
Appendix A 
 

Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy Pre-submission Version – 
Leicestershire County Council Response 

 
Transport Policy and Strategy Group 
 
Support  
 
Duty to Cooperate: The highway authority welcomes the close involvement that it has 
had with Charnwood Borough Council in the development of its Strategy, the 
transportation evidence base that underpins it and the identification of infrastructure 
requirements. 
 
Housing and employment distribution: The county highway authority's view is that the 
approach to the housing and employment distribution adopted in the submission Core 
Strategy is the most appropriate in the circumstances. The concentration of the bulk of 
the Borough’s provision either on the edge of the Principal Urban Area (PUA) or of 
Loughborough and Shepshed provides the greatest opportunities to reduce the need to 
travel and/or to access facilities other than by car. Further, concentrating development in 
Sustainable Urban Extensions provides greater opportunities to secure the necessary 
scale of transport (and other) infrastructure required to mitigate the impacts of growth as 
compared to a more scattered distribution of development. 
 
Soundness 
 
P91, Policy CS17: Whilst the highway authority supports the sentiment of this policy, the 
provision of new or enhanced bus services where new development is more than 400m 
walk from an existing bus stop may not be viable in all circumstances. It is suggested 
that something more general be included in this policy. (Blaby Core Strategy Policy 10, 
section on Public Transport Improvements, provides a useful example.) It is also 
suggested that the requirement for strategic developments to be accompanied by travel 
plans should be given further weight by its inclusion in Policy CS17 as opposed to simply 
being stated in the supporting text. 
 
P94, para’ 8.25 and P100, para’ 9.24: The intended role of the ‘new main road’ proposed 
through the North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension will have a significant 
influence on the approach to the development of this site. In order to underpin further 
development of the proposals for the site (including master planning and future transport 
assessment work) greater clarity is required in the Core Strategy about the road’s role. It 
is suggested that a sentence be inserted in these paragraphs: ‘The road is intended to 
provide access to the site and to help to distribute development traffic. It is also intended 
to provide an alternative route for existing traffic, helping to mitigate the impacts of 
growth on surrounding roads and settlements; its design will need to reflect this.’  
 
P116, Policy CS21: Whilst the highway authority has no objection in principle to the 
Watermead Regeneration Corridor, the policy fails to address transport considerations. 
There is a concern that this could weaken the Strategy's effectiveness and potentially 
affect the delivery of sustainable development (in addition to being inconsistent with 
other policies for strategic development). It is suggested that a section on transport 
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should be included in Policy CS21, similar in its general nature to that in policies CS19, 
CS20, CS22 and CS24.    
 
Infrastructure provision: It is acknowledged that a considerable amount of work has been 
done to identify the transportation impacts of future growth and to identify the 
infrastructure measures required to mitigate those impacts; this is welcomed and the 
outcomes of this work are reflected in the Strategy. The highway authority also remains 
committed to working with the Borough Council, developers and other parties to take 
forward and deliver the proposals contained in the Strategy. However, there are 
currently inconsistencies in the way that the Strategy talks about infrastructure 
requirements. Some detailed examples are given below: 
 
• P93, para’ 8.22 talks about ‘key pieces of infrastructure’ (implying that it is not 
necessarily a complete list or requirements), whereas P94, para’ 8.31 states‘… Our 
Infrastructure Schedule… sets out the transport infrastructure required to support 
growth…’ (implying a complete list of requirements) 
• P102, para’ 9.37 states that the Infrastructure Schedule ‘sets out the full range of 
infrastructure items’, but Policies CS18 and CS19 make clear that other network 
improvements may be required as identified by an appropriate transport assessment’ 
• The above comment applies also to P110, para’ 9.70 and Policy CS20, and to 
P125, para’ 10.37 and CS22 
• The text on the Science Park and Enterprise Park makes no reference to 
infrastructure provision 
• P138, para’ 10.37 highlights that the infrastructure requirements for Shepshed 
will be identified going forward and that this will need to be reflected in the Infrastructure 
Schedule, although this is not reflected in the Schedule itself 
• Chapter 11 makes no reference to any other infrastructure requirements that 
might arise from further transport assessment work      
 
There remain, however, a number of concerns which it is considered will require 
addressing if the Strategy is to be found sound. It is important that the Plan is deliverable 
and that the infrastructure required to support proposals in the Plan is identified and can 
be funded. The Strategy does not currently set out a comprehensive list of future 
infrastructure requirements and a clear explanation of how it will be funded. The cost of 
infrastructure to support the Strategy is estimated at £188m.  This is, however, based on 
an incomplete analysis and is almost certain to rise. It is imperative, therefore, that the 
Infrastructure Schedule is as comprehensive as possible and that the Strategy explains 
how the Schedule will be reviewed and updated to ensure that it continues to be 
comprehensive and remains effective.  This should include explaining how the Schedule 
will take account of further work to be undertaken (for instance in respect of planning 
applications). 
 
In addition it would be helpful to understand what thought Charnwood Borough Council 
has given to how a particular site’s viability might be affected should additional 
(significant) infrastructure requirements emerge from further work. 
 
The appropriate costing of infrastructure requirements will be key to any assessment of 
the Strategy's deliverability and the viability of key development proposals.  The Council 
would welcome the provision of more information on the assumptions underpinning 
infrastructure costs.   
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There are also inconsistencies in the way that the Strategy talks about infrastructure 
requirements. For example paragraph 8.22 identifies ‘key pieces of infrastructure’ 
(implying that it is not necessarily a complete list of requirements), whereas, paragraph 
8.31 states ‘…our Infrastructure Schedule… sets out the transport infrastructure required 
to support growth…’ (implying a complete list of requirements).  
 
There is a concern that this could weaken the Strategy's effectiveness and should that 
be the case then it risks being found unsound. At the least, changes should be made to 
the various parts of the Core Strategy to ensure that they are consistent.  
 
In addition, given the amount of growth proposed on the edge of the PUA there will be 
transportation impacts within Leicester City, including most likely on the A563 Outer Ring 
Road, A6, A607, Victoria Road East and other radial routes linking to the centre of the 
City and beyond. To ensure its effective delivery, the Core Strategy should be amended 
to acknowledge this, and it is also important that Leicester City Council confirms that it is 
in agreement with the transportation infrastructure requirements and (as necessary) 
committed to supporting their delivery. The deliverability (and hence the soundness) of 
the Strategy will be put at risk if this confirmation is not forthcoming.   
 
Other issues 
 
Whilst these might not strictly affect the soundness of the Core Strategy, nevertheless 
the highway would wish to see these raised with the Borough Council. 
 
P91, Policy CS17, sixth bullet point: It would be helpful to amend this to read ‘…through 
strategic modelling, Transport Assessments…etc.’      
P93, para’ 8.18: It would be better for the second line to be amended to read ‘…manage 
the impact of traffic in order to avoid minimise further congestion,…etc.’ 
P112, Policy C20, Transport, bullet beginning ‘a new roundabout’: Whilst there has been 
a broad level of assessment (proportionate to a Core Strategy) of the impacts of growth 
in this location, precise proposals for site access and off-site measures will be identified 
through more detailed assessment work. It is suggested that this bullet be amend to be 
less prescriptive, i.e. ‘…a new roundabout junction on…etc’  
Appendix 2: It is suggested that it would be better to provide cost figures in bandings as 
precise costs can only emerge from more detailed work.   
 
P91, Policy CS17: The use of the term ‘major developments’ could be misleading and 
would appear to be too narrow, as all developments have the potential to provide some 
form of improved walking, cycling or public transport provision (e.g. even if it just 
providing a new length of footway across the frontage of a single house plot or improving 
a single bus stop). In the interests of sustainable travel, it would be more encompassing, 
therefore, to delete the reference to ‘major’ from the policy wording and also to amend 
the ‘We will do this by’ criteria as follows: 
• ‘Assessing the transportation impacts of major developments, including through 
Transport Assessment and Travel Plans as necessary 
• Working with our partners, including Leicestershire County Council and Leicester 
City Council, to identify, as necessary, suitable improvements to walking and cycling 
provision, and public transport services and infrastructure, including to such key facilities 
and services as places of employment, schools, shops and healthcare provision 
• Working with our partners…etc.’     
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Clarification / typographical / factual corrections 
 
P11, first line: The A6 is no longer a trunk road 
P22, first line: It would be helpful to clarify the source of this figure and to quote it in 
context, e.g. is it borough-wide, number of trips, total delays, etc.? 
P59, para 6.68 and P89, para’ 8.5: The Loughborough Town Centre Scheme is 
programmed to be completed by late 2014 
P93, para’ 8.20, last sentence: It would be helpful to clarify the source of this figure and 
to quote it in context, e.g. is it borough-wide, number of trips, total delays, etc.? 
P94, para’ 8.29: The correct title for the publication is the ‘6Cs Design Guide’ 
P100, para’ 9.25: It would be useful to clarify that trips will travel beyond the immediate 
area an Leicester City by amending the end of the second sentence to read ‘…and 
connect it with Leicester City and further afield…etc.’ 
P109, para’ 9.58: Suggest amend as per para’ 9.25 
 
 
Strategic Property Services Division of the Corporate Resources Department 
 
All comments are made in relation to the Farley Road site Quorn. Concerns are with 
Charnwood Borough Council focussing its housing provision heavily in the Sustainable 
Urban Extensions and the Directions for Growth and as a consequence limiting the   
opportunity for smaller sites to come forward.  
 
Whilst there is an appreciation of the need to create a balanced housing mix to meet the 
needs of the ageing population Policy CS3 fails to fully address the issue in policy terms 
and does not recognise the need for social housing to provide supported living 
accommodation for older people through the provision of Extra Care schemes in priority 
areas such as Loughborough, Shepshed and adjoining the PUA. 
 
The proposals for the extension to the Loughborough University Science and Enterprise 
Park are supported as they will underpin economic growth in the area. 
 
An area of concern is the distribution of housing numbers between the various layers of 
the settlement hierarchy. It is unclear whether there has been a detailed assessment 
and evaluation undertaken in this respect. It is considered that in taking the plan forward 
to 2028 there needs to be a further provision of housing in Service Centres to meet the 
ongoing needs of these sustainable settlements.  

 
The targets for affordable housing, especially the 40% for selected settlements such as 
Quorn and Rothley, are viewed as being too high and likely to constrain future 
development. Practical experience suggests that these levels are often unattainable 
without prejudicing the viability of individual sites. It is therefore suggested that the 
proposed levels of affordable housing be regarded as a maximum and that the actual 
amount required would be subject to review having regard to market conditions and 
infrastructure considerations at the time when individual proposals are brought forward. 

 
It is noted that the Green Wedges around Loughborough no longer fully satisfy this 
designation. The proposed change to Areas of Separation is a positive one but needs to 
be the subject of a detailed review to ensure that only areas that function properly are 
designated as these areas are viewed as critical to the continued physical separation of 
the relevant communities. 
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Whilst the evidence base for the policies relating to the allocation of retail space appears 
sound, anecdotal evidence would suggest that there may be industry resistance to the 
proposed food retail provision within Loughborough town centre. It is therefore 
suggested that the policy requires greater flexibility to enable suitable alternative 
provision to be made in a location accessible to Loughborough and its wider catchment 
area.  

 
Minerals  
 
Since raising the issue of Mineral Safeguarding in previous comments on the draft Core 
Strategy Minerals have had an exchange of correspondence with officers at Charnwood 
Borough Council in connection with addressing this matter and this has lead to an 
agreement of the wording of Policies in the Core Strategy relating to the Sustainable 
Urban Extension North of Birstall and the Shepshed Direction for Growth which have 
potential to sterilise mineral resource. No further comments need to be made on the 
Core Strategy but they have provided comments on the Site Allocations DPD which has 
commenced preparation. 
 
Extra Care 
 
The Extra Care Housing Strategy, 'Meeting the Need for Extra Care Housing In 
Leicestershire' (March 2012), identifies preferred areas for the delivery of Extra Care 
housing schemes across the County which includes Loughborough and Shepshed. On 
12th June 2013, the Cabinet identified additional capital to assist in the delivery of such 
schemes through New Homes Bonus funding.  
 
References to Extra Care in the SUE and Direction of Growth policies are welcomed, but 
these refer back to Policy CS3 which makes no mention of Extra Care and therefore 
does not provide an appropriate policy context. Given the ageing population described 
within the Core Strategy document, explicit reference should be made to this type of 
provision in Chapter 4 ‘Meeting Our Housing Needs’. 
 
There is a link to CS3 in the following areas in the strategy: 
9.11 p98, Policy CS19 p103, 9.46 p107, Policy CS20 p111, 10.12 p122, Policy CS22 
p126, 10.69 p136, Policy CS24 p138. 
 
Education  
The proposals set out in the Charnwood Local Plan detail significant school investment 
to support the planned growth of the Borough. Policy CS25, Delivering Infrastructure, 
sets out this commitment to securing appropriate levels of funding to deliver the 
necessary infrastructure to support development. The County Council has and will 
continue to work closely with Charnwood Borough Council to ensure this essential 
infrastructure is delivered through the masterplanning and planning application process. 
The County Council will be a key stakeholder on the Charnwood Infrastructure Delivery 
Group, established to monitor and manage the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
 
Loughborough University Science and Enterprise Park:  
 
The Loughborough University Science and Enterprise Park (LUSEP) is a key priority set 
out in the Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership’s (LLEPs) Growth Plan. 
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On 6th February 2013, the Cabinet agreed in principle to invest up to £1.5m through a 
mix of equity investment, grants and loans in the next phase of the expansion of the 
LUSEP. Detailed discussions and negotiations with Loughborough University and 
Charnwood Borough Council regarding the terms and nature of the County Council 
investment are on-going. 
 
The County Council welcome the LUSEP policies within the Charnwood Local Plan, 
which recognise the importance of the LUSEP expansion proposals for the economic 
prosperity of the Borough and the County. Through allocating the 77 hectare site for 
phases 3 and 4 of the LUSEP expansion, the Charnwood Local Plan provides the 
commitment and necessary planning certainty to support the delivery of these proposals. 
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