
Cllr D. Slater, Leader of Charnwood BC 
Response to LCC Cabinet Report item 10: 9 July 2013 meeting. 
 
 
General 
 
The Borough Council has been working closely with the County Council and the City 
Council for many years to ensure that it brings forward a sound local plan core strategy. 
This plan sets out a positive framework for growth and will secure economic prosperity for 
Charnwood and Leicestershire over the next twenty years.  
 
As Cabinet will know, Charnwood is the Borough with the most significant growth outside 
of Leicester City, and also has to reflect the needs of the principal urban area and the 
growth of the City within our plan. Consequently we have worked hard to ensure that the 
growth numbers in our plan are positively prepared, justified, necessary and deliverable as 
required by the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
The Cabinet will be aware, through the County Council’s engagement with the LLEP and 
HPIG and its involvement in the Governance structure for the major growth sites for 
Charnwood, that County officers have a high degree of confidence in the soundness of the 
Charnwood local plan.  Indeed, a meeting between the Leader, the Borough Council and 
senior officials under the Duty to Cooperate held in March this year confirmed this support 
and the Borough Council is grateful to County Officers and Members for supporting the 
development of the plan.   
 
Infrastructure 
 
Throughout the process of preparing the plan, the provision of infrastructure has been a 
key area of focus and the Borough Council has sought to engage fully with County officers 
in relation to the specific modelling requirements for transport. The County Highway 
Authority has insisted on the use of LLITM to provide the evidence. The Highway Authority 
has expressed its view to officers that the level of evidence in LLITM is appropriate for a 
strategic scale plan such as the Core Strategy, and the modelling has included extensive 
consideration of mitigation measures to accommodate the scale of growth required. We 
are hopeful that an inspector will agree with the County officers in relation to the 
soundness and robustness of their LLITM model. 
 
We do, however, note the comments in the paper before the Cabinet, and are somewhat 
concerned that these centre around the level of detail given to highway improvements, 
their costs and their viability, given that the requirements as evidenced by the modelling 
have been referred to throughout. The Infrastructure Schedule itself is not part of the core 
strategy: it is a live document that is intended to be constantly reviewed as circumstances 
change and more work is done on master plans.  However, it does provide a part of the 
evidence base to demonstrate the core strategy’s deliverability.  
 
I can assure Cabinet that the viability work we have done to support our plan is robust and 
that each growth location and its highway infrastructure needs, determined by LLITM, was 
independently assessed across a range of scenarios. This work factors in the assumption 
that infrastructure costs will rise as more detail emerges and yet the overall conclusion is 
that the strategy is viable and deliverable.  
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I appreciate the County officers may have a view regarding the detailed highway matters 
relating to growth sites, but there is an appreciation that these matters can be resolved 
through master plans under the governance structure that County is part of.  
 
In the normal course of events the Borough Council will consider all the representations 
received and identify the areas of common ground to assist the Inspector.  I am hopeful 
that the officers in the County with responsibility for traffic infrastructure can continue to 
work with officers of the Borough Council in relation to the fine tuning of the Infrastructure 
Schedule to ensure that when the plan is submitted to the Secretary of State, we can all 
have the same degree of confidence that our shared objectives in delivering good quality 
sustainable growth for the people of Leicestershire can be delivered.   
 
Extra Care  
 
We note the comments in relation to Extra Care and the County Council desire to deliver 
its strategy in relation to provision for the ageing population. There is reference to the 
delivery of this type of housing which reflects the population profile, and the suggested 
locations reflect those areas prioritised by the County’s own strategy.  It is our view that 
the Core Strategy itself does not need to include the level of detail that is suggested in the 
Cabinet report as it is a high level strategic document which provides us with the blueprint 
for future growth. However, officers within the strategic housing service have been part of 
the team developing the approach to affordable and other specialist housing issues that 
are woven through the core strategy, and will be taking forward the Borough Council’s own 
activities in relation to delivery of these agendas through our strategic housing functions 
and enabling role. 
 
As members will know, officers have had a number of discussions around the potential to 
improve existing Borough Council sheltered schemes to help deliver the required extra 
Care provision, but I understand the County is still to identify the necessary resources to 
deliver the priorities within its own strategy. Nonetheless, the Borough Council continues to 
explore opportunities to deliver improved supported and Extra Care housing within the 
Borough, either in partnership or through our own resources, in order to play our part in 
meeting this very important County priority.   
 
 
Comments on the key issues raised by LCC to the soundness of the Core strategy: 
 
(Please note these comments are an initial officer view of the key issues raised by the 
County Council in its response to Charnwood Borough Council on the soundness of the 
Core Strategy, taken from Annex A of its report to Cabinet dated 9 July 2013. They should 
not be taken as the view of the Borough Council’s Cabinet or Council). 
 

LCC Comment CBC initial comment 

P91, Policy CS17 Sustainable Travel – 
more general reference to bus stop 
distances from development. Add reference 
to travel plans in Policy CS17 

We will consider a modification to the 
wording regarding bus services with our 
partners. The policy already includes 
reference to travel plans. 

P94, para 8.25 and P100 para 9.24 – 
specific wording relating to the spine road 
for Thurmaston SUE should be added to 
text. 

We will consider a modification to the text 
with our partners 



P116, Policy CS21 Watermead 
Regeneration Corridor – does not address 
transport considerations 

This policy is supposed to be read 
alongside policies CS 17 and CS 18. We 
will consider if additional reference to 
transport is required with our partners. 

List of inconsistencies in the plan in how it 
refers to infrastructure requirements: 

1. Reference to infrastructure and if it is 
the full list or key items of the 
infrastructure list 

2. No reference to infrastructure for the 
Science and Enterprise Park 

3. Commitment given to showing 
transport requirements for Shepshed 
direction of growth but they do not 
feature in Infrastructure Schedule 

4. Chapter 11 does not make reference 
to additional infrastructure 
requirements that might arise from 
further transport work 

5. The infrastructure schedule is not 
complete and therefore it is 
questionable if it is deliverable and 
can be funded (This paragraph 
appears to be expanded in the last 
paragraph in the section on 
soundness). 

1. We will consider with our partners a 
more consistent wording if necessary. 

2. Reference is made in Policy CS 23 and 
in paras 10.60-10.61 

3. This policy area is not a strategic 
allocation and further detail will be 
therefore be forthcoming through a later 
planning document. Detail will be added 
to the Infrastructure Schedule once 
further Transport Assessment has been 
undertaken reflecting the live nature of 
the Schedule. 

4. This is dealt with in para 11.12 and 
11.17 but we will consider with our 
partners if this can be expressed more 
clearly. 

5. This appears to be a reference about 
why the complete package of measures 
identified by LLITM is not in the 
Infrastructure Schedule. This is because 
we are advised that the detail of the 
schemes that fall within the City are not 
wholly attributable to Charnwood’s 
growth and they will require further 
development through Transport 
Assessments undertaken as part of the 
master planning work for SUEs. The 
funding of such off site transport work is 
likely to be met by CIL. 

 

More information is requested to understand 
the assumptions underpinning  
infrastructure costs 

The Borough Council welcomes the 
opportunity to share its work with the 
County Council. 

 
  


