north is Grade II*; the development may
also impact upon the significance of this building in its histonc landscape context.

The Bloods Hill site forms the least altered part of the landscape setting of the Kirby
Muxloe Castle Scheduled Monument and Grade | Listed building, the only area in
which any sense of scale of rural landscape in which it was set can be appreciated.
The kinetic expenence of walking north along the western side of the fields, coming
over the ndge with the reveal of the castle and the counterpoint views back from its
roofs forms a key element in its significance. This sense of place in landscape
beyond the immediate view-shed is cntical fo status of the castle as an elite
residence projected in a landscape which the Hastings’ dominated.

The ridge shown approximately on the plan attached to your email of 14 July
would not alter this view, given the importance of the entirety of the open fields
between the railway line and the castle, which is enclosed to other aspects. Potential
highway access from junction 21a of the M1 would further impact, but even without
the access, the strongest concerns would remain.

Paragraph 3.2 of the Bnef should stress the special regard to be afforded in
accordance with section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 Act, the great weight required by statute and the NPPF together with

the proportionate approach in relation to the importance of the asset in accordance
with the NPPF.

When site assessment methodologies are submitted, care should be taken to ensure
compliance with the NPPF. In particular, proximity should not be used as a gauge of
harm or impact. The use of proximity does not comply with the NPPF — impact upon
the setting of assets can occur from a great distance and not simply from sites ‘in
close proximity’ to an asset, dependant on the type of development.

Historic England has recently published advice notes on behalf of the hentage sector
and we believe they will be of assistance. Specifically, Historic Environment Good
Practice Advice Note 1: The Historic Environment in Local Plans and Histaric,
Historic Environment Good Practice Note 2: Managing Significance in Decision-
Taking in the Historic Environment, Environment Good Practice Advice Note 3: The
Sefting of Hentage Assets i1s of particular relevance to you and provides additional
information. These can be accessed via the following link:
hitps:/iwww.historicengland org.ukfadvice/planning/planning-system/

Historic England has also recently published a document relating to site allocations in
Local Plans — this covers all types of allocation and sets out a site selechion
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methodology in relation fo hertage assets. We consider this may be of use to you,
and the document can be downloaded from:

http-//www.hisforicengland .org. ukiimages-books/publications/histonc-environment-
and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss any of these comments.

Yours sincerely

Emilie Carr (Mrs)
Historic Environment Planning Adviser

e-mail. I
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5.5 Historic England letter concerning emerging Heritage Assets report

MR Historic England
istoric Englan

I gt
PLO0D19352

Your ref:

Telihcrne

28 July 2017
Dear Sir or Madam

re: Blaby Heritage Assets Report
Thank you for informally consulting Historic England on the above 04 July 2017.

Unfortunately, we have not been able to fully assess the document at this time. |
understand that there will be further opportunities for further engagement, together
with the consultation on the publication version of the Local Plan. As before, Histonic
England strongly encourage continued informal consultation; we strongly welcome
that which has taken place already.

| would however comment briefly in relation to Bloods Hill only. Historic England
reiterates its advice as set out in previous planning application and Local Plan
consultations regarding Bloods Hill and would therefore strongly welcome the
exclusion of the site on the basis of impacts upon the Castle and Scheduled
Monument, as recommended within the report. Whilst this recommendation is
strongly welcomed, Historic England do not agree with the assumption made
regarding ‘less than substantial’ harm on page 40 nor that mitigation measures may
be feasible (page 41) in the form of a revised site layout to address concermns
previously set out.

The half-finished brick castle is the successor fo an earlier manor house so whilst the
design scheme for the castle was uncompleted this was already an established and
extensive elite hunting landscape; further information can be found within the history
report submitted as part of the New Lubbesthorpe Development.

The contribution to significance made by rndge and furrow in respect of designated
asset settings should be carefully considered and appropriate weight should be
applied to this in seeking less damaging sites to allocate. | would also stress again
the need for close liaison with County Archaeology in particular in respect of sites



M Historic England

where undesignated remains are of equivalent importance to scheduled monuments
and under NPPF 139 would require treatment on panty under NPPF (and where this
importance is likely to be demonstrated sites should not be prematurely allocated).
Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss,

Kind regards,

Emilie Camr

Historic Environment F’Ianm’ni Adviser
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5.6 Environment Agency response concerning site options

Thomas McGowan

From: piatts, Geofr |

Sent: 25 January 2016 14:32
To: Gemma Yardley
Subject: Blaby Sites
Attachments: Blaby Sites.docx

Hella Gemma,

Returned is your document with my comments annotated in red.

As a reminder, for all sites where | have indicated a site lies within the EA's Flood Zones you should check the flood
outlines on your SFRA to see if they are different to the records that we hold. The SFRA | where one is in place) is
used to determine the flood risk to the site.

All sites which are impacted by either FZ2 or FZ3 will need to be sequentially tested and deemed to have passed.

Surface water disposal from sites greater than 1 ha will require a flood risk assessment, this assessment will be
reviewed by the LLFA [Leicestershire County Council).

Where sites are on top of an aquifer and the previous use of the site could have potential to cause contamination,
then a contamination assessment will be required to determine the risk.

Hope my comments help.
Repards
Geoff

Geoff Platts

Planning Specialist - Leicestershire

Sustainable Places - Planning Team

=

=

] Environment Agency | Trentside Offices | Scarrington Road | West Bridgford | NOTTINGHAM | NG2 S5BR
ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

**  Floods happen. Be prepared. Chieck it you are at risk from flooding and sign wp for FREE flood warnings.

ARE YOU AT RISK? &E%DF?

BF FRERARSE

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally priwvileged. If you
have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and do not copy it to anyone else.

We hawve checked this email and its attachments for wiruses. But you should still check
any attachment before opening it.
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5.7 Natural England e-mail concerning emerging options

Thomas McGowan

From: viahoney,sean ove) [

Sent: 23 February 2016 08:06

To: Gemma Yardley

Subject: RE: Blaby District Local Plan Site Allocations

Attachments: Employment and Retail Sites for MExdsx; Housing Sites for MExdsx; 84719 Blaby DC

Local Plan Allocations Designations ad Development Manage._._pdf;, ATTO0001 tx

Dear Gemma,
Thank you for your email below concerning the Blaby District Local Plan Site Allocations,

Matural 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.

Since its duties relate to the protection and enhancement of the natural environment, Natural England’s concerns
relate primarily to safeguarding protected sites, species and landscapes and ensuring adeguate green infrastructure
provision. It follows that we have no particular comment to make on attached spreadsheets (which probably need
to be seen in context) except to advise that development sites for housing provision and/or retail use should be
located so as to avoid any adverse impacts on nationally and internaticnally designated nature conservation sites.
To this extent, it is encouraging to note that the 5551 Impact Risk Zones are being actively used in the review of site
allocations.

Due consideration should also be given to green infrastructure provision. A coherent green infrastructure network is
integral to the creation of sustainable communities, providing many social, economic and environmental benefits
around recreation, health and wellbeing, biodiversity enhancement, habitat creation, flood alleviation and climate
change adaptation.

Our wider interest in sustainable development encompasses climate change mitigation and adaptation, the
protection and enhancement of soils, and environmental land management. We welcome such initiatives as
sustainable drainage systems which promote sustainable development.

Matural England’s concerns in relation to the Blaby District Local Plan continue to be well reflected in our response
to your consultation on the Blaby District Local Plan Allocations, Designations and Development Management DPD
back in April/May 2013 which is attached for ease of reference.

We hope that you find these comments useful. We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if
in the meantime you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us. For any queries relating to the specific
advice in this letter gnly please contact me on . For any new consultations, or to provide further
information on this consultation please send your correspondences to consultationsi@naturalengland.org.uk.

As a statutory consultee, we look forward to being consulted on the various stages of the Blaby District Local Plan as
it develops.

Yours sincerely
Sean Mahoney
Lead Adviser

Sustainable Development

East Midlands Area Team

Natural England
Apex Court

City Link
Nottingham

NG2 414
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5.8.i E-mail from Highways England concerning emerging options

Thomas McGowan

From: Turvey, Steven [

Sent: 25 February 2016 14:23

To: Gemma Yardley

Ce: Smith, Peter (Area 7)

Subject: RE: Blaby District Site Allocations

Dear Gemma,

Thank you for your correspondence in relation to Blaby District Council's preparation of its Local
Plan Part 2. It is the role of Highways England to maintain and safeguard the efficient operation of
the strategic road network whilst acting as a facilitator to national economic growth. The strategic
road network includes both motorways and some A roads which are the subject of your
correspondence and it is noted that both the M1 and MG9 route through the district, with the A4G
enterng in the north and the A5 bordering it to the southwest.

Highways England considers that there are no noteworthy issues with the performance of the
section of the ME9 which routes through Blaby other than where it approaches the M1 at M1 J21.
The M1 through Leicestershire is already under pressure which also affects A46 traffic entering
the M1, and M1 J21 itself is subject to queuing on some approaches at peak times. The
government's Road Investment Strategy (RIS) includes a scheme between J19 and J23a to come
forward during Road Period 2 (2020 - 2025), which will involve this section of route being
upgraded to Smart Motorway and an improvement to M1 J21. The details of this scheme are yet
to be confimed.

It is possible that development in some parts of Blaby District could impact on the future operation
of M1 J21 and this will depend on the scale and location of the development. There is also
potential for development in the north of the district in Glenfield to have an impact on A46
Junctions and on the A46 southbound on the approach to M1 J21a. With respect to your question
regarding the approach nommally taken to identify issues of capacity, this would be determined
through Transport Assessments which could be undertaken for individual sites or to assess
cumulative impacts of development as and where deemed necessary.

| trust that the above is useful. If you need any further information further information please
contact Pete Smith (copied into this message) or myself.

Regards,

Steven Turvey

Highw:aﬁ Eniland The Cube | 199 Wharfside Street | Birmingham | B1 1RN
Tel:

Web: http:/fwew_highways.gov.uk
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5.8.ii Highways England — Correspondance concerning phase 2 transport
evidence

} highways
england

Your ref. Paul Tebhitt Scarlett Griffiths
Edwards & Edwards Consultancy Lid Highways England
The Cube
199 Wharfside Street

via Email:_ Birmingham B1 1RN
pirect Line: [ NN

26 January 2018

Dear Paul

CONSULTATION ON THE SITE ALLOCATIONS ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE
BLABY LOCAL PLAN DELIVERY DPD

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Site Allocations
Assessment report produced by Edwards and Edwards Consultancy Ltd (October
2017), regarding the transport impacts of the Blaby District Local Plan Part 2 Delivery
Development Plan Document (Delivery DPD), which covers the period up to 2029. The
Delivery DPD will sit alongside the adopted Core Strateqy and contains site allocations
for housing and employment and a senes of development management policies which
will be used to assess planning applications.

Highways England 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 highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road
Metwork [SREN). It is our role to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRM
whilst acting as a delivery pariner to national economic growth. In relation to the work
undertaken to support the Blaby Local Plan, Highways England’s prncipal concern is
safequarding the operation of the M1 and the ME9 which route through the District, a
small section of the A46 which routes in the far north and a small section of the AL
which borders the District to the south.

We have camed out a high level review of the Site Allocations Assessment report
(October 2017) produced by Edwards and Edwards Consultancy Ltd, regarding the
transport impacts of the Blaby District Local Plan Part 2 Delivery Development FPlan
Document (Delivery DPD). This phase 2 study has been commissioned to assess the
transport implications of the 1,000 new dwellings planned for the north of the District
and to identify the ‘in-principle’ transport mitigation measures required as part of a
proportionate approach for Local Plan preparation. Although Blaby District Council also
plan to allocate approximately 30ha of employment land, some of which will be located
close to Junction 21 of the M1, we note that there is no consideration of these
employment sites in this assessment. Consequently, the full development impacts of
the Blaby Local Plan allocations on the M1 and A46 cannot be determined from the
transport report.



The LLITM modelling work undertaken for the assessment has demonstrated that the
SRN is unlikely to be materially impacted by the development of 1,000 dwellings in and
around the Principal Urban Area (FUA) to the north of Blaby. The report states that
there are no matenal changes (defined as change greater than 20 or more movements,
where this represents greater than 5% of the total traffic flow) on the routes towards or
on the A46 or M1. Consequently, there are no mitigation measuras proposed to support
the A46 or M1 or junctions that access the SEN.

The methodology employed for the modelling assessment and for determining the
impacts on the SREN is considered to be robust in regards to the following points:

= The assessment follows Leicestershire’s County Council's 6Cs Design Guide
for assessing highways and transportation infrastructure for new developments.
This suggests that the assessment has been carried out to an approved
methodology.

= Transport impacts are assessed in a 2031 future year scenano. This is logical
as it will contain the full scale of the impact in terms of traffic demand, i1e. a
‘worse case' assessment.

*= In the same way, it is sensible to include the full build out demand and
mitigation measures for the large scale Lubbesthorpe development in the local
area against which the A47 development impacts are assessed.

= The housing mix for the 1,000 dwellings was unknown at the time the report
was prepared. As the report caveats, a detailed assessment of the impacts of
the housing development and mitigation needs can only be carmed out once the
precise nature of the development is known. It is unlikely that a change in the
mix of housing would markedly change the impact the sites have on the SEN.

» Industry standard TRICS software has been used to estimate the number of
tri‘:s generated. A 20% reduction has been applied to this to account for the
role public transport is thought to have at the site. 20% could be considered a
little optimistic, but this seems to be in-line with tnp rate-reductions LCC have
applied elsewhere.

= LLITM has been used to camy out the housing assessment. This model has
been built and validated to be compliant with the DfT's WebTAG guidance and
Is suitable in terms of the network coverage of the area being assessed,
including the M1 and A46.

= The impact on the SEN can only be assessed in terms of flow differances and
volume over capacity ratios at the junctions, despite a range of other network
performance indicators (jourmney times routes, junclion delays etc) being
assessed for the more local roads and junctions. The modelled outputs
presented for these network indicators support the conclusion that there is no
material impact on the M1 or A46 as a consequence of the housing
development sites and are considered sufficient enough to do so.

There are two quenes raised by this review which may affect the conclusions drawn in
regard to the SRN impacts. The first is how well the SEN is represented in the models.
The report states that the count sites in the study area show a reasonable fit against
modelled flows in the base year model, providing some confidence in the forecast
modelled flows. For example, the mainline flows on the M1 between Junction 21 and
21a and north of 21a in the base year are compliant with WebTAG. However, it is not
known if flows on the A46 have been calibrated or validated. Also, it is reported that
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some of the approach roads to the M1 and A46 in the AM peak have flows excessively
higher or lower than observed counts (e.g. A4B off junction 21a). The consequence of
this is that the traffic flows and the operating capacities of these routes and junctions in
the forecast model may not be representative and therefore could be potentially
underestimating or overestimating the impact of even a small change in trips.

The second query lies with the method used to generate the development tnp
distnbution. The trip distnbution for the 750 dwelling site north of the A47 was copied
from a neighbouring zone. This is standard practice in development site assessments.
It is important when choosing a neighbounng zone that the land use is similar to the
proposed development so that the origin and destination of trips is sensible. It can only
be assumed that this was considered when selecting the zone and, that going by the
closeness of the development site to the M1 and A46 junction 214, that the zone
contained some ongin and destinations which would typically route along the M1 or
A4B._ If this is not the case, the tnps generated by the development site which route
along the M1 and A46 may be slightly underestimated. Some select link plots on the
developments sites access roads (e.g. AM peak ongin, PM peak destination) would
prove useful in understanding whether the tnp distribution of the development zones is
sensible.

These two points alone do not necessarily undemine the conclusions drawn regarding
the SENM; however, there is a lack of detail in the report to allow these concemns to be
ruled out. Motwithstanding these concems, | the likelihood that thess issues would lead
to significant changes being observed on the SRN is considered low in light of the small
volume of trips generated by the development sites that would route along the SRN.

Based on this review, the modelling methodology followed in this assessment is
considered to be robust and there is sufficient analysis undertaken on the models to
determine that there will be no matenal impacts on the M1 and A46 as a result of the
planned housing development sites in Blaby.

Highways England has no further comments to provide at this stage but would

welcome further engagement whan the Transport Assessment for the employment site
is produced.

Yours sincerely,

Scarlett Gnffiths

Highways England
cmai [
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5.9 Note of meeting with LCC Highway Authority concerning options

Local Plan Delivery DPD / Transporiation meeting
Leicestershire County Council (BDC Offices) April 117 2017 (3pm)

Attendees

Gemma Yardley- Blaby DistrictCounal

Paul Tebbitt - Blaby District Counci

Janna ' Walker= Leicestershire County Counci

George Nock=Leicestershire County Coundl

Note of meeting

Background

GY gave a brisf background regarding progréss onthe Local Plan Delivery DPD.

The Counciis considering optiors for delivery of some 750 houses andtwo employm ent
sites. The Coundl has not yet dec dedwhich of the oplions. is prefemed.

Three large housing sites and a fourth housing option (adopting a more dispersed pattem of
development) are being considered.

Two employment options have been considered at Leicester Lane, Enderby and Highfields
Farm, Stoney Stanton. Anapplcation has been submitted for the latter.

Additional employment ses are being considered in Stoney Stanton and Sapoole shoulkd
Highfields Farm notbe deliverable.

Transpod evidence s o far
PT cutlinedthat a phase 1 transport assessment had been camied out. The methodology
involved the use of.

o LLITM data to underpinthe study - mainly forecastlink flows.
o TRICS databaseto estimate the number of trips genératéd.
o Transpod measuresrequired as a result of Lubbesthorpe.

Thereportaimedto identdy:

o Distribution oftraffic lows resulting from the oplions;

Any ‘show-stoppers’,

Thelinks and junctions’ that would experience a material impact from development
oplions.

findi f 1tran 1.4
In relation to housing) were:
o Potentialimpacts ontraffic though Kirby Munioe indudingjunctions and links
o Additionalimpacts onthe A47
o Potentialimpacts onthe A45/A50.
In relationto Employment:

e Thesite at Stoney Stantonhadlocalised transport issues;
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o Themixof employmentuse at Enderby hada large influenceontrafficlevels. B3 use
had alower impactthana mix of uses.

The nextstage of transpod work

Preparedin the contexd of stage 1 work,
Considerfinal optioninmore detai;

» Averagevehice speeds;

=  Averagejournsytimes;

= Congestion

= Junchioncapacty.

o Identify mitigation measures (hard and soft):

o Potentialcostings.

o Work with Leicester City Counci/Highways England

LCC suggestedthat the cumulative impacts of preferred housing and employment sites
needs to be considersd

The assessment needs to be mindful of the implcations ofan additional 750 hous es longer
term (over and above Lubbestharpe).

The complexity of aligning transport improvements with those sought inrelationto
Lubbesthorpe was recogrised.

:ﬂtf‘findiu:edhdhwﬂnﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂhnwnﬂ be sought in developing the phase2
Otherissues
o MNeed to be mindful of the Strategic work beingundertaken in relation to Strategic

Growth Plan.
o LLUTMunlikdyto berequired

oo

o LCCwould consider policywordnginthe emerging planinrelationto: Highload routes;

parking and roadside s enices.
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5.10 Note of meeting with LCC Education Authority
© LocalPlsn Defvery DPD/ Educstion meeting
Lecestershire County Counci (County Hal) October 18" 2017 (Sam)

Note of meetng

Attendees

Paul Tebb#t (BDC)
Gemma Yardiey (BDC)
Sue Owens (LCCCYPS)
PaulLimb (LCC CYPS)

1) Proposed submissions version of the plan progress

o PT/GY updated LCC with progress on the plan and dates forreporting to Councd,
consultation, submission and examnaton.

2) Preferred housing allocatons (PT)

¢ PTindicated that the prefered option would be North of Hincidey Road / A47 (750
houses):
¢ The proposaiwould include a primary school (single form entry).

3) Education provision

* Primary school

¢ The proposslwas to seek 8 primary school on ste. Single form entry schools are
scoeptable but not preferred.

¢ LCC indicated that provision of education was s ‘moving feast' but that the yields
warranted 8 prmary school.

¢ The timing of the school would be critical. In the short term there appears to be other
options for sccommodating pupis - Fossebropk / Lubbesthorpe.

¢ LCC ndicated that Lubbesthorpe only required school provision and not addtional
contributions.

* Secondaryand Special Education
o Contributions would be required (Secondary and Special education) - LCC indicsted
that there were options for accommodating secondary students.
4) Drsfipoices

o PT/GY tabled a draft policy which stated:

LCC officers were happy with the policy.

5) LCC role st examination - DiC /letter of suppon

¢ PTindcated thatthe Inspectorof the Plan would needto be reassuredthatLCC
were happy that the aliocations and polces were able 10 delver the required
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6)

education provision. A letterto be sppendedio » Topic Papermght be an
spproprate soluton

The LEA were broadly comfortable that the developmentwould be ableto delverthe
required levels of education provision.

Teratable

Councd - November 17

Consultation = Nov 17 = Jan 18
Submit = March 18

Examination hearing sessions — May/ June 18

Any other business

Yield rates — LCC are cumently reviewing these and they may go to 30% (Primary)
from 24. This was not yet pobcy.
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5.11 Note of meeting with EL&RCCG

Local Plan Delivery DPD - Health / primary care capacty evidence
East Leicestershire and Rutland Cinicsl Commssioning Group
County Hal - June 28" 2017 (9.30am)

Note of meeting
Attendees

Paul Tebbitt (Blaby Distnct Councd)
Clare Sherman (East Leicestershire and Rutiand Cinical Commissioning Group)
Sakm [s59Kk (East Leicestershire and Rutiand Cinical Commissioning Group)

1) Updsteto Locsl Pian Delvery DPD (PT) - PT gave s brief overview of the Local Plan
Delivery DPD (Part 2 of the Core Strategy). The Council are finalising the Pubication’
version of the plan snd are likely 1o be consulting in late Septembder/ October2017.

2) Potentalsliocaton-PT advised that the preferred slocaton s kiely to be north of
Hncidey Road (A47)on the border of Kby Muxioe and Leicester Forest East. Amap
was provided. It is anticipated that the proposal will be for some 750 houses with 500
being delvered during the plan penod (up 10 2029). The eartest delvery s 2019/20but
more lkely to be 2020/21.

SUCS indicated that the proposs! site is on the borderof the EsstLexcesershire & West
Lecestershre CCG areas. Action: CS ndcated that they would kaise with ther
colesgues to discuss potential ssues.

3) Heath requirements

SUCS ndicated that there were capacity constraints in the prmary care facities that
were likely 10 suppornt development in this area. Forest House Medical Centre (the

nearest facity) had no capacty (and served an oider and younger demographic putting
pressure on sernvice delivery). Desford / Ratby were also both full.

There s some notional potential to ncrease capacty at Waren Lane surgery (and some
contributions have skesady been made fo expsnd the surgery (ss psnt of the
Lubbesthorpe deweiopment). This has not beenspent yet. PT indicated that section 106
mones can be clawed back by the developer f not spent. ELARCCG were sware of
this.

Given the capacty ssues with exsting faciitees, options were considered. 1) A new
facity atthe potental sllocation ste. PT indicatedthats development of this sze would
not normally suppornt 8 new surgery on ste (750 houses would result in some 1,800
people).

Contributions towards expanding capacty st existing facites wil be consdered. The
options include Waren Lane Surgery or Thorpe Astiey (which has two rooms but is not
used and not curmrently fit for purpose owing to lack of reception facites etc. ). Action:

' [Post meeting note. The existing Thorpe Astiey Community Bulding was designed 10 accommodae
3 consulting room and treatment room I CONSURALION with the PCT 10 ther specHicasons at the time ]
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4)

5)

LARCCG ndicated that they would vist the stes in order to assess ¢ there 5 any
potential to expand the facites.

I there is potential 10 expand. financal contrdutions would be required. PT ssked fthe
CCG were stil employing 8 formuls’ where there is not capactty. SUCS indicated that
they would advise of the potential contibutions.

Travel distances may be an ssue. The preferred spproschis for the facites to be very
close 10 the new development In the case of Thorpe Astiey / Ratby & Desford they are
some distance swsy.

The potential to use Lubbeshorpe was discussed. PT could not recall the tnggerpoint
fordelivery of the health centre. Action: PT indicated that he would provide ths
information to the CCG*.

Qtherpotentsi housng develooments sround the PUA

PT sdvised that other smalier developments would be ikely sround the edges of
Leicestersbout 15 to 50 dwelings. CCG would be consutted on planning sppicatons
and respond in the nomal way (seeking contrbutions where appropnate).

Impicatons of new hes'th care facites st Lubbeshope

Action: PT advised that he would confem the Ingger point forthe new healthcentre at
Lubbesthope.

Action: CCG advised that they would ndicste likely contributions required for Health
Care provision in ight of cument polices.

AOB - None

“ [Post meeting note — The health centre 3t Lubbesthorpe i 10 be provided and open for use by the
300" dweling If the Councils latest trajeciory for the defvery of houses at Lubbesthorpe is followed,
ths would be in 2021/2. The trajectory 1 attached to the e-mai accompanying this note]
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5.12 Notes of meeting with Leicester City, Hinckley & Bosworth and
Charnwood Borough Councils regarding Green Wedges

Blaby Local Plan Delivery Development Plan Document
Green Wedge Assessment — Cross boundary issues
Charnwood Borough Council Offices - 1* September 2016 (11am)

Note of Meeting

Attendees

Paul Tebbitt (Blaby District Council)

Richard Brown (Charnwood Borough Council)

Background

PT advised that BDC were advancing a Local Plan Delivery DPD in order to set
out the allocations and policies that would form ‘part 2’ of the Blaby Local Plan.
Blaby District Council is considering options for locating growth around the
Principal Urban Area of Leicester in accordance with the adopted Strategy — this
required an assessment of current Green Wedges.

In order to provide evidence BDC had produced a Green Wedge Assessment
looking at existing and new Green Wedges.

BDC will be consulting on emerging options in Autumn — including identifying
areas where amendments to the Green Wedge may occur.

Green Wedge methodology

PT advised that the assessment was prepared in the context of an agreed
methodology that was enshrined in the Core Strategy (CS) (para 7.16.3) which
allows for Green Wedges to be functioning where “...it fulfils one or more of the
[Green Wedge] functions set out in the policy....”

RB identified that Blaby’s approach to assessing Green Wedges differed from
other Local Planning Authorities in Leicester and Leicestershire. Other
authorities require all 4 green wedge functions to be fulfilled for an area to be
identified as Green Wedge. RBr acknowledged the need for the review of Green
Wedges in Blaby to be consistent with the CS.

Potential sites being assessed

PT advised of the sites that were being proposed for removal from the Green
Wedge because they had been developed or had live permissions.
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¢ RB recognised the impact that Glenfield Park (housing and employment) had on
the wider Green Wedge.

e The meeting focussed on Green Wedges between Glenfield and Anstey which
had the greatest cross boundary implications.

e Land north of County Hall. PT indicated that this was a site that was a candidate
for review in the emerging plan. It did not appear to fulfil some of the functions of
Green Wedge but this is subject to a detailed assessment. RB acknowledged
that the growth of Beaumont Leys had had an impact on this part of the Green
Wedge. CBC may also review Green Wedges as part of their emerging Local
Plan.

e Land between Glenfield and Anstey. PT indicated that the GW assessment
showed that this land was functioning effectively and there were no proposals to
review the boundaries.

Cross boundary implications identified

The main impacts were:

e The effects on the integrity of the wider GW. PT advised that he would be
meeting with both HBBC and Leicester City Councils to discuss this.

Next stages

A consultation on ‘preferred options’ will take place from October 2016. CBC will be
consulted formally at this stage.

AOB

No other issues were identified.
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Blaby Local Plan Delivery Development Plan Document
Green Wedge Assessment — Cross boundary issues
Leicester City Council Offices — 8th September 2016 (9.30am)

Note of Meeting

Attendees
Paul Tebbitt (Blaby District Council)

Nick Logan (Leicester City Council)

Background

e PT advised that Blaby District Council (BDC) were advancing a Local Plan
‘Delivery DPD’ in order to set out the allocations and policies that would form
‘part 2’ of the Blaby Core Strategy.

e BDC is considering options for locating growth around the Principal Urban Area
of Leicester in accordance with the adopted Strategy — this required an
assessment of current Green Wedges.

¢ In order to provide evidence BDC had produced a Green Wedge Assessment
looking at existing and new Green Wedges.

e BDC will be consulting on emerging options in the Autumn — including identifying
areas where amendments to the Green Wedges may occur.

Green Wedge methodology

e PT advised that the GW assessment was prepared in the context of the
methodology that was enshrined in the Core Strategy (CS) (para 7.16.3) which
allows for Green Wedges to be functioning where “...it fulfils one or more of the
[Green Wedge] functions set out in the policy....”

¢ NL asked why the methodology was different to that of Leicester City and
Charnwood in that it asked a series of questions in relation to each GW objective
(rather than assessing whether the impact was severe, moderate etc).

e PT indicated that the methodology was largely enshrined within the Core
Strategy and as such the Council had limited scope for change. Notwithstanding
this, PT considered that despite the differing methodologies, the assessment
process was likely to deliver broadly the same outcomes.

e PT advised that the GW review would identify: 1) Areas where the GW
boundaries would need to be amended to reflect planning permission being
granted (and in some cases implemented) for non-GW compatible uses; 2) Areas
where ‘candidates’ for review would be further assessed as part of the emerging
Delivery DPD, and 3) Where the GW was functioning effectively.

¢ NL had no other issues in relation to the methodology.
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Potential sites being assessed

PT identified the sites that were being proposed for removal from the Green
Wedge because they had been developed or had live permissions. There were
several adjacent to the boundaries of Leicester City including at: Glenfield (close
to Western Park and Braunstone Industrial Estate) and south of Fosse Park.

PT advised the Green Wedge areas that were likely to be candidates for Review
through the Delivery DPD process. These included:

Land south-east of Optimus Point and Glenfield Park (Glenfield). PT indicated
that this was an area that was a candidate for review in the emerging plan. Its
character had been heavily eroded by the development of the Strategic Scale
employment development and did not appear to fulfil some of the functions of
Green Wedge. Any changes would be subject to a detailed assessment. NL
acknowledged that the development of Optimus Point had impacted on this part
of the Green Wedge.

NL indicated that LCiC may have some concerns about the loss of further Green
Wedge to the south-east of Optimus Point and its potential impact on the Green
Wedge containing Western Park Golf Course. NL asked if the ‘extent’ of any loss
had been considered in detail and whether some GW would be retained. PT
advised that the detailed assessment of potential boundary changes had not yet
been developed.

It was agreed that dialogue between LCiC and BDC would be ongoing as the
detailed boundaries emerged.

Land between County Hall (Glenfield) and Beaumont Leys. PT indicated that the
GW assessment showed that this land was isolated, had been partly developed
and as a result did not appear to be functioning effectively as GW and therefore
was a candidate for review.

PT advised that options for potential housing allocations would be identified as
part of the Delivery DPD and views sought as part of the proposed consultation.

Cross boundary implications identified

The main impacts were:

e The effects on the integrity of the wider GW. PT advised that he had met with

Charnwood BC already and would be meeting with HBBC to discuss wider
implications.

Next stages

A consultation on ‘preferred options’ will take place from October 2016. LCiC will be
consulted formally at this stage.

AOB

No other issues were identified.
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Blaby Local Plan Delivery Development Plan Document
Green Wedge Assessment — Cross boundary issues
Hinckley Hub — 20th September 2016 (9.00am)

Note of Meeting

Attendees
Paul Tebbitt (Blaby District Council)

Rachel Dexter (Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council)

Background

e PT advised that Blaby District Council (BDC) were advancing a Local Plan
‘Delivery DPD’ in order to set out the allocations and policies that would form
‘part 2’ of the Blaby Core Strategy.

e BDC is considering options for locating growth around the Principal Urban Area
of Leicester in accordance with the adopted Strategy due to slower delivery rates
from the SUE - this required an assessment of current Green Wedges.

¢ In order to provide evidence BDC had produced a Green Wedge Assessment
looking at existing and new Green Wedges.

e BDC will be consulting on emerging options in October — including identifying
areas where amendments to the Green Wedges may occur.

Green Wedge methodology

e PT advised that the GW assessment was prepared in the context of the
methodology that was enshrined in the Blaby Core Strategy (CS) (para 7.16.3)
which allows for Green Wedges to be functioning where “...it fulfils one or more
of the [Green Wedge] functions set out in the policy....”

e PT advised that the GW review would identify: 1) Areas where the GW
boundaries would need to be amended to reflect planning permissions that
had been granted (and in some cases implemented) for uses not compatible
with GWs; 2) Areas where ‘candidates’ for review would be further assessed
as part of the emerging Delivery DPD, and 3) Where the GW was functioning
effectively.

¢ RD had no other issues in relation to the methodology.

Potential sites being assessed

e PT identified the sites that were being proposed for removal from the Green
Wedge because they had been developed or had live permissions. In relation to
the boundaries of Hinckley & Bosworth, this was primarily adjacent to Glenfield
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Park (junction 21a). PT indicated that this was an area that was a candidate for
review in the emerging plan. Its character had been heavily eroded by the
development of the Strategic Scale employment development (Optimus Point)
and did not appear to fulfil some of the functions of Green Wedge. Any changes
would be subject to a detailed assessment.

¢ RD did not consider that this would have an impact on the GW in HBBC but that
the GW south of Groby was particularly sensitive.

Next stages

A consultation on ‘preferred options’ will take place from October 2016. HBBC will be
consulted formally at this stage.

AOB

No other issues were identified.
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5.13 E-mail correspondance with Leicestershire County Council (Highway
Authority) regarding transport issues

Thomas McGowan

From: Gemma Yardley

Sent: 11 April 2017 0912

To:

Subject: Blaby Transport DM palicies
George [ Janna

Thank you for meeting with Paul and | yesterday. It is useful to keep up to speed as transport is
one of the key issues.

Further to the discussion, | am sending through the Development Management Policies it would
be useful to get your views on:

+ Road related facilities for HGVs — we may not take this forward as the issue is between
sites and requires strategic scale evidence

Local parking and Highway standards
A4T High Load Route

The policies and supporting text are set out below. If you could get back to me with any comments by 21
April.

Road Related Facilities for HGVs

5.1 This policy seeks to

5.2 The Govermnment is committed o ensuring that the planning system does evenything it can to support
sustainable economic growth. Existing business sectors should be supported.

5.3 The LLEF Sector Growth Plan for Logistics and Distribution 2015 states that the improvement of
roadside facilities in the LLEP area is a measure that will benefit recruitrment and retention of all drivers
bt will particularly encourage women to join the driver workforce. Toilet facilities and secure parking
areas are highlighted as key improvements needed to roadside facilities.

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICY 5
Road Related Facilities for HGVs

Major development proposals that include mainly BS uses will include provision, of an
appropriate scale, for road related facilities for HGY drivers, including toilets and secure
parking, within the development site.

Local Parking and Highway Design Standards

5.4 This policy seeks to

5.5 The NPPF sets out the criteria that should be taken into account when setting local parking standards,
including: the accessibility of the development, the type, mix and use of development, the availability of
and opportunities for public transport, local car ownership levels and the overall need to reduce the use
of high emission vehicles.

5.6 In the cities and counties of Derby, Derbyshire, Leicester, Leicestershirg, Mottingham and
Mottinghamshire, the 6Cs Design Guide provides a consistent approach to highways and transportation
infrastructure for new developmenis. It sets out, amongst other things, standards and policies for
parking and highways design that will need to be considered for all new development.



DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICY &
Local Parking and Highway Design Standards

Housing development, including householder development that affects parking or garage

space, will be required to provide an appropriate level of parking provision that:

a) Complies with the most up to date 6Cs Design Guide; and

by Is justified by an assessment of the site's accessibility, the type and mix of housing and
the availability of and opportunities for public transpaort.

All other forms of development, including for employment uses, will be requirad to provide an
appropriate level of parking and senvicing provision as set out in the most up to date 6Cs
Design Guide.

All new development and changes of use will be required to meet highway design standards
as set out in the maost up to date 6Cs Design Guide.

High Load Route

5.7 This policy seeks to

5.8 The Heavy and High Load Grids are a set of advisory routes for the very high and heavy abnormal
loads. The routes are designed to assist the haulage industry to plan moves and ensure routes are
maintained to agreed capacities. Such routes are protected by Road Circular 61/72. Whilst a review of
the routes is expected o take place during 2016/2017, Highways England expects that the status of the
structures on the route is maintained.

5.9 A High Load Route follows the route of the A47 through the District.

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICY 7
A4T High Load Road Route

Development will not be supported where it would impede the passage of high loads along
the A47 High Load Route as set out on the Policies Map.

Regards

Gemma Yardley

Principal Planning Policy Officer
Telephone

VISIT OUR WEBSITE: www. blaby.gov.uk

h’ i Please save paper and only print out what Is necassary
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5.14 Extract from a letter from Historic England dated 16™ November 2016
concerning DM policies

5 Development Management Policies

Questions 17 - 19

DM2 Blaby Town Centre — Primary and Secondary Frontages

In relation to secondary frontages, it must be ensured that this flexibility conserves
and enhances heritage assets and their settings. Article 4 directions may be
necessary on specific frontages; safeguards will be necessary where heritage assets
could be affected. How will the plan manage the changes as a result of this
relaxation?

DMS8 ‘Designated and Undesignated Heritage Assets’

The inclusion of policy DM8 is welcomed, however, that proposed is not considered
to be sufficiently detailed, Historic England would be very happy to advise further.
Undesignated heritage assets should be renamed ‘non-designated heritage assets’
for clarity and compliance with the NPPF. The NPPF, within paragraph 156,
specifically requires Local Plans to contain strategic policies to deliver the
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment. Will the policy be
strategic? It is important to ensure that this policy is strategic, given the strengthening
that the proposed DM8 provides and in the event that the dates between the
proposed Plan and the Core Strategy differ.

Shopfronts and advertisements are intrinsic to the success of town centres and the
protection and enhancement of heritage assets, such as town centre Conservation
Areas. A shopfronts policy should be included to help ensure the protection and
enhancement of shop fronts.

R “”“o, N Historic England, 2™ Floor, Windsor House, Cliftonville, Northampton NN1 SBE
S Telephone 01604 73 5460 HistoricEngland.org.uk tSlanewall
a,.a“\‘\“ Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. IVERSITY ERANFION

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available



5.15 Notes of meetings with East Leicestershire and Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group, Leicestershire County Council (Education and
Highways), regarding infrastructure requirements.

Local Plan Delivery DPD - Health / primary care capacity evidence

East Leicestershire and Rutiand Clinical Commissioning Group

October 27" 2016 (9.30am)
Note of meeting
Attendees
Paul Tebbitt (Blaby District Council)

Caroline Goulding(East Leicestershire and RutiandClinical CommissioningGroup)
Salim |ssak (EastLeicestershire and Rutiand Clinical Commissioning Group)

1) Background - PT gave a brief overview of the Local Plan Delivery DPD (Part 2 of the
Core Strategy) which is being consutted onuntil 16™ November.

2) Qptions-Thethree large housing options were discussed by PT these were: 1) Bloods
Hill, Kirby Mwdoe 2) North ofthe A47 LFE/KM, and 3) South ofthe A47 LFE.

PT indicatedthatthe overal scale of addtional growth proposed is 750 houses, these
may be provided onmore than one site. Therewould be no overallincrease inhousing
numbers from the Core Strategy but the locations would be more specific. The new
locations wererequired because of slower delivery than expected at Lubbestharpe. The
PUA focus underpinned the Core Strategy and was the reason for the choice of
locations. Other sites may emerge through the consuitation process.

3) Heal i r

o LFEsouth of A47 andnorthofthe A47 - The current catchment is onthe border
of Forest House medical centre (along with Warren Lane satelite practice) and
DesfordMedicalCentre.

*  Kirby Muxioe (Bloods Hill) - The current catchment is ontheborder of Forest
House medical centre andthe Glenfield Surgery.

Isthere capacity atpresent?

¢ ForestHouse Medical Centre haslimted capactty. There are somelegal issues
at present regardingprobate that introduces some uncertainty tothe future
operation.

e Warren laneSurgery has some funding to expand and has some capacty inthe
shortterm.

¢ ThecapactyatDesfordis uncetainas this isinthe West Leicestershwe CCG
area. CGis to liaise with her counterpart at WLCCGto identfy capacty issues.

o Thereis some capacty at Glenfieid which has received section 106 contributons
to extendthe surgery.

Issues
o All site options are inareas where the capacty for further growth islimited.
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¢ ForestHouse Medical practice does not have physical capacty to provide
additional accommodason on site.

o Warren laneannexe does not have capacty to expand beyond the currently
proposed scheme dueto sitelimtations,

e Thereis some capactyto expandthe faciity at Glenfeid

o All ofthe sites are onthe catchment boundary resultingin some uncertainty over
where patients would be directed The CCG boundanes are not fixedin
perpetuty and couid be changed.

¢ Allowing patients from any ofthe sites to use the new Lubbesthorpe medical
centreis a possbity, but could be complexinterms ofthe section 106
contributons and the relations hip with the Lubbesthorpe legal agreement. The
Lubbesthorpe heath centreis required on occupation of the dweling PT
advisedthat he would forward the anticpated housing trajectory for
Lubbesthorpe which indicates whenthe 900™ hous e would be complete

Reference was made to current financal requirements towards health care (where
necessary). CGindicated that the financial contribution formula has remained
unaltered and has been supported at appeal CG to confirm the financial
contributons required.
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Local Plan Delivery DPD - Education capacity evidence
Leicestershire County Council CYPS (Blaby Council Offices — Interview room 4)
June 1* 2017 (10am)

Mote of meeting

Attendees

Paul Limb (Leicestershire County Counal CYPS)
Paul Tebbitt (Blaby Distrit Councd)
Gemma Yardiey (Blaby Distrit Counc)

1) Updateto Local Plan Delivery DPD

PT/GY gave an update of the emergingplan and indicated thata preferred housing option
was emerging

2) Potential Aliocation

PTIGY indicated that the likely allocation would be 750 houses north of the A4T7 (Hindd ey
Road)with some 450 being compieted dunng the plan pernod (2029) Theremaining houses
would be delivered after the end of theplanperiod

3) Educationrequrements

PL indicatedthat the yieid rates are currently 24/100 - primary, 20/1100 - secondary and
1.17100 - special education. These are currently beingupdated as part of the Counall's
developer contributions poicy. Intial evidence indicates the yiekis may increase to 300100 -
primary but remain 20/100 secondary. The document will be the subject of consultation late
2017 adoptedearly 2018,

4) Capacityissues

4a) Primary
PL indicated that Kirby Muxioeand Stafford Leys are at capacity. At present,
has some capacity and full attendance is being phased in. The site has potential to
accommodate a two form entry 420 students inthe long term but expansionfrom single form
entry is not ideal in the short term.

Lubbesthorpe Primary School is required after 300" occupation (likely 2019). Therecould be
potential (inthe shoet term)to accommodate students from theproposed allocation at this
school

The student numbers generated from the proposal site in the longer term would justify a
school on that site.

In summary, there are not 'showstoppers’ in terms of primary education, but a primary
school will be required and contributions may be necessary.

4b) Secondary
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PL indicatedthat there are a number of secondary Schools that students could attend. There

are currently some capacty (and other) issues with the secondary school options.
Winstaniey and Brookvale / Groby Community Collegehave some potential to expand

It was estimatedthat Lubbesthorpe might generate some 200+ secondary school students
by thetime the proposed developmentwas expected (2020)

In summary, there were no sShowstoppers in terms of the provisionof secondary education
Thereis potentialto expand one ofthe existing faciities. Afinancal contribution of some
£2.7m would be required.

Travel issues. [Post meetingnote - Brookvale Academyis c.4 miles away, \Winstanieyis 26
miles away. Brockington was not discussed but previous correspondence indicated that it
was at capacity)

5)

PT/GY indicated that other housing development may occur around the PUA including other
sites intheLFE area. These stes areidentfiedinthe SHLAA and havebeen previously sent
to PL PL indicated that the impbcations ofthese deveiopments will be taken into account

6) Implications for providing a new school

Based on the proposed numbers and phasingdiscuss ed at the meeting, & new prAmary
schoolonsite canbe justified There is potental 1o ‘phase’ any school sothat avadable
capacty isusedinother schoolsinthe shod term andthe newschoolis providedat a point
inthe future to be agreed.

ga)Costs
The provsion of a new paimary school based on current costsis ¢ £4m_Atwo hectare site

would be preferredto aliow a two form entry school onthe stte, It was recognisedthat 750
houses would only generate a need for a single form entry school

7) Implicstions of new school Lubbesthorpe

Thetiming of the new primary school at Lubbesthorpe may resull in some capacly being
created for students from the proposed new deveiopment. However, it was recognsedthat
this may be a concemto the providers of the newschool at Lubbesthorpe andthat inthe
longterm the new development should address its own needs (ideally on-ste).

8)

The currentlevel of contribution for primary educabion would be in the region of £2 2m.

The current level of contribution towards s econdary educationwould be ¢ €2.7m.

The current level of contribution towards Specal education would be ¢ €264k,

If the new yields are adoptedthenthe financal contributions would be ¢ £2.7m fora primary
school ¢ €380k for Specal Education Needs. No change anticpated for secondary
education.

9) AnyOtherBusiness- None
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Local Plan Delivery DPD / Transport meetin
Leicestershire County Council (County Hall) October 18" 2017 (10am)

Note of meeting

Attendees

Paul Tebbitt (BOC)
Gemma Yardiey (8DC)
GeorgeNock(LCC)
Laura McCreal (LCC)
Andrew Ayieson (LCC)
David Hunt (LCC)

)

2)

3)

Proposed submissions version of the plan progress

PT/GY updated LCC with progress onthe planand dates for reporting to Counci,
consuRation. submission and examination,

Preferred housing and employment allocations (PT)

PT indicated that the preferred aliocations were:
o North of LeicesterRoad/A47 (750 houses)
o Four smaller stesinGlenfield LFE (x2)and Kirby Muxioe
o 30 ha-Enderbyhub (150,000 sgm B8 &training centre)

Transport evidence

PT gave an overview of the transport evidence to date, this includes:
o Phase 1 distribution of traffic (all options) - this considered the broad
distribution from the main site options
o Phase2(focusonA47 site (750 houses) and 250 houses eisewhere inthe
PUA. The evidence isbasedonthe use of LLITM —identfying potential
impacts/mitigation /costs.
o Further transport modeling is being produced inrefatonto a planning
applicationfor the Enderby Hub site.
LCC were happy withthe approachthat BDC hadtakenin identfying potential
impacts, identfication mitigation and ensuring that mitigationwas viatie.
There was an issuewiththe 60mph roadthat would needto be addressed
LCC were concemed that the Enderby Hub promoter had not yet commissioned

LLITM or liaised with Highways England. PT indicated that he would seek an update

from the promoters [post meetingnote: PT e-maledthe agentAndy Hiorns Town

Planning who confimedthat HE have been consued and have agreedto thescope
ofthe work. PT requestedto be updated AH indicated thatfurther information would

be availabie in early November 2017).
LCCindicatedthat the potentalfor publictransportwoulkd needto be carefully
considered by the appicants. There may be potentialto divert existing sernvices

throughthedevelopment. This is dependent onthe masterplan PT indicatedthat the

policy allows forthis.
GN asked ifthe housing trajectory could be forwarded [post meeting note: PT
forwardedthe trajectory on23/10/17)
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¢ Therewas a discussion about co-ordinating s ection 106 contributions from

4)

5)

6)

7

Lubbesthorpe and North of Hincidey Road. It was agreedthatthis approach had
precedents and could be achieved.

Draftpolices

PT table the draft polcies:

Minoramendments were proposed which indicated that junchion 21 transpoct
improvements would be required “if necessary”.

The wordng was considered precise enoughto be meaningful, but allowed flexbity
for specficmeasures once planning applcations were submitted.

LCC role at examination

PT indicatedthat the Inspector of the Planwould needto be reassuredthat LCC
were happy that the aliocations and polcies were able to defverthe required

transport mitigation. A letter to be appendedto a TopicPaper mightbe an
approprate solution

LCC would considerwho would be most apperopriate to offer support at examination.
BOC may commission their consultants ESE to appear.

Timetable

Coungl-November 17
Consutation-Nov17-Jan 18

Submit- March 18

Examination heanng sessions - May /June 18

Any otherbusiness

LM indicated that electnc charging points and car share for Enderby Hub, PT
indicatedthat this could be part of the travel planand not a poicy requirement.
Opportunties to allowaccessto parkingat the Rugby Club would be supported GY
Indicated that this was outside ofthe appicationsite.

LCC were aware that land south of the A47 was being promotedfor hausing Ths
was notthe BOC preferred ske but might be tested through a planning appicason
Further transport modeling would be required.
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