Public Document Pack

This meeting will be recorded and the sound recording subsequently made available via
the Council’s website: charnwood.gov.uk/pages/committees
Please also note that under the Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations 2014
that other people may film, record, tweet or blog from this meeting. The use of any
images or sound recordings is not under the Council’s control.

To:

All Members of the Borough Council

You are requested to attend the meeting of the Charnwood Borough Council to be held in
the Lecture Theatre 1.10B, Edward Herbert Building (EHB), Loughborough University on
Monday, 21st June 2021 at 6.30 pm for the following business.

Chief Executive
Southfields
Loughborough
11th June 2021
AGENDA
6.5.

PRE-SUBMISSION CHARNWOOD LOCAL PLAN (20212037)

3 - 1033

A report of the Cabinet to seek approval for the publication of
the Pre-Submission (Regulation 19) version of the
Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and its supporting
documents for public consultation and seek approval for the
submission of the Local Plan and its amended supporting
documents to the Secretary of State for an Examination in
Public. To follow.

Councillors, please send your question, request for position statement or motion on notice
to:
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Karen Widdowson, Democratic Services Manager
Council Offices, Southfield Road, Loughborough, LE11 2TX
Email: democracy@charnwood.gov.uk
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Agenda Item 6.5
COUNCIL – 21ST JUNE 2021
Report of the Cabinet
ITEM 6.5

PRE-SUBMISSION CHARNWOOD LOCAL PLAN (2021-2037)

Purpose of Report
To seek approval for the publication of the Pre-Submission (Regulation 19)
version of the Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and its supporting
documents for public consultation and seek approval for the submission of the
Local Plan and its amended supporting documents to the Secretary of State
for an Examination in Public.
Recommendations
1.

That the Pre-Submission Local Plan, Sustainability Appraisal Report,
Habitat Regulations Assessment, Statement of Consultation and the
other supporting documents set out in Appendices A, B, D, E and F to
the report (attached as an Annex) are approved for consultation and
submitted to the Secretary of State for an Examination in Public.

2.

That delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and
Regeneration, in consultation with the Cabinet Lead Member for
Planning and the Leader, to make minor amendments to Appendix A to
the report (attached as an Annex) including the insertion of illustrations
to aid the interpretation of the local plan, prior to publication.

3.

That delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and
Regeneration, in consultation with the Cabinet Lead Member for
Planning and the Leader, to update the Statement of Consultation in light
of the representations received to the Pre-Submission Local Plan and to
make amendments to the supporting documents to improve the legibility
and/or to respond to factual inaccuracies identified in those
representations before they are submitted to the Secretary of State;

4.

That delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and
Regeneration to submit additional background documents to support the
examination of the Local Plan and make any minor factual, typographical
or graphical amendments prior to submission.

5.

That delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and
Regeneration and the Group Leader Plans, Policies and Place Making to
accept a request from the Planning Inspector to make main
modifications and to propose modifications during the Examination as
may be required.

Reasons
1.

To ensure that the local plan and supporting documents can be
submitted to the Secretary of State under Section 20(3) of the Planning
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and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Regulation 22 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.
2.

To allow minor corrections and amendments to be made in a timely
manner prior to publication.

3.

To ensure that the Statement of Consultation is updated in light of the
consultation undertaken on the Pre-Submission Local Plan and that the
supporting documents can be updated in light of the consultation
responses before submission in a timely manner before it is submitted to
the Secretary of State, as required under Regulation 19 and 20 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012

4.

To ensure that the local plan and supporting documents can be
submitted to the Secretary of State under Section 20(3) of the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Regulation 22 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

5.

To ensure that officers have authority to respond to proposals for main
modifications made by the Inspector during the examination under
S20(7C) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and
propose modifications during the examination hearings to assist the
Inspector.

Policy Justification and Previous Decisions
Policy justification detailed in the attached Annex.
At its meeting on 10th June 2021, the Cabinet considered a report of the
Head of Planning and Regeneration which included matters for
recommendation to Council. A copy of that report is attached as an Annex,
updated to amend the Local Plan at Appendix A in accordance with the
decision of the Cabinet (detailed below).
The following minute extract details Cabinet’s consideration of the matter:
“7.

CHARNWOOD LOCAL PLAN PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
AND SUBMISSION

Considered, a report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration seeking
approval for the publication of the Pre-Submission (Regulation 19) version of
the Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and its supporting documents for
public consultation and recommending that Council submit the Local Plan and
its amended supporting documents to the Secretary of State for an
Examination in Public (item 6 on the agenda filed with these minutes).
Also considered, a supplementary report setting out proposed amendments to
the above Pre-Submission version of the Local Plan to reflect changes in
Government policy on affordable housing and First Homes (copy filed with
these minutes).
Councillor Seaton, Chair of the Scrutiny Commission, presented a report
setting out the Commission’s pre-decision scrutiny of the report of the Head of
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Planning and Regeneration and its recommendation (copy filed with these
minutes). The Scrutiny Commission was thanked for its pre-decision scrutiny
of the matter.
The Head of Planning and Regeneration and the Group Leader Plans,
Policies and Place Making assisted with consideration of the report
Officers were thanked for their considerable work on the Local Plan.
RESOLVED
1.

that the Pre-Submission Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and
Policies Map, contained in Appendix A to the report, be approved as the
Cabinet’s preferred planning strategy for Charnwood 2021-2037 but that
when recommended to Council the Local Plan is amended in
accordance with the wording in the appendix to the supplementary report
submitted to this meeting;

2.

that delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and
Regeneration, in consultation with the Cabinet Lead Member for
Planning and the Leader, to make minor amendments to Appendix A to
the report including the insertion of illustrations to aid the interpretation of
the local plan, prior to publication.

3.

that the Consultation Plan set out in Appendix G to the report be
approved;

4.

that delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and
Regeneration, in consultation with the Cabinet Lead Member for
Planning and the Leader, to revise the Consultation Plan set out in
Appendix G to the report;

5.

that the Pre-Submission Local Plan, Policies Map, Sustainability
Appraisal Report, Habitat Regulations Assessment, Statement of
Consultation and the other supporting documents contained in the
Appendices to the report be published for public consultation for at least
six weeks, in accordance with the consultation plan agreed in resolution
3 above;

6.

that the Head of Planning and Regeneration be given delegated
authority, in consultation with the Lead Member for Planning and the
Leader, to update the Statement of Consultation in light of the
representations received to the Pre-Submission Local Plan and to make
amendments to the supporting documents to improve the legibility and/or
to respond to factual inaccuracies identified in those representations
before it is submitted to the Secretary of State;

7.

that subject to amendments made in resolutions 2 and 6 above, that it
be recommended to Council that the Pre-Submission Local Plan,
Sustainability Appraisal Report, Habitat Regulations Assessment,
Statement of Consultation and the other supporting documents set out in
the Appendices to the report are approved for consultation and
submitted to the Secretary of State for an Examination in Public, and that
delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and Regeneration
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to submit additional background documents to support the examination
of the Local Plan and make any minor factual, typographical or graphical
amendments prior to submission;
8.

that it be recommended to Council that delegated authority be given to
the Head of Planning and Regeneration and the Group Leader Plans,
Policies and Place Making to accept a request from the Planning
Inspector to make main modifications and to propose modifications
during the Examination as may be required.

9.

that the report of the Scrutiny Commission be noted.

Reasons
1.

To ensure that the Pre-Submission Local Plan (strategy, policies and
policies map) are subject to public consultation under Regulation 19 of
the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012. In respect of the amended wording in the supplementary report
submitted to this meeting, to reflect the changes in Government policy
on affordable housing and First Homes.

2.

To allow minor corrections and amendments to be made in a timely
manner prior to publication.

3.

To demonstrate compliance with the Statement of Community
Involvement (2021).

4.

To ensure that any changes required to the proposed dates or methods
for consultation, arising from public health measures or practical
considerations, are made in a timely manner.

5.

To comply with Regulations 19 and 20 of the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

6.

To ensure that the Statement of Consultation is updated in light of the
consultation undertaken on the Pre-Submission Local Plan and that the
supporting documents can be updated in light of the consultation
responses before submission in a timely manner before it is submitted to
the Secretary of State, as required under Regulation 19 and 20 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012.

7.

To ensure that the local plan and supporting documents can be
submitted to the Secretary of State under Section 20(3) of the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Regulation 22 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

8.

To ensure that officers have authority to respond to proposals for main
modifications made by the Inspector during the examination under
S20(7C) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and
propose modifications during the examination hearings to assist the
Inspector.
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9.

To acknowledge the work undertaken by and the views of the Scrutiny
Commission.”

Implementation Timetable including Future Decisions and Scrutiny
As detailed in the attached Annex.
The report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration on this matter was
considered by the Scrutiny Commission at its meeting on 7th June 2021.
Report Implications
As detailed in the attached Annex.

Key Decision:

Yes

Background Papers:

No additional background papers.

Officer to Contact:

Richard Bennett
Head of Planning and Regeneration
(01509) 634763
richard.bennett@charnwood.gov.uk
Clare Clarke
Plans, Policies and Place-Making Group Leader
(01509) 634767
clare.clarke@charnwood.gov.uk
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ANNEX
CABINET - 10th June 2021
Report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration
Lead Member: Councillor Bailey
Part A
ITEM

PRE-SUBMISSION CHARNWOOD LOCAL PLAN (2021-2037)

Purpose of Report
To seek approval for the publication of the Pre-Submission (Regulation 19) version of
the Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and its supporting documents for public
consultation and to recommend that Council submit the Local Plan and its amended
supporting documents to the Secretary of State for an Examination in Public.
Recommendations
1.

That the Pre-Submission Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and Policies
Map, contained in Appendix A to this report, be approved as the Cabinet’s
preferred planning strategy for Charnwood 2021-2037.

2.

That delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and Regeneration,
in consultation with the Cabinet Lead Member for Planning and Regeneration
to make minor amendments to Appendix A including the insertion of
illustrations to aid the interpretation of the local plan, prior to publication.

3.

That the Consultation Plan set out in Appendix G be approved.

4.

That delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and Regeneration,
in consultation with the Cabinet Lead Member for Planning and Regeneration
to revise the Consultation Plan set out in Appendix G.

5.

That the Pre-Submission Local Plan, Policies Map, Sustainability Appraisal
Report, Habitat Regulations Assessment, Statement of Consultation and the
other supporting documents contained in the Appendices of this report be
published for public consultation for at least six weeks, in accordance with the
consultation plan recommended in 3 above

6.

That the Head of Planning and Regeneration be given delegated authority in
consultation with the Lead Member for Planning to update the Statement of
Consultation in light of the representations received to the Pre-Submission
Local Plan and to make amendments to the supporting documents to improve
the legibility and/or to respond to factual inaccuracies identified in those
representations before it is submitted to the Secretary of State.

7.

That subject to amendments made in 2 and 6 above, that it be recommended
to Council that the Pre-Submission Local Plan, Sustainability Appraisal
Report, Habitat Regulations Assessment, Statement of Consultation and the
other supporting documents set out in the Appendices of this report are
approved for consultation and submitted to the Secretary of State for an
Examination in Public, and that delegated authority be given to the Head of

Page 8

Planning and Regeneration to submit additional background documents to
support the examination of the Local Plan and make any minor factual,
typographical or graphical amendments prior to submission.
8

That it be recommended to Council that delegated authority be given to the
Head of Planning and Regeneration and the Group Leader Plans, Policies and
Place Making to accept a request from the Planning Inspector to make main
modifications and to propose modifications during the Examination as may be
required.

Reasons
1.

To ensure that the Pre-Submission Local Plan (strategy, policies and policies
map) are subject to public consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

2.

To allow minor corrections and amendments to be made in a timely manner
prior to publication.

3.

To demonstrate compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement
(2021).

4.

To ensure that any changes required to the proposed dates or methods for
consultation, arising from public health measures or practical considerations,
are made in a timely manner.

5.

To comply with Regulations 19 and 20 of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

6.

To ensure that the Statement of Consultation is updated in light of the
consultation undertaken on the Pre-Submission Local Plan and that the
supporting documents can be updated in light of the consultation responses
before submission in a timely manner before it is submitted to the Secretary of
State, as required under Regulation 19 and 20 of the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

7.

To ensure that the local plan and supporting documents can be submitted to
the Secretary of State under Section 20(3) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 and Regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

8.

To ensure that officers have authority to respond to proposals for main
modifications made by the Inspector during the examination under S20(7C) of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and propose modifications
during the examination hearings to assist the Inspector.

Policy Justification and Previous Decisions
The Council is required to review its Local Plan at least every five years in
accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 and paragraph 33 of the National Planning Policy Framework
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(NPPF). The Council’s currently adopted development plan comprises the
Charnwood Core Strategy 2011 to 2028 (adopted 2015) and the Saved Policies of
the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan 1991 to 2006 (adopted 2004). These local
plans are older than five years and now need to be updated.
When the new Local Plan is adopted, it will replace the current plan and play an
important role in delivering the Council’s vision and the key aims of the Corporate
Strategy. A new Local Plan will ensure that polices are in place that provide a robust
plan-led development strategy to 2037 that meets the Borough’s development needs
and coordinates the delivery of associated infrastructure.
Government policy for local plan preparation is contained in the NPPF with additional
guidance provided in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). The NPPF outlines a
presumption in favour of sustainable development in paragraph 11 which makes it
clear that for plan making, opportunities to meet the Borough’s development needs
should be positively sought and sets the principle that plans should meet objectively
assessed needs as a minimum, unless:
•
•

policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted; or
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies of the Framework
as a whole.

The NPPF reminds us that plans should be based on relevant, up-to-date evidence
and supported throughout their preparation by a sustainability appraisal. Plans
should provide a vision and address housing, economic, social and environmental
needs. They should achieve sustainable development; be prepared positively in an
aspirational but deliverable way; be shaped by early, proportionate and effective
engagement; be clearly written and unambiguous; accessible; and avoid
unnecessary duplication.
The local plan must include strategic policies to address the priorities for
development and use of land in the Borough in accordance with the Planning
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The NPPF defines strategic policies as those
set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development,
make sufficient provision for (para 20):
•
•
•
•

the
and
that
and

housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and other
commercial development;
infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management,
water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the
provision of minerals and energy (including heat);
community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and
conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment,
including landscapes and green infrastructure, and planning measures to
address climate change mitigation and adaptation.

The NPPF states that strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year
period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and
opportunities (para 22). Broad locations for development should be indicated on a
key diagram, and land-use designations and allocations identified on a policies map.
It goes on to explains there is a requirement to maintain effective cooperation on
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strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries through a Duty to Cooperate
and that statements of common ground may be used to document how these issues
are being addressed and progressed (para 24).
The NPPF also sets out the need to significantly boost the supply of housing and
requires strategic policies to be informed by a local housing need assessment using
the standard method in national planning guidance (para 59).
The Council has prepared the local plan, in consultation with stakeholders and the
community. Initial work to prepare a new Local Plan began in 2016 and in
accordance with Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) 2012, the borough council undertook a consultation in the summer of 2016
to understand and engage with interested parties on the future for Charnwood, the
scope of the plan and what it should contain. In 2018 a discussion paper, titled
‘Towards a Local Plan for Charnwood’ was consulted on that explored the scale of
development needed in the Borough, the key issues and opportunities that need to
be taken into account and set out the options for the overall development strategy.
The Council most recently undertook consultation on the draft Local Plan, which was
approved for consultation by Cabinet on 17th October 2019 (minute 38 19/20 refers).
The consultation was held in November/December 2019 and a total of 425
responses were received. The Council produced a Statement of Consultation (March
2020) which responded to all comments submitted on the draft local plan. The PreSubmission Local Plan that is the subject of this report has been informed by
comments received throughout the stages of consultation including the draft local
plan consultation. A summary of the consultation undertaken on the plan to date is
provided in Appendix D to Part B of this report and will need to be updated in
response to consultation on the Pre-Submission Local Plan.
The Local Plan and supporting documents have been scrutinised at various times
during its preparation:
•
•
•

•

Local Development Scheme (Local Plan Programme)
o Pre-Decision Scrutiny & Cabinet each March
Scope of Local Plan
o Policy Scrutiny Group, 27 Sept 2016 – scope and relationship to Strategic
Growth Plan
Towards a Local Plan – Issues and Options
o Policy Scrutiny Group: 26 Sept 2017 – planned consultation and
relationship with Neighbourhood Plans
o Policy Scrutiny Group: 24 April 2018 – timetabling changes
o Policy Scrutiny Group: 10 July 2018 – consultation and its effectiveness
Draft Local Plan
o Pre-Decision Scrutiny: 14 October 2019 & Cabinet: 17 October 2019
o Scrutiny Commission: 10 February 2020 – Consultation feedback and how
the responses would be used to inform the Local Plan

Implementation Timetable including Future Decisions and Scrutiny
A Local Development Scheme (LDS) is considered by cabinet on an annual basis.
This document sets out the project plan and milestones for local plan preparation.
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The current LDS approved in April 2021 shows the Pre-Submission Local Plan being
consulted on in July 2021 and submitted in October 2021.
Cabinet is asked to consider approving the Pre-Submission Local Plan and Policies
Map, contained in Appendix A, for consultation and to refer it and its supporting
documents to Council with a recommendation that, following the consultation, it be
submitted to the Secretary of State for an Examination in Public. If the Inspector finds
the plan to be sound it will need to be formally adopted by Council.
Report Implications
The following implications have been identified for this report.
Financial Implications
The cost of preparing the Charnwood Local Plan in 2021/22 can be met within
budget.
Risk Management
The risks associated with the decision Cabinet is asked to make and proposed
actions to mitigate those risks are set out in the table below.

Risk Identified

Likelihood

Impact

Delay in consulting
on the PreSubmission Local
Plan would delay its
eventual
submission, which
could result in
developers
submitting
applications for
planning permission
without the benefit
of an overarching
strategy.
Submission Local
Plan documents fail
the test of
soundness at
examination due to
new evidence or
national policy
changes that
emerge through
consultation

Likely
(3)

Serious
(3)

Likely
(3)

Serious
(3)

Overall
Risk Management
Risk
Actions Planned
Moderate To ensure adequate
(9)
resources are available
to meet the indicative
timetable for the Local
Plan. To work with
members to ensure they
understand the
implications of growth
and are in a position to
take difficult decisions at
Council.

Moderate Consider delaying
(9)
submission to the
Secretary of state to
allow the council to revisit
its proposals if it
considers new evidence
or policy suggest there
are fundamental
soundness issues
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Equality and Diversity
An Equality Impact Assessment of the Local Plan has been prepared and is attached
as Appendix C. This assessment has built on the previous assessment made for the
Draft Charnwood Local Plan (minute 38 2019/20 refers) and equalities
recommendations made have been incorporated into the plan in accordance with the
public sector equality duty.
Crime and Disorder
There are no crime and disorder issues arising directly from the report.
Sustainability
There is a legal requirement to undertake a sustainability appraisal and Habitat
Regulations Assessment during the preparatory stages of a local plan and submit a
final report to the Secretary of State when the Plan is formally submitted. These
reports are prepared by independent consultants to ensure an objective challenge to
policy writing and to appraise the social, environmental and economic effects of the
local plan from the outset. This is an integral part of the plan making process and will
help to ensure that the plan will contribute to achieving sustainable development. The
Sustainability Appraisal Report including the Habitat Regulations Assessment (May
2021) is available in Appendix B.

Key Decision:

Yes

Background Papers:
•
•
•
•

Charnwood Local Plan Evidence Base:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/pages/evidencebase
National Planning Policy Framework:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policyframework--2
Planning Practice Guidance:
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance
Local Development Scheme (April 2021):
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/local_development_scheme_a
pril_2021/Final%20Local%20Development%20Scheme%202021.pdf

Officers to contact

Richard Bennett
Head of Planning and Regeneration
(01509) 634763
richard.bennett@charnwood.gov.uk
Clare Clarke
Plans, Policies and Place-Making Group Leader
(01509) 634767
clare.clarke@charnwood.gov.uk
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Part B

Background
1. The Pre-Submission version of the Charnwood Local Plan (2020-2037), once
adopted, will replace the Charnwood Core Strategy (2015) and Saved Policies of
the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan (2004) and provide the basis for
determining planning applications in Charnwood, alongside adopted
Neighbourhood Plans. The Pre-Submission Local Plan will respond to the
strategy in the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan (2018) and
take account of changes to national planning policy and guidance, including the
standard method for assessing local housing need.
2. The Local Plan, contained in Appendix A to this report, includes strategic and
detailed policies and sets out a vision and a framework for the future pattern,
scale and quality of development in the Borough. It addresses needs and
opportunities in relation to housing, the economy, community facilities, and
infrastructure as well as a basis for conserving and enhancing the natural and
historic environment, mitigating and adapting to climate change, and achieving
well designed places that contribute to healthy communities. The Policies Map
provides a spatial context to the plan.
3. The Local Plan contains the proposed housing, employment and retail allocations
to deliver sustainable growth to meet the Borough’s identified requirements and
the planning policies against which planning applications will be determined. A
summary of the key requirements and policies set out in the plan is provided later
in this report. The Local Plan will support the delivery of the Council’s Corporate
Strategy 2020-2024 and seeks to deliver local priorities that are informed by a
detailed evidence base.
4. Part A of this report summarises the key requirements of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) in relation to plan making. The NPPF and the
Government’s Planning Practice Guidance also set out topic specific
requirements for policy making. The NPPF sets out the four tests of soundness
against which the Government appointed Planning Inspector will determine
whether the Local Plan has been prepared in accordance with legal and
procedural requirements, the Duty to Cooperate, and whether it is ‘sound’ (para
35):
a. Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to
meet the area’s assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated
where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable
development;
b. Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;
c. Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with
rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground;
and
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d. Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in this Framework.
5. The Local Plan is underpinned by a wide range of detailed evidence base reports
and studies assessing various topic areas. Further consultation documents have
been published to help engage the community and interested parties and to
explain policy development. All evidence and consultations are available online
on the council’s website. Each principal stage of local plan preparation has been
subject to sustainability appraisal and equalities impact assessment and final
reports for each have been prepared and attached as Appendix B and C. The
Local Plan has been amended in response to recommendations from the
Equalities Impact Assessment and the Sustainability Appraisal Reports, and
these amendments are detailed in their respective reports.
6. Significant work has been undertaken to test the development strategy using
Leicestershire County Council’s integrated transport model (PRTM). This work
has served to highlight the existing transport issues that are already obvious on
the Borough’s transport network, including in and around Loughborough and most
particularly on the A46 (which is part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN), for
which Highways England is responsible).
7. The modelling work also highlights that the scale of housing growth required to be
delivered through the new Local Plan will further impact on these areas; in
particular, it shows that the failing functionality of the SRN is likely to lead to
undesirable consequences elsewhere on the local road network. In practice, the
failing functionality of the SRN is likely to have a material impact on the Borough’s
ability to grow successfully in the future, unless the issues can be appropriately
addressed. The situation is compounded by the potential cumulative impacts of
growth across the wider Housing Market Area, particularly in the city of Leicester
and Blaby District. There is therefore a need to work collaboratively and
meaningfully with Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City Council and
Highways England and other HMA partners to establish an agreed position on the
SRN impacts and agreement on how these impacts can be addressed by
partners. To this end, the local plan makes clear in the Infrastructure section this
collaboration is necessary and sets out policies to secure financial contributions
from development where this is necessary, reasonable in scale and kind and
directly related to the growth being provided.
8. The Local Plan has been prepared in consultation with partners and a series of
Statements of Common Ground have been produced to evidence this under our
Duty to Cooperate (see below). The policies of the Local Plan have been drafted
to be consistent with NPPF. For these reasons, it is considered that the Local
Plan meets the four tests of soundness and therefore is ready for consultation
prior to being submitted to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and
Local Government.
9. The Statement of Consultation contained in Appendix D provides a summary of
the consultation carried out for the emerging local plan since 2016 and responses
given to comments made on the draft Local Plan consultation from 2019.
10. The Local Plan that is published for pre-submission consultation should be the
Plan that the Council ultimately wishes to submit to the Secretary of State. The
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Council must submit a Local Plan that it believes to be sound. Whilst minor
modifications to the plan are possible through the examination process, any major
modifications that substantially affect the strategy itself will need to be tested
through the Sustainability Appraisal process and be subjected to consultation
before it is submitted to the Secretary of State.
Proposals
Local Plan
11. The next formal step in the process of preparing the local plan is the publication of
a pre-submission draft local plan for consultation. This version of the plan should
be the one that the Council would wish to adopt if there are no fundamental
objections to it during formal consultation that affect its soundness. The emphasis
of consultation on this ‘pre-submission’ stage of the plan is different to earlier
stages in that views are sought on the soundness of the plan rather than inviting
choices to be made between alternative options. This is an important distinction
and one that reinforces the requirement that the pre-submission plan should ‘be
the best and final offer’. The views of the public, stakeholders and partners will
therefore be invited on whether they believed the plan to be ‘sound’. The local
plan and the representations received will then be submitted to the Secretary of
State for an Examination in Public.
12. The Pre-Submission Local Plan takes its lead from the Draft Local Plan approved
by Cabinet in 2019 and the representations received on it and further evidence
gathered since. It sets out the development strategy and planning policies that will
be used to guide development and determine planning applications up to 2037.
The plan contains policies covering a range of topics to address the plan-making
requirements and local priorities. A summary of each policy topic area is provided
below:
Vision and Objectives. The plan sets out the Borough’s key challenges and
priorities and establishes a vision for Charnwood in 2037. The vision sets out an
ambition for Charnwood to be one of the most desirable places to live, work and
visit in the East Midlands and also local economic, environmental, regeneration,
and infrastructure priorities. The objectives set out the actions to be taken to
achieve the vision and have informed the preparation of policies in the Local Plan.
Scale and Distribution of Growth – the Development Strategy. The plan
establishes a development strategy of urban concentration and intensification with
some growth dispersed, with the most environmentally sensitive areas to be
protected, such as Green Wedges, Areas of Local Separation and the
Countryside. The plan establishes a hierarchy of settlements based on their role,
function and capability to support new development. The plan identifies Limits to
Development boundaries to support sustainable development within local
communities.
In terms of new homes, the plan has a housing requirement of 17,776 new homes
up to 2037 and makes provision for at least 19,461 new homes to achieve
flexibility in delivery. A topic paper has been prepared to explain how the homes
have been distributed through the hierarchy. Housing growth is proposed to be
distributed across the borough as follows:
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Settlement hierarchy
Leicester Urban Area (Birstall, Syston &
Thurmaston)
Loughborough Urban Centre
Shepshed Urban Area
Service Centres (Anstey, Barrow upon Soar,
Mountsorrel, Quorn, Rothley, Sileby)
Other Settlements
Small Villages & Hamlets
Total

Number of
homes
7,358

% of
homes
38%

6,073
2,331
2,747

31%
12%
14%

934
18
19,461

5%
0%
100%

Design. The plan includes a policy on high quality design which will ensure that
the delivery of growth will respond to local distinctiveness and the principles of
good design set out in the policy.
Housing. The plan allocates sites for housing to meet the identified housing
need. Policies include requirements for:
• a mix of house types, tenures and sizes based on evidence such as local
housing need;
• provision for older and disabled people including requiring 10% of new
market homes on major developments to meet wheelchair user optional
standards;
• all new dwellings to meet the minimum internal space standards set out in
the nationally described space standards;
• 30% affordable housing on greenfield sites and 10% affordable housing on
brownfield sites; and the delivery of affordable housing through rural
exception sites;
• supporting self-build and custom housebuilding;
• minimising the concentration of Houses in Multiple Occupation; and
• supporting purpose-built student accommodation.
Employment. The plan provides for up to 81.8 hectares of employment land up
to 2037 and includes existing commitments for 73 hectares of land to support
Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park and the associated knowledge-based
sector. The plan sets out support for a range of economic sectors to meet the
Borough’s employment needs and established protective designations for existing
employment sites. The plan also supports rural economic development including
for business growth, agriculture and tourism.
Town Centres and Community Facilities. The plan sets out a hierarchy of
centres commensurate with their role as the social and economic focal points for
communities. Policies seek to focus main town centre uses within centres whilst
supporting widening local economies, attractive walkable centres and avoiding
concentrations of hot food takeaways. The plan makes provision for up to
4,500sqm of comparison retail (non-food) floor space at the Baxter Gate/ Pinfold
Gate Opportunity Site, Loughborough. The plan also supports the protection and
enhancement of community facilities.
Environment. The plan sets out protective policies to support the Borough’s built
and natural environment. Policies include requirements for:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

protecting the Borough’s distinctive landscape;
supporting the Charnwood Forest Regional Park and National Forest;
supporting the River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor;
protecting Green Wedges and Areas of Local Separation from
inappropriate development;
conserving and enhancing designated ecological and geological sites,
including a requirement for 10% net gain;
supporting native tree planting in the Borough;
conserving, protecting and enhancing historic environment assets;
thresholds for the provision of different types of open space, sports and
recreation facilities and the protection of existing such facilities;
supporting the provision of indoor sporting facilities; and
protecting air quality.

Climate Change. The plan sets out support for renewable and low carbon energy
installations, subject to environmental impacts being fully addressed, including
identifying suitable areas for wind turbine installation on the policies map. The
plan sets out support for sustainable construction methods including energy
efficiency. It includes water and waste reduction requirements which should be
demonstrated as part of all developments. The plan sets out the principles for
addressing flood risk and incorporating Sustainable Drainage Systems. The plan
supports a modal shift in transport use towards active travel and public transport
and establishes the requirement for electric vehicle charge points for residential
and non-residential sites.
Infrastructure. The plan sets out requirements for the provision of infrastructure
to support development, including making provision for five new primary schools ;
ensuring development is supported by appropriate transport mitigtion;
establishing car parking standards in accordance with Highways Authority
standards and ensuring development provides for improvements to health care
capacity .
Place Based Policies. The plan sets out policies for individual localities, in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy, to ensure that development takes
account of specific local priorities. This includes policies to specifically guide
development in the Leicester Urban Area; Loughborough; Shepshed; Service
Centres; Other Settlements and the Countryside. Each of the three Sustainable
Urban Extensions have a dedicated policy that establish detailed development
requirements, as does the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park.
13. The Local Plan contained in Appendix A is considered the most appropriate
strategy for Charnwood in light of the evidence.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule
14. Appendix E contains the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule. We have
worked closely with those public and private sector partners who have
responsibilities for infrastructure delivery to prepare the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan. The Schedule sets out the key infrastructure that will be required to deliver
the local plan and the expected costs. The Council will need to continue
developing the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and keep it updated.
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The Duty to Co-operate
15. The Duty to Cooperate requires local authorities to work with neighbouring
authorities and other prescribed bodies in preparing their local plans it requires
‘effective and ongoing joint working’ to determine where additional infrastructure
is necessary, and whether development needs that cannot be met wholly within a
particular plan area could be met elsewhere.
16. Attached in Appendix F is a report setting out the measures taken to ensure we
have cooperated with other strategic policy making authorities including Leicester
City Council, Leicestershire County Council and other Leicestershire councils. A
Statement of Common Ground has been prepared by the Leicester and
Leicestershire authorities, guided by the Strategic Planning Group and Member
Advisory Group to support the Charnwood Local Plan process.
Consultation
17. The Cabinet approved a revised Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) in
November 2020 (minute 55 2020/21 refers). This explains what is required in
terms of consultation at this stage in the local plan’s preparation. Following the
requirement of the SCI a consultation plan has been prepared and is attached as
Appendix G.
Next Steps
18. Cabinet is being asked to recommend to Council that the local plan and its
supporting documents be published for consultation and then submitted to the
Secretary of State for Examination. If members are minded to approve the
recommendations, a six-week public consultation will be undertaken on the PreSubmission Local Plan, as set out in Appendix G, which is in accordance with
Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012. Responses made to the consultation will be summarised and
submitted along with the local plan to the Secretary of State in accordance with
Regulations 20 and 22.
19. Once the plan has been submitted, the examination will formally commence. A
Programme Officer will need to be appointed before the submission of the Local
Plan to manage the examination process and the Planning Inspectorate will
contact the Council to confirm the Planning Inspector who has been appointed to
the Charnwood Local Plan.
20. The Inspector will do preliminary assessment of the plan to see if there are any
fundamental flaws in respect of soundness or legal compliance and may write to
the local planning authority if there are any major concerns. A failure under the
Duty to Cooperate at this stage cannot be retrospectively addressed and would
require the council to halt the examination process and go back a stage.
21. The following programme is taken from the Planning Inspectorate’s examination
procedure guide (February 2021), which is available on their website here:
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/uploads/pins/dpd_procedure_guide.pdf
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•
•

A pre hearing meeting will be held within 8 weeks of submission (and at
least 6 weeks before hearing sessions start)
Hearing sessions will commence from week 14 after submission.

22. Officers will respond to requests for information from the Inspector throughout the
examination process and will also be invited by the Inspector to accept main
modifications to make the plan sound under s20(7C) of the Act. These are
changes that materially affect the policies and are required to make the plan
sound and legally compliant. Officers are also able to put forward modifications to
assist the Inspector during the examination hearings. The Inspector will require
the local planning authority to consult on all proposed main modifications and any
consequential changes to the Sustainability Assessment and Habitats
Regulations Assessment. The Inspector's report will only be issued once the
consultation on the main modifications is complete and the Inspector has
considered the representations received on these.
23. The hearing sessions may take between 12 - 18 working days depending on the
matters the Inspector wishes to examine. After the hearing sessions the Inspector
will retire to write the Report. The examination formally closes upon the issuing of
a report to the Council. If Council are minded to approve the modified Local Plan
then it will become part of the Development Plan replacing the Core Strategy and
the saved policies of the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan. If the Council do not
to approve the recommendations in the Inspector’s report then the plan must be
returned to the Draft Local Plan stage.
Appendices
Appendix A – Pre-Submission Charnwood Local Plan (2021-2037) and Policies Map
Appendix B – Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment
Appendix C – Equality Impact Assessment
Appendix D – Statement of Consultation
Appendix E – Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule
Appendix F – Duty to Cooperate Topic Paper
Appendix G – Consultation Plan
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APPENDIX A
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Foreword
Introduction
Preparation of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan
Status of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan
Sustainability Appraisal
Consultation
Profile
Vision
Objectives
Development Strategy
Policy DS1: Development Strategy
Policy DS2: Leicester and Leicestershire Unmet Needs
Policy DS3: Housing Allocations
Policy DS4: Employment Allocations
Policy DS5: High Quality Design
Place Based Policies
Policy LUA1: Leicester Urban Area
Policy LUA2: North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
Policy LUA3: North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
Policy LUC1: Loughborough Urban Centre
Policy LUC2: West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
Policy LUC3: Loughborough Science & Enterprise Park
Policy SUA1: Shepshed Policy
Policy SC1: Service Centres
Policy OS1: Other Settlements
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Housing
Policy H1: Housing Mix
Policy H2: Housing for Older People and People with Disabilities
Policy H3: Internal Space Standards
Policy H4: Affordable Housing
Policy H5: Rural Exception Sites
Policy H6: Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
Policy H7: Houses in Multiple Occupation
Policy H8: Campus and Purpose Built Student Accommodation
Policy H9: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show people
Employment
Policy E1: Meeting Employment Needs
Policy E2: Protecting Existing Employment Sites
Policy E3: Rural Economic Development
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Policy T1: Town Centres and Retail
Policy T2: Protection of Community Facilities
Policy T3: Car Parking Standards
Climate Change
Policy CC1: Flood Risk Management
Policy CC2: Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
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Policy CC5: Sustainable Transport
Policy CC6: Electric Vehicle Charging Points
Environment
Policy EV1: Landscape
Policy EV2: Green Wedges
Policy EV3: Areas of Local Separation
Policy EV4: Charnwood Forest and the National Forest
Policy EV5: River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor
Policy EV6: Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity
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Policy EV8: Heritage
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Policy EV10: Indoor Sports Facilities
Policy EV11: Air Quality
Policy EV12: Burial Space
Infrastructure and Delivery
Policy INF1: Infrastructure and Developer Contributions
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Appendix 1: Monitoring
Appendix 2: Housing and Employment Trajectory
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Appendix 4: Design Guidance
Glossary
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Foreword
Foreword
Welcome to the Charnwood Local Plan. This is Charnwood Borough Council’s vision of where
and how new development should come forward in Charnwood over the next 16 years to 2037.
We are very fortunate to live and work in a place as beautiful as Charnwood. Our borough
contains great towns and attractive villages, nestled in and around the Charnwood Forest and
in the Wolds, as well as the river valleys of the Soar and the Wreake. These places are
cherished for their wildlife, heritage and beauty and we have a role in ensuring future
generations can benefit from them.
Charnwood’s location at the heart of the three cities of Leicester, Derby and Nottingham,
together with its attractive scenery combines to create great pressure for new homes and new
places for people to work. Planning to meet this need, as we are required to do by national
planning policy, is very challenging given the sensitivity of our environment and the shared
desire to protect it. We have therefore carefully balanced the need for growth against our
responsibilities to protect the natural and built environment, and where new development is
required, we will seek to minimise its impact.
We have already set in place much of the development required for the future with new
communities being delivered through urban extensions to Leicester and Loughborough. Our
new local plan provides for the remaining housing and employment needs of the borough to
2037.
Preparing this local plan has required difficult decisions to be made about the areas which will
be developed and those that will not. These decisions have been informed by the views of
residents, businesses, interest groups as well as infrastructure providers and others that will
be involved in delivering and implementing the plan.
Representations are invited on this Pre-Submisison Draft of the Charnwood Local Plan
between xx July and 5pm xx August 2021. This is your opportunity to make your views known
on the Local Plan. Any representations received will be considered by an independent
planning inspector, as part of the formal examination of the Local Plan.

Councillor Richard Bailey
Cabinet Lead Member for Planning
Charnwood Borough Council
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Introduction
The Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy was adopted in November 2015 and
provides a development strategy to 2028 setting out where and how new development
should take place in the Borough. Whilst the Council is working with its partners to
deliver that plan, work has taken place on the preparation of a plan for a longer period
to 2037 to align with the new Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire
and new evidence of the need for homes and jobs. This approach is in accordance
with the national policy requirement to keep plans up to date and reviewed at least
every five years.
This new local plan sets out a vision and a framework for the future pattern, scale and
quality of development in Charnwood. It addresses needs and opportunities in relation
to housing, the economy, community facilities and infrastructure as well as conserving
and enhancing the natural and historic environment, mitigating and adapting to climate
change, and achieving well designed places that contribute to healthy communities.
The majority of policies in this plan are considered to be strategic policies which
address the priorities for development and use of land in Charnwood. A small number
of non-strategic policies are also included to guide decision making and to guide the
promotion of sustainable development.
The plan consists of three distinct sections: overall development strategy, place-based
policies and topic-based policies. The place-based policies relate to specific locations
in Charnwood: Leicester Urban Area, Loughborough, Shepshed, Service Centres,
Other Settlements and the Countryside. They incorporate several policies for these
places to provide a more coherent approach to planning for our communities.
The new local plan, once adopted, will form part of the development plan and replace
the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy (2015) and the saved policies from the
Borough of Charnwood Local Plan (2004). The development plan is at the heart of
the planning system with a requirement set in law that planning decisions must be
made in line with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.

Preparation of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan
This Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan reflects the Government’s requirements as set
out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It has been developed to
support and deliver the Council’s Corporate Plan and is informed by the Council’s
vision and local priorities. It reflects the evidence that has been prepared to
understand the roles of different settlements, what land is available for development,
constraints to development and the options for delivering homes and jobs.
The plan has been developed through engagement with the public and key
stakeholders such as infrastructure providers, parish and town councils, residents’
groups, interest groups and the development industry. This has ensured the plan and
the evidence underpinning it have been shaped by an understanding of the key local
issues.
4
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The Council has undertaken three consultations to help prepare this plan and
engagement with stakeholders has also taken place to inform the preparation of our
evidence. The first local plan consultation concerned the scope of the plan and took
place in July 2016. The second consultation in April 2018 focussed on the key issues
and options, with the Council publishing a discussion paper titled ‘Towards a Local
Plan for Charnwood’. Informed by these consultations, the ‘Draft Charnwood Local
Plan’, was published for consultation in November 2019. This proposed our preferred
development strategy for Charnwood and presented draft policies which responded to
the representations to date and our evidence. The representations made during this
consultation process have been considered and informed the preparation of this PreSubmission Draft Local Plan.
The Charnwood Local Development Scheme 2021-2024 sets out the programme for
the next stages in preparing the new local plan and identifies this consultation on the
Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan in April 2021 and then the subsequent Examination
in Public of the plan in late 2021.

Status of the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan
We have prepared this Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan to provide a framework for
the future pattern, scale and quality of development in Charnwood. We must submit
the Draft Plan to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government for independent Examination in Public before it can become part of the
development plan for Charnwood. Before we submit the draft plan, we are undertaking
a consultation for a period of six weeks and the main issues raised will be considered
as part of the examination of the plan.

Sustainability Appraisal
Sustainable development is a key principle which underpins the planning system. It
means ensuring a better quality of life, now and for future generations. This means
considering all three aspects of sustainable development: the community, the
economy and the environment.
A separate Sustainability Appraisal Report accompanies each stage of the preparation
of the local plan. Prior to this consultation, there have been Sustainability Appraisal
Reports on the scope of the local plan (January 2017) and ‘Towards a Local Plan for
Charnwood’ (April 2018). A Sustainability Appraisal Report of the alternative options
was then undertaken to assess the impact of the draft policies on sustainability
principles and this was published in October 2019 to accompany the ‘Draft Charnwood
Local Plan’.
At the current stage, a full Pre-Submission Sustainability Appraisal Report has been
prepared which appraises the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan and brings together all
previous stages of the sustainability appraisal. It summarises the sustainability
appraisal work carried out to date and how it has influenced the plan; the report is
published as part of this consultation and views are invited.
5
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Consultation
This pre-submission version of the local plan is published for consultation on Monday
12th July 2021 and is available to view on our website, along with the supporting
evidence base , at: www.charnwood.gov.uk/draftlocalplan.
Following on from the earlier consultations, this pre-submission consultation concerns
the ‘soundness’ of the plan, a test that a Planning Inspector will apply to it at an
Examination in Public following its submission to the Secretary of State.
You are invited to make comments on the local plan and the Sustainability Appraisal
which accompanies it. Comments should be made during the six week consultation
period which commences on Monday 12th July 2021 and ends on Monday 23rd August
2021 at 5pm.
We encourage all our consultees to make comments through our online consultation
portal. To view the consultation documents and make representations,visit our
consultation portal at: http://consult.charnwood.gov.uk/portal/planning/
We understand that some people prefer to submit comments by email or by letter. If
you are unable to make your comments online please email your comments to
localplans@charnwood.gov.uk or write to Plans, Policies and Place-Making Team,
Charnwood Borough Council, Southfields Road, Loughborough, LE11 2TN.
We will keep your details and what you say on our consultation database. Please note
that your contact details will be protected under Data Protection legislation but your
name and any comments you make will be publicly viewable.

Profile
Charnwood is one of seven districts in Leicestershire. The Borough is situated in the
north of the county, adjoining the city of Leicester to the south. Our Borough benefits
from being centrally located between the three cities of Leicester, Nottingham and
Derby. We have proximity to excellent connections including the M1 motorway, the
Midland Mainline railway and East Midlands Airport.
The city of Leicester is the key destination for work and leisure for residents in the
south of the Borough whilst in the north of the Borough the university and market town
of Loughborough provides the economic, cultural and social focus. To the west of
Loughborough is the town of Shepshed and to the south are a string of larger villages
along the Soar Valley and A6 corridor. These villages act as Service Centres to the
more rural parts of the Borough. Distinctive components of Charnwood’s local
economy include two enterprise zone sites, Loughborough University and College, a
nationally significant science and enterprise park, a rural area supporting agriculture,
and a growing tourism sector.
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To the west of the Soar Valley is Charnwood Forest, which extends to the west of
Coalville in North West Leicestershire. The Forest is recognised as a Regional Park,
providing a focus for leisure and conservation. To the north east of the borough is the
Wolds, a rural area with strong links to Nottinghamshire. To the east of the Borough
is the Wreake Valley corridor which contains several villages and extends towards
Melton Mowbray. To the south of the Wreake Valley is High Leicestershire, a
predominately rural area with strong links to the city of Leicester and the district of
Harborough.
The profile below provides key information about Charnwood.
PROFILE OF CHARNWOOD
Location
Charnwood is located in the East Midlands region, centrally between the three cities
of Derby, Leicester and Nottingham.
Settlements
Loughborough is the main town in Charnwood and is the largest settlement in
Leicestershire outside the city of Leicester. Loughborough has been a regionally
significant market town since 1221 and is home to the world-renowned Loughborough
University which has been a centre of learning since 1909. The Borough also has large
urban settlements of Shepshed, Syston, Birstall and Thurmaston and smaller service
centres of Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel, Quorn, Rothley and Sileby. The
Borough has over 30 smaller settlements in the form of villages and hamlets.
Settlements in Charnwood are concentrated along the corridors of the Soar and
Wreake Rivers and the suburban boundary with the city of Leicester, with minor
concentrations in the Wolds and the fringes of Charnwood Forest.
Area
The area of the Borough is 27,906 hectares
People and society
The population of Charnwood is 185,851 of which 16.9% is aged under 16 and 18.1%
is aged 65 and over (ONS Mid year estimates, 2019). The number of people aged
over 65 years old is projected to increase by 78% between 2011 and 2036 whilst the
number of people aged over 85 is projected to increase by 157% (HEDNA, 2017). The
black and minority ethnic population is 12.6% (Census, 2011)
In 2016, births exceeded deaths by 393, international immigration exceeded
emigration by 879 and intranational immigration (within UK) exceeded emigration by
1,863 (ONS datasets on registered births and deaths and local area migration
indicators, 2018/2019)
Housing
There is an estimated 74,461 households in 2019 (ONS Household Projections, 20142039)
Average household size is 2.37 persons (ONS Household Projections, 2014-2039)
7
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Accommodation type (Council Tax data, April 2019):
Detached
Semi-detached
Terrace
Flat
Other

30%
33%
22%
11%
4%

In 2019 Charnwood has a dwelling stock of 75,581 dwellings under with the following
tenures (MHCLG, 2020):
Local Authority Owned
Private Register Provider
Privately Owned
In 2019/20 Charnwood had 432
(MHCLG 2020).

7%
5%
88%
cases of homelessness presented to the Council.

Loughborough University expected student numbers of 15,600 in 2020/21 with
approximately 5,600 student accommodation beds (excluding HMOs) in the Borough
(HEDNA, 2017)
Average house prices (Land Registry, August 2020)
Detached

£344,791

Semi-detached

£214,295

Terraced

£171,361

Flat and maisonette

£121,351

The ratio of median house prices to median earnings has risen from 4.34 in 2002 to
6.96 in 2019 (ONS, 2020)
Accessibility and Transport
43% of the working population living in Charnwood also work within the Borough.
Outside the Borough, the largest proportion of employment is in the city of Leicester
(20% of working population). However, there is a net commuter outflow of 11,589
daily from the Borough. Car/van ownership in Charnwood is 536 per 1000 residents
with 81.9% of households owning a car (Census 2011).
Charnwood has 18.3 electronic vehicle public charging devices per 100,000 residents
(Department for Transport, 2020).
Loughborough has high quality bus infrastructure although this is variable elsewhere
in the Borough particularly in rural areas. Leicestershire averages 20 bus uses per
head per year which is the lowest in the East Midlands in 2018/19. (Charnwood
Sustainable Transport Study, 2020)
Charnwood has a well-developed transport network:
- M1 motorway is a 5 minutes drive from Loughborough
- The Midland Mainline railway serves Syston, Sileby, Barrow upon Soar and
Loughborough
- Proximity to East Midlands Airport
- A6 road links Loughborough to Leicester
8
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- A60 road links Loughborough to Nottingham
- A46 road links the east of the borough to Leicester and Lincolnshire.
- Bus, rail, cycle and footpath networks link Loughborough to the larger settlements
- National Cycle Routes 6 and 48 run through the Borough as do the Leicester and
Loughborough cycle networks
- Grand Union Canal/ River Soar Navigation links the Borough to the wider inland
waterway network.
Jobs and Prosperity
64.9% of the population are aged 16-64 (ONS Mid year estimates, 2019)
84.9% aged 16-64 are economically active (ONS Mid year estimates, 2020)
15.1% aged 16-64 are unemployed (ONS, 2020)
88.4% of businesses employ less than 10 employees (ONS, 2020)
Average (mean) gross annual earnings are £27,800 (ONS, 2020)
Charnwood residents generally travel to work by car (67%), active travel such as
walking or cycling (15.0%) or public transport (5%) – with 13% homeworking or other
(pre Covid-19) (Census, 2011)
4.5% of young people aged 16-19 in 2011 were not in education, employment or
training (NEET) in Charnwood, which is below the national average of 6.1%.
Loughborough and Leicester Science and Innovation Enterprise Zone sites at
Charnwood Campus and Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park
Charnwood has a Gross Value Added (GVA) per head of £18,712 (ONS, 2016)
Charnwood’s tourism sector grew by 38% between 2011-16 with opportunities
including the expansive countryside, Charnwood Forest and enhancements to
Loughborough town centre and heritage quarter (Charnwood Blueprint for Tourism)
The Borough has 279 square kilometres of countryside whereby agriculture is an
important component of the local economy.
Environment - Historic, Natural and Recreation
784 statutory Listed Buildings
Over 200 locally listed buildings of interest
38 Conservation Areas
21 Scheduled Monuments
5 Registered Parks and Gardens
236 Local Wildlife Sites (4.57% of the borough in 2019)
18 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (4.38% of the borough in 2019)
5 Regionally Important Geological Sites
In 2017, Charnwood had the following open space provision (Charnwood Open
Spaces Strategy 2018):
Parks and Gardens 47.5 ha
Amenity Green Space 167.9 ha
Natural and Semi Natural Green Space 937.9 ha
Green Corridors 41.3 ha
Allotments 36.2 ha
Cemeteries & Churchyards 42.8 ha
9
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Civic Spaces 3.5 ha
Children’s Play Sites and Youth Provision 12.6ha
Climate Change and Sustainability
61% of the river length in Charnwood has a moderate overall ecological status
(Environment Agency, 2016)
44.9% of household waste recycled/reused/composted (Letsrecycle.com, 2018/19)
Average annual domestic consumption per household of electricity is 3,578 kWh per
household (DBEIS, 2018)
Average carbon footprint is 6.7 tCO2e/year (DBEIS, 2015)
2,758 properties are at risk of flooding from watercourses in a 1 in 100 year flood event
and 6,724 in a 1 in 1,000 year flood event (Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, 2018)
Charnwood has four Air Quality Management Areas at Loughborough, Syston, Great
Central Railway, and Mountsorrel (Charnwood ASR, 2020)
The Borough has significant ‘technical’ potential for wind, solar, energy from waste,
district heating, biomass and microgeneration development (Charnwood Renewable
and Low Carbon Study, 2018)
Health and Care
In Charnwood, the life expectancy for males is 80.8 and for female its 83.8. (Public
Health England, 2017-19)
6.7% of people consider their day to day activities to be limited a lot by their health or
disability and 4.2% consider their health to be bad or very bad (Census, 2011)
17,127 people provide unpaid care to a relative or neighbour (Census, 2011)
Between 2011 and 2036, Charnwood’s population aged 65 and above is projected to
increase by 78% (HEDNA, 2017)
Number of people experiencing dementia is projected to double between 2011 and
2036 from 1,964 to 4,107 (+109%)
Number of people experiencing mobility problems projected to increase from 5,087 to
9,893 (+94%) between 2011 and 2036
An increase of 13,909 in the number of people with a Limiting Long-Term Health
Problem or Disability between 2011 and 2036 (+54%). The vast majority of this
increase is likely to be found amongst people aged 65 and older but it will also include
working age people.
In terms of the level of sport activity per week by Charnwood residents, 65.0%
undertake at least 150 minutes; 14.1% undertake 30-149 minutes; and 20.9%
undertake less than 30 minutes (Active Lives Survey 2018/19, Sport England).
Charnwood has 23 GP practices with an average of 8,567 patients per practice.
Deprivation
Charnwood is ranked 244 out of 317 local authorities (where 317 is the least deprived)
based on average rank deprivation scores (English Indices of Deprivation, 2019)
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Approximately 13% of children (3,905) lived in low-income families in 2018/19(Public
Health England, 2020)
Charnwood’s Priority Neighbourhoods for deprivation include Loughborough East,
Loughborough West, Mountsorrel and South Charnwood.
Students, Education, Skills and Training
Charnwood has 49 primary and 11 secondary schools, and 22,668 pupils attend these
schools (LCC School Health Profile, 2018/19).
47.0% of the population have qualifications at NVQ4 level and above and 91.1% have
qualifications at NVQ1 and above (ONS, 2019).
Safety and Protection
In 2017/18, there were 11,965 total crimes (excluding fraud) recorded in the Borough.

Vision
The profile highlights that Charnwood is already an attractive place to live, work and
visit for many but that there are several challenges for the plan period. The key
challenges include:
• a growing population with a range of housing needs including specialist homes
for older people, students and those unable to get onto the housing ladder;
• a number of deprived communities in the Borough with lower than average
incomes, poor health and lower levels of educational attainment;
• increasing volumes of traffic and pressure on infrastructure including schools,
health centres, open spaces and utilities;
• the changing retail market with an increase in online shopping and the impact
this and other structural economic and social changes are having on the vitality
and appearance of Loughborough town centre;
• pressure on open land as settlements grow to accommodate the population
which impacts on the separation and identity of settlements;
• climate change impacting on the wider environment with localised issues such
as increased flood risk or water quality and quantity pressures; and
• the reduction in biodiversity and the fragmentation of habitats.
An understanding of the Borough and our key opportunities and challenges has
informed the vision for the Borough to 2037. The vision also reflects the spatial
elements of the Charnwood Borough Council corporate vision, setting out the local
priorities which have influenced the approach to future development in the Borough
alongside national policy and the Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and
Leicestershire.
A VISION FOR CHARNWOOD 2037
In 2037 Charnwood will be one of the most desirable places to live, work and visit in
the East Midlands.
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Development will have been managed to improve the economy, quality of life and the
environment.
Charnwood will be recognised for the role Loughborough plays in the region’s
knowledge-based economy.
Our strong and diverse economy will provide more employment opportunities for local
people including higher skilled, better paid jobs in high technology research and
manufacturing, sports, tourism, creative and cultural industry clusters.
Growing businesses will have been retained, new investment secured and
entrepreneurialism encouraged. The Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park and
Loughborough University will be at the heart of Loughborough’s brand as a centre for
excellence. Business and technological links with the city of Leicester will have been
strengthened through major employment developments in the south of the borough.
Our landscape and the special buildings, heritage and biodiversity it contains will be
in a good state. Our picturesque villages will have retained their strong sense of
identity. Charnwood will be known for its natural and built environment which provides
a place that people want to visit and explore.
Our communities will have access to a range of green spaces, leisure and recreational
facilities across Charnwood and new parkland in Loughborough and Thurmaston will
be provided. Charnwood Forest will be recognised as a Regional Park. Our water
environment, including the River Soar and River Wreake, will be improved for wildlife
and people, including continued mitigation of flood risk, and a regenerated Watermead
area will bring environmental benefits to its surrounding communities and welcome
visitors. We will work with nature to provide a more resilient response to climate
change and associated flooding and will provide a more sustainable environment for
all to enjoy. Charnwood will be recognised for delivering growth to a high design quality
that provides healthy, inclusive and safe places for our communities. Charnwood will
be a place that promotes health by design with developments that have the
connectivity and open spaces where active travel is desirable.
The demand for housing will be focused on Loughborough to support its role as the
social, cultural and economic focus for the Borough, on the edge of Leicester to
support the centrally located city and on Shepshed to support its continued
regeneration. This will include sustainable urban extensions at Loughborough and
Leicester, as well as other planned areas of growth, which will incorporate good quality
design and reflect our strong local distinctiveness.
Our communities will have access to homes to suit their needs. There will be provision
of affordable housing including in rural communities. Issues previously associated with
houses in multiple occupation will have been managed and social cohesion will have
improved.
Growth at Loughborough will be managed to respond to its rich history and relationship
with Charnwood Forest whilst supporting the town centre as the main economic, social
and cultural heart of the Borough. The town will have benefitted from regeneration
which capitalises on our industrial heritage including the Great Central Railway and
12
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the Grand Union Canal. The town centre will be an attractive, compact and walkable
destination for shopping, leisure, entertainment and culture. It will be a town for all
ages, providing an attractive place to live as well as visit.
Growth at Shepshed will support the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth
Plan’s proposal for the Leicestershire International Gateway, secure regeneration that
enhances the physical fabric of the town and makes the most of the surrounding forest
and natural environment. Settlements located within and adjacent to the Charnwood
Forest will be known for their intrinsic connection with that special landscape. Our
other settlements will have an attractive provision of local shops, culture and leisure
facilities and will have retained their individual identity.
Our communities will have better access to jobs and services, with a choice to safely
and conveniently walk or cycle. For longer trips, Charnwood will be known for its
excellent connections by public transport. Some trips will no longer be necessary as
an expansive broadband network will make Charnwood one of the best connected
semi-rural boroughs in the country. In turn this will improve local air quality by reducing
car emissions.
Our communities will enjoy a cleaner and greener environment. Charnwood will be
safe and resilient to the impacts of climate change and will be playing its part in
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, particularly through its woodland and forest
character of a mosaic of (internationally important) geology, outcrops, remnants of
heathland and heath grassland.
Our communities will have a sense of ownership and increased pride in development
within their local areas through their engagement with neighbourhood planning.
Communities will feel empowered to engage with planning.

Objectives
To achieve this vision the Council has identified the following objectives for the local
plan, which have been informed by the principles of sustainable development.
Development Strategy
1. To respond to the demand for housing and employment land by focusing growth
at :
•

Loughborough, to capitalise on its rich history, to support the town centre,
and for the town to continue to be the main economic, social and cultural
heart of the Borough and an attractive, compact and walkable destination for
shopping, leisure, entertainment and culture;

•

the edge of Leicester, to support Leicestershire’s central city; and

•

Shepshed, in its role in supporting the Leicestershire International Gateway.
to secure its regeneration and make the most of its location on the edge of
Charnwood Forest.
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2. To reduce the need to travel by car, and the distance travelled, and increase the
use of walking, cycling and public transport to access jobs, key services and
facilities.
3. To create distinctive and attractive places for people to live in by requiring high
quality design that enhances a place’s individual identity and seeking high
environmental standards in all development.
Society: Supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities
1. To provide our communities with access to homes to suit their needs and providing
affordable homes, including for rural communities.
2. To ensure that there is a network of vibrant local centres so residents have good
access to a range of shops, services and facilities.
3. To increase access to a wide range of services and facilities for all people, having
regard for their needs.
4. To promote health and well-being, by ensuring that residents have access to
health care, wildlife rich local parks and other green spaces, the countryside and
facilities for sport and recreation, creative and community activities, and by
promoting healthy and active lifestyles in the Borough.
5. To promote strong, cohesive and balanced communities and improve social
cohesion. This will include responding to changes in demographics, for example
in influencing the type of housing provision that is required, and managing the
issues associated with concentrations of houses in multiple occupation.
6. To reduce poverty and deprivation, particularly in those parts of the Borough
identified as areas of relatively higher need, for example the Priority
Neighbourhoods of Loughborough East, Loughborough West, Mountsorrel and
South Charnwood.
7. To protect and reassure our communities through the reduction of crime, antisocial behaviour and the fear of crime.
8. To assist our communities in their engagement with neighbourhood planning and
use Neighbourhood Plans as appropriate to inform planning decisions.
Environment: Contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and
historic environment
1. To promote the prudent use of resources and reduction of waste through patterns
of development, design, transport measures, reducing the use of minerals, energy
and water, minimising waste and encouraging recycling.
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2. To reduce net greenhouse gas emissions, in support of achieving a carbon neutral
Borough, and reduce and adapt to the impacts of climate change.
3. To protect and enhance the range of habitats and species found in Charnwood,
seek to deliver biodiversity gain and reverse habitat fragmentation and the
recovery of ecological networks.
4. To protect and enhance the historic environment and their settings and the identity
of the Borough’s locally distinctive towns, villages and neighbourhoods.
5. To protect the special and distinctive qualities of all landscapes, maintaining local
distinctiveness and sense of place, and paying special attention to impacts on
Charnwood Forest, supporting the National Forest Strategy and tree planting and
natural regeneration throughout the Borough. This includes the initiative to
establish the Charnwood Forest Regional Park ambition.
6. To protect the Borough’s soil resources, ensure the sustainable management of
the Borough’s mineral resources and protect the Borough’s geodiversity.
7. To improve local air quality, protect and improve the quality and quantity of the
water in the Borough’s surface and groundwaters and reduce other forms of
pollution in the Borough.
8. To reduce the risk to people and properties from flooding, particularly in vulnerable
locations such as parts of Loughborough and the villages of the Soar and Wreake
Valleys.
9. To make efficient use of land, to limit the need for greenfield development and
encourage the re-use of brownfield land and underused buildings.
Economy: Helping build a strong responsive and competitive economy
1. To support a strong and diverse economy that will provide more employment
opportunities for local people including higher skilled, better paid jobs in the
knowledge-based sector including high technology research and manufacturing,
sports, tourism, low carbon industry, and creative and cultural industry clusters.
2. To develop new, and enhance connections to existing, transport infrastructure and
integrated transport schemes that support growth and include measures to
improve safety and reduce the adverse environmental and other impacts of traffic
on local communities.
3. To sustain and enhance Loughborough town centre as a prosperous, attractive
and vibrant destination for shopping, entertainment and leisure as well as a place
to live.
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4. To capitalise on the benefits to the Borough of Loughborough University,
especially those associated with its reputation as a centre of sporting excellence
and for research into new technologies and sustainability.
5.

To strengthen business and technological links with the city of Leicester through
Thurmaston and the area around Watermead Country Park.

6. To regenerate Shepshed town centre and support its future prosperity.
7. To encourage thriving and diverse sustainable rural enterprises and farming, and
the promotion of local foods and local energy sources.
In order to achieve sustainable development we have prepared policies that meet our
economic, social and environmental objectives. We see these objectives as
interdependent and there are therefore links between the chapters of this local plan.

Development Strategy
A Strategy for Charnwood’s Future Development
Our development strategy sets out the scale and pattern of development in the
Borough. It flows from the vision and objectives and our understanding of the Borough
and the key opportunities and challenges it faces.
We want to meet the development needs of our communities, create a strong and
lasting economy and protect our environmental assets to create a good quality of life
for all our residents.
Our strategy aims to guide new development to the most suitable locations in the
Borough, avoid development in our most environmentally sensitive locations and
reduce the Borough’s contribution to global warming. This means having regard to:
• the role of Loughborough as the economic, cultural and social focus of the
Borough;
• our relationship with the city of Leicester;
• the separate strong identity and character of our settlements;
• our valued landscapes, biodiversity and heritage;
• the impacts of and contributions to climate change, including the risk of flooding;
and
• access to jobs, services, infrastructure and sustainable travel options.
Our development strategy aims to direct development to locations that provide access
to jobs, services, infrastructure and where there are alternatives to the private car.
Successful planning should lead to the creation of healthy places in the Borough. Our
evidence shows that Charnwood is already a healthy place to live compared with other
places in the East Midlands and the rest of the country. However, there is recognition
that encouraging more people to adopt active lifestyles is an important public health
objective. We want well-designed places that consider people’s well-being and
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encourage walking and cycling as physically active modes of transport and enable
people to have convenient access to open spaces and other facilities for active
recreation and play, the natural environment and health care facilities.
Our strategy also takes account of the Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and
Leicestershire, which provides a long-term vision for the housing market area to
address the challenges and opportunities in the area to 2050. The Growth Plan
promotes developing Leicester’s role as the central city. It also includes an A46 priority
growth corridor around the south and east of Leicester terminating in the south east of
Charnwood and an International Gateway in the area around the junction of the A42
and the M1 motorway. It encourages managed growth at Loughborough and other
market towns, an A5 improvement corridor and Melton Mowbray as a key centre for
regeneration and growth.
The development strategy in the local plan takes account of all these social, economic
and environmental factors in identifying an appropriate spatial pattern of homes, jobs
and facilities. It has been prepared having considered the reasonable alternative
options for development and should be used to understand whether individual
proposals are acceptable in principle.
Amount of Development Needed
Both the UK’s and the Borough’s populations are increasing with people living longer,
birth rates exceeding death rates and more people moving in than leaving the
Borough. As a consequence we have growing and changing communities which need
homes, jobs, shops and services. The role of the local plan is to make provision for
the right amount of development to meet our communities' needs for housing,
employment shops and services.
Local Housing Needs
The Local Housing Need for Charnwood has been calculated using the standard
methodology set out in the National Planning Practice Guidance. This shows there is
a need for 1,111 new homes a year for the period 2021-2037. This is a total of 17,776
homes.
We have considered whether the Local Housing Need figure needs to be adjusted to
take account of economic circumstances in the Borough. Our evidence on local
housing needs and economic needs indicates that our Local Housing Need figure does
not need to be adjusted for economic circumstances.
In addition, we have considered whether our Local Housing Need figure needs to be
adjusted to take account of the delivery of affordable housing. Our evidence shows
that provision of new affordable housing is an important and pressing issue in the
Borough. It does not however conclude that there is a need to consider a housing
requirement greater than our Local Housing Need figure in order to enable the delivery
of more affordable housing. This is because some of the affordable housing need is
already counted in the Local Housing Need figure as this measures the total number
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of new households that will form, including those in need of affordable housing.
Identifying this group again in our housing need evidence does not therefore
demonstrate an additional overall need for housing above that identified. In addition,
many households with a need for affordable housing will already be living in housing
and so providing an affordable housing option will release another home meaning
there is no overall net increase in the need.
Charnwood forms part of the wider housing market of Leicester and Leicestershire
and city of Leicester has declared an unmet housing and employment need.
Charnwood Borough has been actively engaged with its partners in the Housing
Market Area to accommodate this need in the most sustainable way. A Statement of
Common Ground is advanced between partners setting out the process by which
unmet need will be distributed. Policy DS2 provides a clear mechanism for the local
plan to be reviewed, and then updated if necessary, once the Statement of Common
Ground is agreed by all partners.
A significant proportion of our housing need will be met through existing planning
permissions including for three Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs) that will deliver
homes throughout the local plan period, and in the case of North East of Leicester
beyond 2037 as well:
•
•
•

North East of Leicester at Thurmaston known as Thorpebury (planning
permission for 4,500 homes)
West of Loughborough known as Garendon Park (planning permission for
3,200 homes); and
North of Birstall known as Broadnook (planning permission for 1,950 homes).

The table below shows both the amount of homes needed and how many of the homes
already have planning permission and are expected to be delivered by 2037. The table
shows 7,185 homes are required to meet our needs for the longer plan period up to
2037 once commitments are considered.
Table 1: Housing Need and Supply 2021-37
Housing Need
Local Housing Need 1,111 homes per year x 16 years
Housing Supply
North East Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
Other planning permissions at 31st March 2021
Supply Total
Flexibility

18

Page 38

Number
17,776
3,205
3,200
1,950
2,248
10,603

It is important to recognise that unforeseen changes can affect the delivery of sites
and our plan includes sufficient flexibility to allow for such circumstances and enable
delivery of housing to meet our needs over the plan period.
Local
Flexibility SUE
Housing Need (10%)
Delivery
(LHN)
2021-37
17,776

+1,778

Planning
To be found
Permissions
(LHN + Flexibility –
(commitments) SUE and
Commitments)
2,248
8,951

8,355

Employment Needs and Regeneration
We have worked with all the authorities in the Leicester and Leicestershire Functional
Economic Market Area (FEMA) to understand our employment needs and tested this
at a local level. Our evidence identifies a need for 55.47ha of employment land over
the plan period. This need is made up of 11.92ha for offices and 43.55ha for general
industrial and small scale warehouse units. This identified need includes a 10ha
contingency in the supply of general industrial land to address low vacancy rates,
choice and market imbalance.
Charnwood forms part of the wider housing market of Leicester and Leicestershire
and the city of Leicester has declared an unmet employment need . We have actively
engaged with its partners in the FEMA to accommodate this need in the most
sustainable way. A Statement of Common Ground is advanced between partners
setting out the process by which the unmet need will be distributed. Policy DS2
provides a clear mechanism for the local plan to be reviewed, and then updated if
necessary, once the Statement of Common Ground is agreed by all partners.
The scale of need for larger strategic distribution units in Leicestershire is being
investigated with our partners, with most demand focussed in Harborough, North West
Leicestershire, Hinckley and Bosworth, and Blaby. We are considering this at a
Leicester and Leicestershire FEMA level to ensure a coordinated approach in
addressing the needs of the sector, which operates at a sub-regional, regional and
national level that requires significant cross boundary cooperation to meet their
development needs. Our approach to strategic distribution is set out in our economy
and regeneration chapter.
We have reviewed our existing employment commitments, and these continue to meet
our needs and deliver our preferred strategy for economic growth. Our commitments
include employment provision as part of the allocated Sustainable Urban Extensions
and other allocations and planning permissions. We will carry forward the existing
commitments and allocate these in the local plan which will provide sufficient supply
to meet need over the plan period. Employment land is primarily built out in response
to demand, with little speculative investor engagement in the market for industrial
development; however, we have sought to ensure that our strategic employment land
supply is available in a variety of locations, across the plan period to help meet our
needs.
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In order to provide flexibility in the supply of employment land and support the
Council’s objectives in relation to the Leicestershire International Gateway and the
regeneration of Shepshed, an additional allocation of 5ha of employment land is
identified close to existing areas of employment land in the town to support the
availability of land in the short and medium term.
Our Employment Land Trajectory is set out at Appendix 2. We will use this trajectory
as part of our consideration of proposals which are not allocated in the local plan
Table 2: Strategic Employment Need and Supply 2021 – 2037

Office (ha)

General Industrial /
Small Warehousing
(ha)

11.92

43.55

West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban
Extension (total 16 ha)

4

12

North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban
Extension (total 13 ha)

1.7

11.3

North of Birstall Sustainable Urban
Extension (total 15 ha)

1.5

13.5

Dishley Grange, Loughborough

3.6

5.4

Watermead Business Park

2.5

9.5

Other Employment Land Supply at 31
March 2021

2.5

14.3

Total

15.8

66

Balance Need and Supply

3.88

22.45

Employment Need
Employment Supply

Loughborough University and its Science and Enterprise Park provide a focus for
innovative, leading edge companies in fields such as life sciences, pharmaceuticals
and engineering. We have a long-standing commitment to the extension of the
Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park to support growth in the high technology
and knowledge economy. Our strategy makes provision for the continued extension
of the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park up to 73 (gross) hectares of land to
the west of the existing site on the edge of Loughborough in a high quality landscaped
setting.
Town Centre and Retail Needs
Across the country the way people are using town centres is changing. In recent
years, shoppers have been increasingly prepared to travel in order to access the
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greater choice of shops and leisure facilities that are more commonly available in
larger towns and cities. The trend for shoppers to use larger centres and for a greater
proportion of shopping to be done online presents a significant challenge to all retail
centres but particularly those of smaller towns and villages. Our evidence tells us that
despite these national trends, the proportion of spending on non-food shopping in
Loughborough has remained stable since 2013. This suggests that, despite the
challenging environment, Loughborough town centre continues to function well as a
retail destination.
Taking account of developments that are already planned, and the amount of money
that is expected to be available for spending on both food shopping and non-food
shopping, in physical retail space there is no quantitative need for any new floorspace
for food shopping in Charnwood up to 2036 and only a need post 2028 for between
3,000 sqm and 4,500 sqm for new non-food shopping. Our evidence tells us that the
most appropriate site for accommodating this new non-food need is at Baxter
Gate/Pinfold Gate in Loughborough. The Covid-19 pandemic has accelerated trends
for more shopping to take place ‘online’ with the implications that future floor space
needs are less predictable and our policy response is therefore necessarily more
flexible in this regard.
Regeneration Strategy
At the same time as planning for new homes, employment and retailing is the need to
regenerate parts of our Borough in order to support deprived communities, to respond
to rapidly changing economic conditions, and to support economic growth.
Our regeneration strategy focuses on Loughborough including the Town Centre,
Bishop Meadow and Industrial Heritage Quarter in the East of the Town, together with
Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park to the west. Shepshed Town Centre and
the area around Watermead Country Park are also areas of regeneration priority as
part of wider regeneration of the borough.
Significant progress has been achieved on regenerating the Borough since the Core
Strategy was adopted in 2015 with major commercial development taking place on
sites in and around Loughborough town centre and improvements to the public realm
at Loughborough and Shepshed town centres now in progress. This progress will be
further supported through the Loughborough Town Centre Masterplan (2018) and with
the preparation of a Town Investment Plan for Loughborough, which aims to address
challenges facing Loughborough including the hollowing out of the town centre, vacant
land and buildings, poor public realm, flood risk and traffic congestion.
Regeneration of our urban areas is considered further in the place polices for Leicester
Urban Area, Loughborough and Shepshed. The need to support the regeneration of
existing urban areas has been considered as part of the strategy for new development
which is considered in the section below.
KEY DIAGRAM
Location of Development
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Our strategy identifies a pattern of development that seeks to support our economy,
provide a balance between homes and jobs in the Borough and ensure access to
services and facilities including education, health, shops, leisure and open space. It
has been informed by an understanding of the Borough’s environment and the
relationship between our settlements and the countryside.
Our strategy is built on an understanding of our settlement hierarchy. We have
assessed the services and facilities available within our settlements and the
relationship each settlement has with the urban centres of Loughborough and
Leicester. This has helped us to understand each settlement’s role and function and
which settlements might be capable of supporting new development. Our settlement
hierarchy is shown in table 3.
Table 3: Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy
HIERARCHY CATEGORY
Urban Centre

SETTLEMENT
Loughborough

A settlement that has a range of employment opportunities
and higher order services that meet all of the day to day needs
of residents and are accessible to the surrounding area
Urban Settlement
A settlement that has a range and choice of services and
facilities that meet the day to day needs of residents and
physically or functionally forms part of a wider Leicester or
Loughborough Urban Area
Service Centre

Shepshed
Birstall
Syston
Thurmaston

Anstey
Barrow upon Soar
A settlement that has a range of services and facilities to meet Mountsorrel
most of the day to day needs of residents and good Quorn
accessibility to services not available within the settlement
Rothley
Sileby
Other Settlement
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HIERARCHY CATEGORY

SETTLEMENT

Barkby
Burton on the Wolds
Cossington
East Goscote
Hathern
Newtown Linford
Queniborough
Rearsby
Seagrave
Swithland
Thrussington
Thurcaston
Woodhouse Eaves
Wymeswold
Barkby Thorpe
Small Villages or Hamlets in the Countryside
Beeby
A settlement that has limited services and facilities to meet the Cotes
Cropston
day to day needs of the residents.
Hoton
Prestwold
Ratcliffe on the Wreake
South Croxton
Ulverscroft
Walton on the Wolds
Wanlip
Woodhouse
Woodthorpe
A settlement that has some of the services and facilities to
meet the day to day needs of residents

Markfield lies within Hinckley and Bosworth Borough, but the built form of the village
lies on the boundary with Charnwood. Markfield is considered to have a range of
services and facilities that is consistent with a Service Centre, and our strategy has
considered potential growth at Markfield within Charnwood’s Borough boundary in this
context.
Our development strategy has been informed by a sustainability appraisal and
prepared in the context of the Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire
with local priorities expressed through the local plan vision.
Our development strategy results from detailed testing of reasonable alternative
options which began in the ‘Towards a Local Plan for Charnwood’ discussion paper
(April 2018). Reasonable options at this stage included different scales of growth
across the Borough and also different amounts of development going to the different
tiers in the settlement hierarchy. Consultation responses to the discussion paper did
not highlight any further reasonable alternatives and did not provide any strong degree
of consensus as to a preferred option.
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Evidence, consultation responses and the sustainability appraisal informed the
development strategy that was consulted on in the Draft Charnwood Local Plan
Consultation (October 2019). At this stage the preferred strategy included 2,000 new
homes at the edge of Leicester, 2,000 new homes at Loughborough, 2,000 at
Shepshed, 1,000 at the Service Centres and 800 at Other Settlements. A detailed
constraints assessment was undertaken for all sites in the Strategic Housing and
Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) and the draft local plan included
specific sites that were considered to best fit the overall strategy.
Consultation responses to the draft local plan led to refinements in the development
strategy in two key ways:
•
•

the scale of homes to be planned for, and
detailed responses from infrastructure providers indicating that the way homes
are distributed needed further consideration.

Further sites were submitted during 2019 and 2020 which were also assessed to the
same level as other SHELAA sites and formed part of the reconsideration of the
development strategy. A sustainability appraisal was used to understand the point at
which significant adverse impacts would be encountered for different amounts of
growth in different tiers of the settlement hierarchy. Significant engagement was
undertaken with the Local Education Authority and Clinical Commissioning Groups to
understand the capacity of schools and medical centres and the options available for
the expansion in provision. This more detailed consideration led to significant
refinements to the development strategy, notably in the Service Centres.
Details of the alternative reasonable options considered are fully outlined in the
Sustainability Appraisal that accompanies the local plan.
Overall Principles
The overall principle underlying the allocation of land for development has been to
avoid significant adverse impacts on social, economic and environmental objectives.
wherever possible. Alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts have
been pursued. Where significant adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation
measures are set out.
Our strategy is to direct development to those locations where there is a genuine
opportunity to walk, cycle or use public transport and which reduce the need to travel
by private car. Reducing the need to travel by private car is one of the key ways in
which the locational strategy can reduce contributions to climate change. In identifying
sites in our development strategy, we have considered the accessibility of services
and facilities by sustainable modes of transport.
Our development strategy is for urban concentration and intensification with some
limited growth dispersed to other areas of the Borough. It focuses housing and
employment at the edge of Leicester, proposes managed growth at Loughborough,
directs some growth to Shepshed and smaller scale growth to the Service Centres
and Other Settlements as set out in the table below.
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Priority has been given to the development of sites within our urban areas and
particularly within Loughborough town centre to support its vitality and viability. This
includes new homes as well as town centre uses and employment opportunities, such
as retail, offices, entertainment and leisure which are best suited to town centre
locations.
Table 4: Development Strategy for Homes 2021-37
Settlement

Housing Supply

Distribution of
New Homes

Total Homes

Leicester Urban Edge

5,254

2,104

7,358

Loughborough

3,831

2,242

6,073

Shepshed

453

1,878

2,331

Service Centres

928

1,819

2,747

Other Settlements

119

815

934

Small Villages/Hamlets

18

0

18

10,603

8,858

19,461

Total

Our development strategy includes a variety of sizes of sites in a variety of locations
and includes both strategic sites, which have the benefit of supporting the provision of
on site infrastructure, and small sites which will help to support small builders, provide
market choice and contribute to the supply of new homes. We will work with
landowners, developers and our communities to bring forward additional small sites
including through neighbourhood plans.
Leicester Urban Area
The focus of development at the edge of Leicester reflects our commitment to the
economic and social focus of the city which is central to the success of the wider
Housing and Economic Market Area of Leicester and Leicestershire. It is intended that
development at the edge of the city reinforces our relationship with the city and the
economic and social opportunities it presents.
It has been necessary to identify some housing sites in Green Wedges, with the
strategic need for development, on balance, outweighing the loss of Green Wedge.
Following consultation with local authority partners, there is recognition that in
allocating development in Green Wedges, significant and coordinated mitigation will
be required.
Most of our housing growth in the Leicester Urban Area will be delivered through two
Sustainable Urban Extensions which will also provide employment land for the wider
Leicester Urban Area. The regeneration of Thurmaston will continue to be supported
by maximising the potential of Watermead Country Park and identifying land adjacent
to A607 to help meet our need for jobs.
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Loughborough Urban Centre
Our strategy for Loughborough gives priority to new development within the existing
urban area including the areas in and closest to the town centre. This managed
approach to growth will support the town’s role as an Urban Centre and maintain it as
the social, cultural and economic focus for the Borough. This will also support the
regeneration of the town and its long-term vitality and viability. This has included
allocating sites within the urban area where adverse impacts exist and this in
recognition of our strategy of urban intensification and concentration.
This approach is complemented by new and committed extensions to the town. These
have taken into account the key constraints of the wide River Soar flood plain to the
east, sensitive Charnwood Forest landscapes to the south and west of the town, the
heritage of Garendon Registered Park and Garden, the settlement identities of Quorn,
Woodthorpe and Hathern, and transport constraints.
Our strategy also seeks to maintain strategically important links in the wildlife network
, keeping them free from built form to ensure connectivity between the Charnwood
Forest and River Soar, two of Leicestershire’s most strategically important areas for
biodiversity.
Shepshed
The growth directed to Shepshed will complement the existing commitments and reflects
the accessibility to services and facilities and evidence of landscape, ecological and
transport capacity. Our strategy supports the Leicestershire International Gateway set
out in the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan.
Our strategy takes account of the sensitivity of the Black Brook and Charnwood Forest
and the impact on air quality. Development in Shepshed will support the regeneration
of the District Centre and improve access to jobs, services and facilities.
Service Centres and Other Settlements
The provision of accessible primary school education within the Service Centres and
Other Settlements has been important to the development of an appropriate
development strategy for Charnwood. Our strategy includes growth in our Service
Centres and some of our Other Settlements where there is existing school capacity
and ensures sufficient levels of development to support the provision of new or
extended schools as necessary.
The growth dispersed to the Service Centres and Other Settlements provides housing
in a variety of locations which improves the prospects for housing delivery whilst taking
account of landscape and settlement identity constraints outlined in the overall vision
and strategy.
The smaller amount of development directed to Other Settlements reflects the smaller
range of services and facilities in these villages compared to urban areas and Service
Centres within Charnwood.
Countryside
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The Policies Map shows the Limits to Development for the Urban Centre, Urban Areas,
Service Centres and Other Settlements in the Borough. These boundaries define the
cohesive built form of settlements, taking account of development allocations made,
and makes them distinct from the Countryside. Our small villages and hamlets do not
have Limits to Development defined and will be treated as part of the Countryside.
Countryside is the largely undeveloped land beyond the defined Limits to Development
of our towns and villages and has its own intrinsic character and beauty.
The Limits to Development, and by extension the edge of the Countryside, are an
integral part of our development strategy to guide development to sustainable
locations.
Neighbourhood Areas
Charnwood has twelve designated neighbourhood areas – Anstey; Barrow upon Soar;
Cossington; Thrussington; Thurcaston and Cropston; Queniborough; Quorn; Rearsby;
Rothley; Sileby; Wolds Villages; and Woodhouse. The National Planning Policy
Framework includes a requirement to set out a housing requirement for designated
neighbourhood areas, taking into account any relevant allocations.
The plan makes provision for a greater number of homes than the housing requirement
for the Borough between 2021 and 2037 through allocations. Our development
strategy has been strongly influenced by the need for sustainable development to be
accompanied by the infrastructure that is required to support it, particularly primary
school education. This has led development to be directed to certain settlements and
not others at a strategic level. For these reasons we have chosen not to set out an
additional housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas for this time
period.
We will continue to support neighbourhood planning groups that wish to meet more
local housing needs. Where requested by a neighbourhood planning body, an
indicative housing requirement figure will be provided taking account of the latest
housing need and infrastructure evidence at that time, the delivery of allocated sites
and the period that the neighbourhood plan would cover.
The parish of Wymeswold is not yet a designated neighbourhood area. There are a
number of available sites that adjoin the village and are similar in size and character
and capacity in the local primary school. A housing requirement figure of up to 60
homes has been set for that area should it be designated as a neighbourhood area in
the future so that the most suitable site can be determined locally.
Policy DS1: Development Strategy
The overall spatial strategy for Charnwood between 2021 and 2037 is urban
concentration and intensification with some limited dispersal to other areas of
the Borough. The most environmentally sensitive areas will be protected and
the pattern of development will provide a balance between homes, jobs and
facilities.
We will support sustainable development that:
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•

contributes towards meeting our needs for housing, employment and
town centre uses within the defined Limits to Development and
allocations defined in this plan;

•

minimises the need to travel, particularly by private car, and prioritises
public transport, walking and cycling;

•

protects the intrinsic character of the Countryside;

•

maintains the functions of Green Wedges and Areas of Local Separation;

•

safeguards and delivers a net gain in biodiversity;

•

supports Loughborough as the main social, economic and cultural focus
within the Borough and its compact and walkable town centre;

•

supports the vitality and viability of the Town Centre, District Centres and
Local Centres to serve the day to day needs of their communities;

•

supports the regeneration and economic success of urban areas;

•

makes efficient use of land including using brownfield or underused land
and buildings;

•

safeguards services and facilities;

•

contributes to local priorities identified in neighbourhood plans; and

•

is in accordance with the policies in this plan.

New Homes
The housing requirement for Charnwood is 17,776 homes between 2021 and
2037 and provision for at least 19,461 new homes will be made. Land for new
homes has been identified based on the optimum balance between social,
environmental and economic considerations taking account of strategic and
local priorities. The pattern of development for new homes in our spatial strategy
is as follows:

Number of
Homes

Pattern of
Development

Leicester Urban Area (Birstall, Syston,
Thurmaston)
Loughborough Urban Centre

7,358

38%

6,073

31%

Shepshed Urban Area

2,331

12%

Service Centres
(Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel,
Quorn, Rothley, Sileby)

2,747

14%
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Number of
Homes

Pattern of
Development

Other Settlements

934

5%

Small Villages and Hamlets

18

0%

19,461

100%

Total

New Employment and Retail
Provision is made for up to 81.8 hectares of employment land between 2021 and
2037. Employment land is identified to meet the economic and regeneration
needs of our communities and support the economic success of Charnwood
and Leicester. The majority of new employment will be delivered as part of
Sustainable Urban Extensions and Watermead Business Park with a smaller
proportion allocated in Shepshed, and, within and adjoining Service Centres
and Other Settlements.
Provision is made for the extension to Loughborough Science and Enterprise
Park of up to 73 hectares to support the continued role of Loughborough in the
knowledge based sector.
Provision will be made for up to 4,500 sqm (net) of comparison retail floorspace
(non-food) at the Baxter Gate/Pinfold Gate Opportunity Site in Loughborough,
as part of a mixed use development.
Environment
Development will be directed to those locations of the least environmental or
amenity value and to locations within the Borough at the lowest risk of flooding,
applying the Sequential Test where applicable, and if necessary, applying the
Exception Test.
Development proposals should conserve and enhance the built and natural
environment, protect biodiversity and mitigate and adapt to climate change in
accordance with policies in this plan.
Areas designated as Countryside, Areas of Local Separation, Green Wedges
and Charnwood Forest Regional Park are identified on the Policies Map. These
designations are an integral part of the spatial strategy that has been identified
to deliver growth in the context of the objective of conserving and protecting
the character of our towns and villages and the intrinsic character and beauty
of the countryside.
Implementation of Spatial Strategy
The effect of our spatial strategy is that new built development will be confined
to sites allocated in this local plan and Neighbourhood Plans, and other land
29

Page 49

within the Limits to Development subject to specific exceptions set out in this
plan. Development proposals which do not accord with this spatial strategy will
not be considered compatible with the vision or to meet the objectives of the
plan and will not be considered sustainable development, and as a result will
not be supported.
In circumstances where a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land cannot be
demonstrated, proposals for development should only be refused where any
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits. In these circumstances, proposals are only likely to be permitted
where they:
•
•
•
•

accord with the pattern of development set out in table above;
adjoin the Limits to Development;
do not prejudice the delivery of infrastructure set out at appendix 3; and
accord with other development plan policies.

If any one of the above criteria are not met, proposals will be considered to have
significant adverse impacts.

Leicester and Leicestershire Unmet Needs
There is a long track record of effective joint working on strategic matters across
Leicester and Leicestershire. The nine local authorities continuously engaged with
each other on the strategic matters, throughout the preparation of local plans across
the area.
Leicester City Council has identified an unmet need for housing and employment
through its draft local plan. The Leicester and Leicestershire authorities have been
engaged in a process of testing reasonable alternative options for meeting Leicester’s
unmet need through a Sustainability Appraisal process with a view to agreeing an
apportionment of the unmet need ahead of the submission of this local plan.
The change in Leicester’s housing need on 16 December 2020 (resulting from
Government changes to the standard method for calculating housing need) is so
significant that additional work is now needed. We will continue to actively engage in
the programme of work planned to address the scale and redistribution of unmet need
in the Housing Market Area with the objective of agreeing a Statement of Common
Ground with other authorities across Leicester and Leicestershire. We will do this
whilst maintaining progress with the preparation of the Charnwood local plan.
Avoiding delays is critical to demonstrating and maintaining a five year supply of
deliverable housing sites in the Borough. Delay will lead to unplanned development
and a lack certainty for communities and private and public sector investors in the
intervening period. This certainty is also needed to ensure appropriate infrastructure
is secured and to assist the economy in its recovery from the Covid-19 pandemic.
The Council will continue to work collaboratively with the Leicester & Leicestershire
authorities to establish the scale and redistribution of unmet housing and employment
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needs in the Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area
(FEMA). This will be achieved through a Statement of Common Ground addressing
the scale and redistribution of unmet need arising in Leicester or elsewhere in the
HMA/FEMA.
Policy DS2: Leicester and Leicestershire Unmet Needs
Within 6 months of the agreement by all partners of the Statement of Common
Ground for the apportionment of unmet housing and employment need, the
Council will publish a review of this local plan. Should a full or partial update be
triggered by the review, the Council will commence the update (defined as being
publication of an invitation to make representations in accordance with
Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012) within 12 months of the publication of the review. Once the
update has commenced the Council will submit the Plan Update to the Planning
Inspectorate for Examination within a further 36 months of the date of
commencement of the update.
Housing Allocations
Our spatial strategy has identified the most appropriate locations for development to
meet the Borough’s housing needs while meeting our other strategic objectives and
the wider aims of sustainable development. We have used a site selection process
informed by sustainability appraisal to identify the most suitable housing sites from
those that are available to achieve the distribution of development set out in our spatial
strategy. That process has also been informed by the need to secure the provision of
the infrastructure necessary to support sustainable development.
For a number of sites we have included site specific policies that are required to
address specific constraints, wider objectives or other issues related to those sites.
Site policies should be read in conjunction with the place-based and topic-based
policies in the plan. If there is no site policy this means that the issues relating to that
site are adequately addressed by applying place-based and topic-based policies in
this Local Plan.
Policy DS3: Housing Allocations
We will make provision for homes in accordance with Policy DS1 and will
support housing development on the sites listed in this policy. We will support
development that:
•
•

is cohesive and integrated with other allocations set out in this plan
including in relation to the provision of new schools and other infrastructure;
and
in accordance with the other policies in this plan and the site specific
requirements set out in this policy below.

The following sites are allocated for housing, as outlined on the Policies Map:
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Policy
Ref

Site Name

Sustainable Urban Extensions
LUA2
North East of Leicester
LUA3
North of Birstall
LUC2
West of Loughborough
Leicester Urban Area
HA1
Land South East of Syston
HA2
Barkby Road
HA3
Land north of Barkby Road
HA4
Queniborough Lodge
HA5
Land at Melton Road
HA6
Brook Street
HA7
Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane
HA8
Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby Lane
HA9
Works opposite 46 Brook Street
HA10
Works adjacent 46 Brook Street
Rear of Manor Medical Centre,
HA11
Melton Road
Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey
HA12
Lane
Park View Nursery Site off Gynsill
HA13
Lane
HA14
Land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close
Loughborough Urban Centre
HA15
Land south of Loughborough
HA16
Laburnum Way
Moat Farm, Land south west of
HA17
Loughborough
HA18
Land to r/o Snells Nook Lane
HA19
Park Grange Farm, Newstead Way
HA20
Land off Beacon Road
Part of Baxter Gate Opportunity
HA21
Site
HA22
Devonshire Square
HA23
Market Street
HA24
Southfields Council Offices
HS25
138-144 Knighthorpe Road
HA26
Former Limehurst Depot
Former Main Post Office, Sparrow
HA27
Hill
HA28
Land off Derby Square
HA29
Southfields Road Car Park
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Location

Number
of
Homes

Site
Specific
Policy

Thurmaston
Birstall
Loughborough

4,500
1,950
3,200

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Syston
Syston
Syston
Syston
Syston
Syston
Thurmaston
Thurmaston
Thurmaston
Thurmaston

960
270
195
132
31
15
105
39
7
5

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Thurmaston

20

Glenfield

260

Page XX

Glenfield

30

Page XX

Birstall

35
Total: 2,104

Page XX
Page XX

Page XX

Loughborough
Loughborough

723
422

Page XX
Page XX

Loughborough

205

Page XX

Loughborough
Loughborough
Loughborough

120
15
30

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Loughborough

210

Page XX

Loughborough
Loughborough
Loughborough
Loughborough
Loughborough

39
72
163
13
138

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Loughborough

16

Page XX

Loughborough
43
Loughborough
33
Total: 2,242

Page XX

Page XX
Page XX

Policy
Ref

Site Name

Shepshed Urban Area
HA30
Land off Fairway Road
HA31
Land north of Ashby Road,
HA32
Land off Tickow Lane (south)
HA33
Land at Oakley Road
HA34
Land off Tickow Lane (north)
Land North of Hallamford Road
HA35
and West of Shepshed
HA36
20 Moscow Lane
HA37
Land rear of 62 Iveshead Road
HA38
Land to rear of 54 Iveshead Road
Land fronting Ashby Road and
HA39
Ingleberry Road
Land to the west of the
HA40
B591/Ingleberry Rd & north of
Iveshead Lane
HA41
Land south of Ashby Road Central
HA42
32 Charnwood Road
Service Centres
HA43
Land west of Anstey
HA44
Fairhaven Farm
HA45

Land to south of Melton Road

HA46

Land off Melton Road

HA47

Land adjoining 84 Melton Road

HA48

Land off Willow Road

HA49

Land off Cotes Road

HA50
HA51
HA52
HA53
HA54
HA55

East of Loughborough Road
Land south of Rothley
971 Loughborough Road
Land off Barnards Drive
Land off Homefield Road
Rear of The Maltings High Street
Land off Kendal Road(South of
Butler Way and Gray Lane)
36 Charles Street
9 King Street

HA56
HA57
HA58
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Location

Number
of
Homes

Site
Specific
Policy

Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed

100
190
300
133
394

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Shepshed

250

Page XX

Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed

49
68
5

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Shepshed

151

Page XX

Shepshed

174

Page XX

Shepshed
Shepshed

49
15
Total 1,878

Page XX
Page XX

Anstey
Anstey
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Quorn
Rothley
Rothley
Sileby
Sileby
Sileby

600
47

Page XX
Page XX

130

Page XX

120

Page XX

18

Page XX

215

Page XX

220

Page XX

75
40
9
228
55
13

Page XX

Sileby

24

Page XX

Sileby
Sileby

11
14
Total 1,819

Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

Page XX

Policy
Ref

Site Name

Other Settlements
Land to rear of Derry's Garden
HA59
Centre
HA60
Land off Melton Road
Land to the rear of 89
HA61
Loughborough Road,
HA62
The Leys
HA63
Land off Zouch Road
HA64
Land at Threeways Farm
HA65
Land off Melton Road
HA66
Land off Gaddesby Lane
HA67
44 Hoby Road
HA68
Land off Old Gate Road
The former Rectory and Land at
HA69
Thurcaston
Wymeswold NP housing
N/A
requirement

Location

Number
of
Homes

Site
Specific
Policy

Cossington

124

Page XX

East Goscote

223

Page XX

Hathern

29

Page XX

Hathern
Hathern
Queniborough
Queniborough
Rearsby
Thrussington
Thrussington

6
50
100
55
47
30
60

Thurcaston

31
60

Total: 815
Grand Total: 8,858
HA1/PSH069 Land South East of Syston
Site HA1 Land South East of Syston is located in the area between Syston and Barkby
that is important in maintaining the separate identities of these two places and extends
close to the edge of the Barkby Conservation Area. A significant portion of the site is
at higher risk of both fluvial and surface water flooding. The capacity of the site has
been reduced to reflect the need to mitigate the impact of development on the
settlement identity, Barkby Conservation Area and the risk of flooding to residents of
the development. The site will provide the site for and contribute to the cost of
providing a new primary school that will meet the needs of this development and other
development within a safe walking distance.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA1) Land South East of Syston
We will support development proposals at site HA1 that:
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Page XX
Page XX
Page XX
Page XX
Page XX
Page XX

•
•

•

•

locate homes in those parts of the site that minimise the impact of
development on the settlement identity of Barkby, and on the village’s
heritage assets, and in the areas of lowest flood risk.
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test;
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of heritage assets and their setting including maintaining and
enhancing the setting of the grounds of Barkby Hall through appropriate
design of built form and landscaping on the eastern part of the site; and
provide the site for a new 2 form entry primary school located on land within
the allocated site boundaries and of a size and specification which meets
Leicestershire County Council’s requirements. We will expect the reasonable
costs of making this provision to be shared amongst the developments that
it would serve.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.

HA2/PSH070 Barkby Road, Syston
Policy DS3(HA2) Barkby Road, Syston
We will support development proposals at site HA2 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry primary school located
at site HA1.
HA3/PSH441 Land north of Barkby Road, Syston
Parts of site HA3 Land north of Barkby Road Syston are shown by our evidence to be
at risk from surface water flooding and ponding and there is therefore a need for two
points of access to the site.
Policy DS3(HA3) Land north of Barkby Road, Syston
We will support development proposals at site HA3 that:
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•

•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry
primary school located at site HA1.

HA4/PSH287 Queniborough Lodge
Parts of site HA4 Queniborough Lodge are shown by our evidence to be at risk from
fluvial and surface water flooding, particularly in the northern part of the site.
Policy DS3(HA4) Queniborough Lodge
We will support development proposals at site HA4 that are accompanied by a
flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence of flood risk on the site
and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks, including securing appropriate
site access arrangements, can be satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the
Exception Test.
HA7/PSH189 Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane, Thurmaston
Site HA7 Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane, Thurmaston is located in the area between
Thurmaston and Syston that is important in maintaining the separate identities of these
two places and includes part of the route of the road that will serve the North East of
Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension. The capacity of the site has been reduced to
enable the impact of development on settlement identity to be mitigated and the route
of the road to be secured.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA7) Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane, Thurmaston
We will support development proposals at site HA7 that:
•
•
•

restrict built development to the north-western and south-eastern corners of
the site to mitigate the impact on the settlement identities of Syston and
Thurmaston;
include an appropriate width of landscaping and extensive tree planting on
the land on both sides of the route of the road to enhance the visual
separation between the settlements; and
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how these and other measures will minimise the impact of the
development on the settlement identities of Thurmaston and Syston and
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safeguards the route of the road that will serve the North East of Leicester
Sustainable Urban Extension.
Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.

HA8/PSH476 Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby Lane, Thurmaston
Parts of site HA8 Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby Lane are shown by our evidence to be
at risk from fluvial and surface water flooding, particularly in the northern part of the
site which may affect access onto Barkby Lane.
Policy DS3(HA8) Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby Lane, Thurmaston
We will support development proposals at site HA8 that are accompanied by a
flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence of flood risk on the site
and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks, including securing appropriate
site access arrangements, can be satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the
Exception Test.
HA12/PSH144 Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey Lane, Glenfield
Site HA12 Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey Lane, Glenfield is located in an area that
was previously designated as part of a Green Wedge adjoining Leicester, and the
capacity of the site has been reduced to enable key Green Wedge functions to be
retained as part of the development. Parts of the site are shown by our evidence to be
at risk from surface water flooding related to two depressions within the site. The site
will contribute to the cost of providing a new primary school that will meet the needs
of this development and other development in Glenfield. The school may be located
on this site.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA12) Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey Lane, Glenfield
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We will support development proposals at site HA12 that:
•

•

•

•

are supported by a Green Infrastructure strategy, prepared in consultation
with the local planning authority, Blaby District Council and Leicester City
Council, that demonstrates how Green Wedge functions will be maintained
as part of the development of the site, including ensuring that the effect upon
the separate identities and landscape setting of distinct settlements is
mitigated, and linked areas of open space into the urban area of Leicester
are maintained;
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the site layout and planting schemes respond to the site’s
topography to minimise the impact of the development on the landscape,
retain the Park Pale (an undesignated heritage asset) as open space and
maintain and enhance the significance of heritage assets;
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
provide the site for a new 1 form entry primary school located on land within
the allocated site boundaries and of a size and specification which meets
Leicestershire County Council’s requirements or contributes to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 1 form entry primary school within
a safe walking distance from the site. We will expect the reasonable costs of
making this provision to be shared amongst the developments that it would
serve.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.

HA13/PSH460 Park View Nursery Site off Gynsill Lane, Glenfield
Site HA13 Park View Nursery Site off Gynsill Lane, Glenfield includes ponds which
provide habitats for great crested newts.
Policy DS3(HA13) Park View Nursery Site off Gynsill Lane, Glenfield
We will support development proposals at site HA13 that:
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•

•

retain the existing ponds on the site and their surrounding habitats in order
to ensure that their functioning, as part of a wider network of habitats, is not
adversely affected by development, and where possible, this functioning is
enhanced; and
are accompanied by a biodiversity impact assessment that demonstrates
how the retention, and where possible enhancement, of on site habitats for
great crested newts can be satisfactorily achieved.

HA14/PSH463 Land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close, Birstall
Site HA14 Land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close, Birstall is located in an area that was
previously designated as part of a Green Wedge adjoining Leicester, and the capacity
of the site has been reduced to enable key Green Wedge functions to be retained as
part of the development.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA14) Land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close, Birstall
We will support development proposals at site HA14 that:
•
•

•

restrict built development to the south-eastern corner of the site;
are supported by a Green Infrastructure strategy, prepared in consultation
with the local planning authority and Leicester City Council, that
demonstrates how the functions of Green Wedge will be maintained as part
of the development of the site, including ensuring that the effect upon the
separate identities and landscape setting of distinct settlements is mitigated,
and linked areas of open space into the urban area of Leicester are
maintained; and
include the enhancement of the area adjacent to the Great Central Railway
(which functions as a wildlife corridor) as part of that Green Infrastructure
strategy.

HA15/PSH255 Land south of Loughborough
Site HA15 Land south of Loughborough is located in a strategic position between
Loughborough, Woodthorpe and Quorn, an area important for maintaining the
separate identities of these settlements, and also in a strategically important link in the
wildlife network between the important natural resources of the Charnwood Forest and
Soar Valley. For this reason it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is
achieved on site in this location rather than through off site contributions, in
accordance with Policy EV6. The capacity of the site responds to the site constraints
to enable the impact of development on settlement identity and the landscape to be
mitigated.
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The site is a large development that will provide a site for a new primary school that
will meet the needs of this development and other development in a safe walking
distance.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA15) Land south of Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA15 that:
•

•

•

include the following measures to protect settlement identity and the
landscape more generally:
• provision of structural landscaping that screens the development and
breaks up views of it, especially from the road between Woodhouse and
Quorn, and from Loughborough;
• retention of existing trees and hedgerows to contribute to the landscape
setting of the development and retain landscape character;
• restriction of built development to north of the ridge line that runs
approximately east to west across the site;
• provision of an appropriate buffer between built development and Mucklin
Wood;
• retention and enhancement of the character and identity of the linear
hamlet of Woodthorpe and its wooded setting, including the listed
building within it;
are accompanied by a Green Infrastructure strategy that sets out how the
development will provide, and maintain through a long term management
plan, a functional ecological network of habitats and corridors that facilitates
wildlife movement within and through the site; and
provide the site for a new 2 form entry primary school located on land within
the allocated site boundaries and of a size and specification which meets
Leicestershire County Council’s requirements. We will expect the reasonable
costs of making this provision to be shared amongst the developments that
it would serve.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
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to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.

HA16/PSH021 Laburnum Way, Loughborough
Site HA16 Laburnum Way, Loughborough is located in a sensitive and valued
landscape within the Charnwood Forest and forms an important part of the landscape
setting of Loughborough. The site is prominent in views from the Outwoods and other
higher ground to the west, and care will be needed in planning the site to ensure that
urbanising effects of development are successfully mitigated. The provision of
significant planted areas which allow trees with large canopies to mature is likely to be
a more successful solution to integrating new development into the landscape. This
will require careful attention not just to design and layout, but to long term management
and maintenance of public open spaces.
The site is also in a strategically important link in the wildlife network between the
important natural resources of the Charnwood Forest and Soar Valley. For this reason
it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is achieved on site in this location
rather than through off site contributions, in accordance with Policy EV6. The site also
includes a listed building (Half Way House) and is located close to two other listed
buildings (Moat House and Park Grange) and the non-designated heritage asset of
the parkland to Beaumanor Hall.
Parts of the site are shown by our evidence to be at risk from surface water flooding
and access to the western portion of the site needs to be carefully planned in light of
a flood risk assessment. The site also includes a tributary of the Wood Brook.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA16) Laburnum Way, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA16 that:
•

•

include substantial planting that makes use of large canopy, native species
and naturalistic schemes throughout the site to enhance the relationship
between the development and its wooded setting and helps to create a
vegetated appearance to the whole of the development, particularly when
viewed from areas of higher ground to the west of the site;
are accompanied by a Green Infrastructure strategy that sets out how
planting and other measures will minimise the impact of the development on
the landscape and how the development will provide, and maintain through
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•

•

•
•

a long term management plan, a functional ecological network of habitats
and corridors that facilitates wildlife movement within and through the site;
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of heritage assets and their settings including:
o the retention of Half Way House and the enhancement of its setting;
o tree planting to screen Moat House and Park Grange from the
development and appropriate design and layout to maintain, and
where possible enhance, their setting; and
o appropriate site layout and landscaping to protect, and where possible
enhance, the setting of the parkland to Beaumanor Hall;
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test;
support measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Wood Brook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to Loughborough; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry
primary school located at site HA15.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters
applications to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are
satisfactorily mitigated.

HA17/PSH25 Moat Farm, Land south west of Loughborough
Site HA17 Moat Farm, Land south west of Loughborough is located in a sensitive and
valued landscape within the Charnwood Forest and forms an important part of the
landscape setting of Loughborough. The site can be viewed from the Outwoods and
other higher ground to the west, and care will be needed in planning the site to ensure
that urbanising effects of development are successfully mitigated. The provision of
significant planted areas which allow trees with large canopies to mature is likely to be
a more successful solution to integrating new development into the landscape. This
will require careful attention not just to design and layout, but to long term management
and maintenance of public open spaces
The site is also in a strategically important link in the wildlife network between the
important natural resources of the Charnwood Forest and Soar Valley. For this reason
it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is achieved on site in this location
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rather than through off site contributions, in accordance with Policy EV6. The site is
also located close to a listed building, Moat House and includes a tributary of the Wood
Brook.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA17) Moat Farm, Land south west of Loughborough
We will support development proposals at siteHA17 that:
•

•

•

•
•

include substantial planting that makes use of large canopy, native species
and naturalistic schemes throughout the site to enhance the relationship
between the development and its wooded setting and helps to create a
vegetated appearance to the whole of the development, particularly when
viewed from areas of higher ground to the west of the site;
are accompanied by a Green Infrastructure strategy that sets out how these
and other measures will minimise the impact of the development on the
landscape and how the development will provide, and maintain through a
long term management plan, a functional ecological network of habitats and
corridors that facilitates wildlife movement within and through the site;
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of heritage assets and their setting including making use of tree
planting to screen Moat House from the development and an appropriate
design and layout to maintain, and where possible enhance, its setting;
support measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Wood Brook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to Loughborough; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry
primary school located at site HA15, as necessary.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.
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HA18/PSH133 Land to r/o Snells Nook Lane, Loughborough
Site HA18 Land to r/o Snells Nook Lane, Loughborough is adjacent to Burleigh Wood
(an ancient woodland) and in a strategically important link in the wildlife network
between the important natural resources of the Charnwood Forest and Soar Valley.
For this reason it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is achieved on site
in this location rather than through off site contributions, in accordance with Policy
EV6. In order to maintain an effective buffer between the development and the ancient
woodland and maintain its connectivity with the wider landscape, the capacity of the
site has been reduced. The site is also adjacent to a listed building (Burleigh
Farmhouse), the route of the Charnwood Forest Canal (a non-designated heritage
asset), and to the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA18) Land to r/o Snells Nook Lane, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA18 that:
•
•

•

•

maintain appropriate buffers between built form and the eastern boundary of
the site, and between built form and the northern boundary of the site to
maintain connectivity between Burleigh Wood and the wider landscape;
are accompanied by a Green Infrastructure strategy that sets out how the
development will provide, and maintain through a long term management
plan, a functional ecological network of habitats and corridors that facilitates
wildlife movement within and through the site;
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage assets and their settings including:
o the provision of an appropriate buffer to Burleigh Farmhouse, and
enhancement of its setting, taking into account its origins as an
agricultural building; and
o increasing the ability of the public to appreciate the significance of the
route of the Charnwood Forest Canal; and
ensure that the ability to provide suitable, safe access to the Loughborough
Science and Enterprise Park, should this be required, is safeguarded, and
that the development does not otherwise compromise the delivery of the
Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park.

Policy DS3(HA19) Park Grange Farm, Newstead Way, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA19 that:

44

Page 64

•

•

include the retention and restoration of the listed building, Park Grange and
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how these and other measures will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage asset and its setting; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry
primary school located at site HA15.

Policy DS3(HA20) Land off Beacon Road, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA20 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry primary school located
at HA15, as necessary.
Policy DS3(HA21) Part of Baxter Gate Opportunity Site, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA21 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of nearby listed buildings, and their settings; respecting their
scale and form (which are generally lower in height and more traditional in
form than other town centre buildings) and responding positively to the
design cues provided by their materials and detailing; and
are informed by the development brief set out in the Loughborough Town
Centre Masterplan or any subsequently adopted design framework
documents.

HA22/PSH487 Devonshire Square, Loughborough
Site HA22 Devonshire Square is located adjacent to the mostly culverted channel of
the Wood Brook. Our evidence shows that 77% of the site is outside Flood Zone 1.
Policy DS3(HA22) Devonshire Square, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA22 that:
•

•
•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test;
provides an appropriate easement from the bank of the Wood Brook as
required by the Environment Agency; and
support measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Wood Brook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to Loughborough.
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HA23/PSH488 Market Street, Loughborough
Site HA23 Market Street is located over the culverted channel of the Wood Brook. Our
evidence shows that 82% of the site is outside Flood Zone 1.
Policy DS3(HA23) Market Street, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA23 that:
•

•
•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test;
provide appropriate easements from both banks of the Wood Brook as
required by the Environment Agency; and
support measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Wood Brook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to Loughborough.

Policy DS3(HA24) Southfields Council Offices, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HS24 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage assets and their settings including:
o retaining the locally listed Old Southfields building unless its loss is
adequately compensated for by the high quality of the design; and
o responding positively to the relationship between the site and
Southfield Park and the setting of the Leicester Road and Victoria
Street Conservation Areas; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry
primary school located at site HA15, as necessary.

HA26/SH048 Former Limehurst Depot, Loughborough
Site HA26 Former Limehurst Depot is partially intersected by the Wood Brook and is
close to the Loughborough Branch of the Grand Union Canal. Our evidence shows
that 28% of the site is outside Flood Zone 1.
Policy DS3(HA26) Former Limehurst Depot, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA26 that:
•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
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•
•

including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test;
provide an appropriate easement from the bank of the Wood Brook as
required by the Environment Agency; and
support measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Wood Brook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to Loughborough.

HA27/SH060 Former Main Post Office, Sparrow Hill, Loughborough
Site HA27 Former Main Post Office, Sparrow Hill, Loughborough is locally listed and
located in a prominent location, particularly as a result of the high ground it occupies.
Because of its scale, location and the historical and communal associations arising
from its former use, it provides a significant local landmark of visual and heritage
interest that contributes positively to the townscape.
Policy DS3(HA27) Former Main Post Office, Sparrow Hill, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA27 that are accompanied by a
Design and Access Statement, or similar document, that sets out how
development will maintain and enhance the significance of the heritage asset
and its setting including the retention of the building or at least its facades.
HA28/PSH245 Land off Derby Square, Loughborough
Site HA28 Land off Derby Square is located over the culverted channel of the Wood
Brook. Our evidence shows that 100% of the site is outside Flood Zone 1.
Policy DS3(HA28) Land off Derby Square, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA28 that:
•

•
•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test;
provide appropriate easements from both banks of the Wood Brook as
required by the Environment Agency; and
support measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Wood Brook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to Loughborough.

Policy DS3(HA29) Southfields Road Car Park, Loughborough
We will support development proposals at site HA29 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry primary school located
at site HA15, as necessary.
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HA30/PSH024 Land off Fairway Road, Shepshed
Part of site HA30 Land off Fairway Road formed part of Garendon Park and retains
features associated with this history. Parts of site are shown by our evidence to be at
risk from fluvial and surface water flooding, particularly associated with the
watercourse that flows through the centre of the site.
Policy DS3(HA30) Land off Fairway Road, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA30 that:
•

•

•

retain the areas of formal planting to the south of the site and are
accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document, that
sets out how these and other measures will maintain and enhance the
significance of this non-designated heritage asset and the public’s ability to
appreciate it;
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at site HA32.

HA31/PSH062 Land north of Ashby Road, Shepshed
Site HA31 Land north of Ashby Road, Shepshed is adjacent to an ancient woodland
(White Horse Wood). In order to maintain an effective buffer between the development
and White Horse Wood, and maintain its connectivity with the wider landscape, the
capacity of the site has been reduced. For this reason it is particularly important that
biodiversity net gain is achieved on site in this location rather than through off site
contributions, in accordance with Policy EV6. Parts of site are shown by our evidence
to be at risk from fluvial and surface water flooding related to the water course that
flows through the centre of the site.
Policy DS3(HA31) Land north of Ashby Road, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA31 that:
•
•

•

maintain an appropriate buffer between built form and the eastern boundary
of the site;
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at site HA32.
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HA32/PSH404 Land off Tickow Lane (south), Shepshed
Site HA32 Land off Tickow Lane (south), Shepshed is one of four sites located in close
proximity to the Black Brook which is a strategically important link in the wildlife
network. The other three sites are HA33, HA34 and HA35. The development will
provide a site for a new primary school that will meet the needs of this development
and other development in Shepshed.
Policy DS3(HA32) Land off Tickow Lane (south), Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA32 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a biodiversity strategy, that is produced jointly by the
promoters of all four sites in close proximity to the Black Brook, that sets out
how biodiversity net gain can be achieved in accordance with Policy EV6,
including how water flow will be managed to enhance biodiversity and
reduce flood risk; and
provide the site for a new 3 form entry primary school located on land within
the allocated site boundaries and of a size and specification which meets
Leicestershire County Council’s requirements. We will expect the reasonable
costs of making this provision to be shared amongst the developments that
it would serve.

HA33/PSH174 Land at Oakley Road, Shepshed
Site HA33 Land at Oakley Road, Shepshed is one of four sites located in close
proximity to the Black Brook which is a strategically important link in the wildlife
network. The other three sites are HA32, HA34 and HA35.
Policy DS3(HA33) Land at Oakley Road, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA33 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a biodiversity strategy, that is produced jointly by the
promoters of all four sites in close proximity to the Black Brook, that sets out
how biodiversity net gain can be achieved in accordance with Policy EV6,
including how water flow will be managed to enhance biodiversity and
reduce flood risk; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at site HA32.

HA34/PSH291 Land off Tickow Lane (north), Shepshed
Site HA34 Land off Tickow Lane (north), Shepshed is one of four sites located in close
proximity to the Black Brook which is a strategically important link to the wildlife
network. The other three sites are HA32, HA33 and HA35.
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Policy DS3(HA34) Land off Tickow Lane (north), Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA34 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a biodiversity strategy, that is produced jointly by the
promoters of all four sites in close proximity to the Black Brook, that sets out
how biodiversity net gain can be achieved in accordance with Policy EV6,
including how water flow will be managed to enhance biodiversity and
reduce flood risk; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at site HA32.

HA35/PSH293 Land North of Hallamford Road and West of Shepshed
Site HA35 Land North of Hallamford Road and West of Shepshed is one of four sites
located in close proximity to the Black Brook which is a strategically important link in
the wildlife network . The other three sites are HA32, HA33 and HA34.
Policy DS3(HA35) Land North of Hallamford Road and West of Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA35 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a biodiversity strategy, that is produced jointly by the
promoters of all four sites in close proximity to the Black Brook, that sets out
how biodiversity net gain can be achieved in accordance with Policy EV6,
including how water flow will be managed to enhance biodiversity and
reduce flood risk; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at Site HA32

Policy DS3(HA36) 20 Moscow Lane, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA36 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry primary school located
at Site HA32.
Policy DS3(HA37) Land rear of 62 Iveshead Road, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA37 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry primary school located
at Site HA32.
HA39/PSH138 Land fronting Ashby Road and Ingleberry Road, Shepshed
Site HA39 Land fronting Ashby Road and Ingleberry Road, Shepshed contains a range
of habitats, including those that have the potential to support reptile populations, and
is well-related to the Morley Quarry Local Wildlife Site. For this reason, it is particularly
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important that biodiversity net gain is achieved on site in this location rather than
through off site contributions, in accordance with Policy EV6.
Policy DS3(HA39) Land fronting Ashby Road and Ingleberry Road, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA39 that:
•

•

enhance the biodiversity value of the site and support functional ecological
links across the wider landscape by restricting development to the
agricultural land to the east of the site and the northern half of the remainder
of the site; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at site HA32.

HA40/PSH405 Land to the west of the B591/Ingleberry Rd and north of Iveshead
Lane, Shepshed
Parts of site HA40 Land to the west of the B591/Ingleberry Rd and north of Iveshead
Lane are shown by our evidence to be at risk from surface water flooding related to
water draining onto the site from higher ground to the south.
Policy DS3(HA40) Land to the west of the B591/Ingleberry Rd and north of
Iveshead Lane, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA40 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at Site HA32.

HA41/PSH483 Land south of Ashby Road Central, Shepshed
Parts of site HA41 Land south of Ashby Road Central are shown by our evidence to
be at risk from surface water flooding that bisects the site and ponding to the north of
the site.
Policy DS3(HA41) Land south of Ashby Road Central, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA41 that:
•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
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•

contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry
primary school located at site HA32.

Policy DS3(HA42) 32 Charnwood Road, Shepshed
We will support development proposals at site HA42 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 3 form entry primary school located
at site HA32.
HA43/PSH387/PSH388/PSH389 Land west of Anstey
Site HA43 Land west of Anstey includes an area, in the southern part of the site that
was previously designated as part of a Green Wedge adjoining Leicester, and also
land to the north which is within a sensitive Charnwood Forest landscape. Part of the
site is adjacent to the Anstey Conservation Area. The development will provide a site
for a new primary school that will meet the needs of this development and other
development in Anstey.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA43) Land west of Anstey
We will support development proposals at site HA43 that:
•

•
•

•

retain existing hedgerows and add high canopy trees and other planting to
create a softer appearance to the development, particularly at its edges, that
provides a greater sense of separation between the development and other
settlements and reduces the urbanising effects of the development when
viewed from the wider landscape;
provide a network of open spaces, including a country park to the south of
the site, and active travel routes that serve the development and which link
to significant locations outside the site;
are supported by a Green Infrastructure strategy, prepared in consultation
with the local planning authority, Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council,
and Leicester City Council, that demonstrates how Green Wedge functions
will be maintained as part of the development of the site, including ensuring
that the effect upon the separate identities and landscape setting of distinct
settlements is mitigated, and linked areas of open space into the urban area
of Leicester are maintained;
provide the site for a new 1 form entry primary school located on land within
the allocated site boundaries and of a size and specification which meets
Leicestershire County Council’s requirements and adopt a co-ordinated
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•
•

approach to development across the three land parcels that make up the site
to ensure that it provides land for the school and the other infrastructure
necessary to support the development as a whole. We will expect the
reasonable costs of making this provision to be shared amongst the
developments that it would serve;
facilitate delivering a design for the school that complements its Charnwood
Forest setting and minimises its impact on the landscape; and
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will preserve and enhance the character,
appearance and setting of the Anstey Conservation Area including through
screening and/or by providing an appropriate relationship between new
dwellings and existing dwellings along Bradgate Road.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.

Policy DS3(HA44) Fairhaven Farm, Anstey
We will support development proposals at site HA44 that:
•
•

include an appropriate buffer between the built form of the development and
both the stream to the north of the site and the woodland to the west of the
site; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 1 form entry
primary school located at site HA43.

Policy DS3(HA45) Land to south of Melton Road, Barrow upon Soar
We will support development proposals at site HA45 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 1 form entry primary school located
at site HA49.
Policy DS3(HA46) Land off Melton Road, Barrow upon Soar
We will support development proposals at site HA46 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 1 form entry primary school located
at site HA49.
Policy DS3(HA47) Land adjoining 84 Melton Road, Barrow upon Soar
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We will support development proposals at site HA47 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 1 form entry primary school located
at site HA49.
Policy DS3(HA48) Land off Willow Road, Barrow upon Soar
We will support development proposals at site HA48 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a new 1 form entry primary school located
at site HA49.
HA49/PSH484 Land off Cotes Road, Barrow upon Soar
Site HA49 Land off Cotes Road, Barrow includes two Local Wildlife Sites and for this
reason it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is achieved on site in this
location rather than through off site contributions, in accordance with Policy EV6. Part
of the site is adjacent to the cemetery (a non-designated heritage asset) which
includes locally listed chapel buildings. Parts of site are shown by our evidence to be
at risk from surface water flooding, particularly in relation to ponding on the western
boundary of the site and a flow route that runs east to west through the site. The
development will provide a site for a new primary school that will meet the needs of
this development and other development in Barrow upon Soar.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below. It also provides a concept masterplan for the site for illustrative purposes. We
will work with our partners to refine the masterplan as more detailed evidence is
prepared.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA49) Land off Cotes Road, Barrow upon Soar
We will support development proposals at site HA49 that:
•
•
•
•
•

ensure that surface water runoff will not detrimentally affect the Local
Wildlife Sites and locate SuDS features away from the Local Wildlife Sites;
are accompanied by a biodiversity and drainage strategy that demonstrates
how biodiversity and drainage issues have been addressed;
seek a relationship with the cemetery that does not detract from its
tranquillity and its function as a place of reflection;
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage assets and their settings;
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
54

Page 74

•

provide the site for a new 1 form entry primary school located on land within
the allocated site boundaries and of a size and specification which meets
Leicestershire County Council’s requirements. We will expect the reasonable
costs of making this provision to be shared amongst the developments that
it would serve.

Before outline permission is granted for the site, or any part of the site, we will
require:
• a masterplan to be agreed which includes delivery and phasing
arrangements for the whole allocation, in order to achieve comprehensive
development; and
• a development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform
decisions on detailed planning applications or reserved matters applications
to ensure a cohesive approach to the design and impacts are satisfactorily
mitigated.
HA50/PSH343 East of Loughborough Road, Quorn
Parts of site HA50 East of Loughborough Road, Quorn are shown by our evidence to
be at risk from fluvial and surface water flooding related to local watercourses and low
lying land in the centre of the site.
Policy DS3(HA50) East of Loughborough Road, Quorn
We will support development proposals at site HA50 that:
•

•

are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the
evidence of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those
risks, including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a new 2 form entry
primary school located at site HA15, as necessary.

Policy DS3(HA53) Land off Barnards Drive, Sileby
We will support development proposals at site HA53 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a 0.5 form entry extension of Cossington
Primary School located at site HA59.
HA54/PSH261 Land off Homefield Road, Sileby
Site HA54 Land off Homefield Road, Sileby is located in the area between Sileby and
Barrow upon Soar that is important in maintaining the separate identities of these two
places and occupies sloping ground formed by sides of the Soar Valley. The site has
been promoted as providing 100% affordable homes, which is a benefit that is
considered to outweigh the adverse effects on settlement identity.
Policy DS3(HA54) Land off Homefield Road, Sileby
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We will support development proposals at site HA54 that:
•
•
•
•

provide 100% affordable housing provision;
make use of existing trees and hedgerows on the site, additional planting
and the site's topography in order to reduce the prominence of the
development when viewed from other places in the Soar Valley;
through their design and layout, otherwise minimise the impact of
development on the sense of separation between Sileby and Barrow upon
Soar and maintain the separate identity of those settlements; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a 0.5 form entry
extension of Cossington Primary School located at site HA59, as necessary.

HA55/PSH353 Rear of The Maltings, High Street, Sileby
Site HA55 Rear of The Maltings, High Street, Sileby is adjacent to several listed
buildings (collectively, The Maltings), and partly within the Sileby Conservation Area.
Parts of site are shown by our evidence to be at risk from fluvial and surface water
flooding affecting the east and far west corner of the site. There is also a risk of surface
water ponding at the road junction from which site access will be gained.
Policy DS3(HA55) Rear of The Maltings, High Street, Sileby
We will support development proposals at site HA55 that:
•

•

•

are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage assets and their settings including:
o ensuring that the new development has a subservient relationship to
The Maltings in terms of scale, particularly building height, and by
making effective use of tree planting and layout;
o making use of a bespoke design approach that is informed by the
Sileby Conservation Area Character Appraisal; and
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a 0.5 form entry
extension of Cossington Primary School located at site HA59, as necessary.

HA56/PSH064 Land off Kendal Road, Sileby
Site HA56 Land off Kendal Road, Sileby (South of Butler Way and Gray Lane) includes
an area of orchard that has ecological and heritage value.
Policy DS3(HA56) Land off Kendal Road, Sileby
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We will support development proposals at site HA56 that:
•
•
•
•

include the retention of significant trees in that part of the site where the
orchard is best preserved and delivers enhancements of that area as a
community orchard;
include the retention of other significant trees, where possible, within
gardens or other open space on the site or as street trees;
are accompanied by a plan that sets out how the long term management of
the retained trees will be achieved; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a 0.5 form entry
extension of Cossington Primary School located at site HA59, as necessary.

Policy DS3 (HA57) 36 Charles Street, Sileby
We will support development proposals at site HA57 that contribute to the
reasonable costs of the provision of a 0.5 form entry extension of Cossington
Primary School located at site HA59, as necessary.
HA58/SH132 9 King Street, Sileby
Site HA58 9 King Street, Sileby is located within the Sileby Conservation Area.
Policy DS3(HA58) 9 King Street, Sileby
Development proposals will be supported at site HA58 that:
•
•
•
•

respond positively to the character of the Sileby Conservation Area in terms
of its design, materials and layout (particularly in terms of the building line
along King Street);
make use of a bespoke design approach that is informed by the Sileby
Conservation Area Character Appraisal; and
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how these and other measures will preserve and enhance the
character and appearance of the Conservation Area; and
contribute to the reasonable costs of the provision of a 0.5 form entry
extension of Cossington Primary School located at site HA59, as necessary.

HA59/PSH260 Land to rear of Derry's Garden Centre, Cossington
Site HA59 Land to rear of Derry's Garden Centre, Cossington is located close to the
Cossington Conservation Area and a locally listed building. Parts of the site are shown
by our evidence to be at risk from fluvial flooding related to the watercourse that flows
along the north of the site. The site will be the location for an extension to Cossington
Primary School that will meet the needs of this development and other development
in Sileby.
Site Policy DS3(HA59) Land to rear of Derry's Garden Centre, Cossington
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We will support development proposals at site HA59 that:
•

•

•

are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage assets and their settings including:
o the provision of an access to the development that is designed to
enhance the entrance to the village and the setting of the heritage
assets;
o the protection of the setting of the Conservation Area; and
o the use of a bespoke design approach that is informed by the
Cossington Conservation Area Character Appraisal, particularly in
relation to the linear form of the village;
are accompanied by a flood risk assessment which responds to the evidence
of flood risk on the site and demonstrates how mitigation of those risks,
including securing appropriate site access arrangements, can be
satisfactorily achieved so as to meet the Exception Test; and
provide the site for a 0.5 form entry extension of Cossington Primary School
located on land within the allocated site boundary and of a size and
specification which meets Leicestershire County Council’s requirements.
We will expect the reasonable costs of making this provision to be shared
amongst the developments that it would serve.

HA60/PSH412 Land off Melton Road, East Goscote
Site HA60 Land off Melton Road, East Goscote is located in the area between East
Goscote and Rearsby that is a sensitive landscape and important in maintaining the
separate identities of these two places. The capacity of the site has been reduced to
reflect the sensitive location and enable the impact of development on the settlement
identities of the villages and the landscape to be mitigated.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA60) Land off Melton Road, East Goscote
We will support development proposals at site HA60 that:
•
•

restrict development to the western part of the site; and
through their design and layout, clearly maintain the physical and perceptual
separation between East Goscote and Rearsby and preserves the separate
identity of those settlements.

HA61/PSH305 Land to the rear of 89 Loughborough Road, Hathern
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Site HA61 Land to the rear of 89 Loughborough Road, Hathern is located in the area
between Hathern and Loughborough that is important in maintaining the separate
identities of these two places. The capacity of the site has been reduced to reflect the
sensitive location and enable the impact of development on the settlement identities
of Hathern and Loughborough to be mitigated.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA61) Land to the rear of 89 Loughborough Road, Hathern
We will support development proposals at site HA61 that
•
•

restrict development to the eastern part of the site; and
through their design and layout, clearly maintains the physical and
perceptual separation between Hathern and Loughborough and preserves
the separate identity of those settlements.

HA63/PSH413 Land off Zouch Road, Hathern
Site HA63 Land off Zouch Road, Hathern is located to the north of the village and it is
important to ensure that the development is well integrated with the rest of the
settlement for reasons of good design, promoting sustainable development and
facilitating access to the services and amenities provided by the village.
Policy DS3(HA63) Land off Zouch Road, Hathern
We will support development proposals at site HA63 that maximise the linkages
between the development and the existing settlement, using features such as
streets, active travel routes, landscaping and design.
HA64/PSH042 Land at Threeways Farm, Queniborough
Site HA64 Land at Threeways Farm, Queniborough is located in the area between
Queniborough and East Goscote that is important in maintaining the separate
identities of these two places. The capacity of the site has been reduced to reflect the
sensitive location and enable the impact of development on the settlement identities
of the two villages to be mitigated.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS(HA64) Land at Threeways Farm, Queniborough
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We will support development proposals at site HS64 that:
•
•

restrict development to the southern part of the site; and
through their design and layout, clearly maintains the physical and
perceptual separation between Queniborough and East Goscote and
preserves the separate identity of those settlements

HA65/PSH446 Land off Melton Road, Queniborough
Site HA65 Land off Melton Road, Queniborough is located in the area between
Queniborough and East Goscote that is important in maintaining the separate
identities of these two places. The capacity of the site has been reduced to reflect the
sensitive location and enable the impact of development on the settlement identities
of the two villages to be mitigated.
The following diagram provides a visual guide to assist with interpretation of the policy
below.
DIAGRAM
Policy DS3(HA65) Land off Melton Road, Queniborough
We will support development proposals at site HA65 that:
•
•

restrict development to the southern part of the site; and
through their design and layout, clearly maintains the physical and
perceptual separation between Queniborough and East Goscote and
preserves the separate identity of those settlements.

HA67/PSH147 44 Hoby Road, Thrussington
Site HA67 is located close to the Thrussington Conservation Area and to the village
pond which is a Local Wildlife Site and capable of supporting great crested newts. For
this reason it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is achieved on site in
this location rather than through off site contributions, in accordance with Policy EV6.
Policy DS3(HA67) 44 Hoby Road, Thrussington
We will support development proposals at site HA67 that:
•
•

maintain and enhance grassland habitats and utilise sustainable drainage
systems to enhance the habitat value of the site and its connectivity with the
village pond; and
are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document,
that sets out how the development will maintain and enhance the
significance of the heritage assets and their setting, including:
o the protection of the setting of the Conservation Area; and
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o the use of a bespoke design approach that is informed by the
Conservation Area Character Appraisal, particularly in relation to
street layout.
HA68/PSH376 Land off Old Gate Road, Thrussington
Site HA68 Land off Old Gate Road, Thrussington is located close to a number of
nationally and locally listed buildings and the Thrussington Conservation Area
Policy DS3(HA68) Land off Old Gate Road, Thrussington
We will support development proposals at site HA68 that are accompanied by a
Design and Access Statement, or similar document, that demonstrates how the
development will maintain and enhance the significance of the heritage assets,
within and adjacent to the site, and their settings including:
o the protection of the setting of the heritage assets within and adjacent
to the site through appropriate screening;
o making use of a bespoke design approach that is informed by the
Conservation Area Character Appraisal; and
o making use of the topography of the site and walking and cycling
routes through it to enable the village’s heritage assets to be
appreciated by people using those routes.
HA69/PSH047 The former Rectory and Land at Thurcaston
Part of site HA69 The former Rectory and Land at Thurcaston is within the Thurcaston
Conservation Area and the remainder of the site is adjacent to the Conservation Area.
The site is also adjacent to a listed building (Thurcaston Grange).
Policy DS3(HA69) The former Rectory and Land at Thurcaston
We will support development proposals at site HA69 that are accompanied by a
Design and Access Statement, or similar document, that sets out how the
development will maintain and enhance the significance of the heritage assets
within and adjacent to the site and their settings including:
o responding positively to the character of the Conservation Area in
terms of its design, layout and materials and make use of a design
approach that relates well to the wooded, parkland landscape, and
enhances the setting of the Conservation Area and listed building;
o for the part of the site that is within the Conservation Area, make use
of a bespoke design approach that is informed by the Conservation
Area Character Appraisal; and
o retain the form and footprint of the rectory and the trees within the
garden.
Employment Allocations
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Our spatial strategy includes employment allocations made up of existing
commitments and an additional allocation at Shepshed which evidence shows will
meet the requirements of businesses and communities in Charnwood. These
employment allocations will provide sufficient land, choice and flexibility in supply over
the plan period to meet our strategic objectives and the wider aims of sustainable
development.
Policy DS4 should be read in conjunction with other policies in the Local Plan.
Policy DS4: Employment Allocations
We will make provision for employment in accordance with Policy DS1. We will
support employment development on the following sites listed in this policy.
We will support development that:
•
•

is cohesive and integrated with other allocations set out in this plan
including in relation to the provision of infrastructure; and
is in accordance with the other policies in this plan.

The following sites are allocated for employment, as outlined on the Policies
Map:
SITE REF

EMPLOYMENT SITE DESCRIPTION

LSEP

Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park in accordance with
Policy LUC3
Employment land off Sileby Road Neighbourhood Plan allocation
Employment land at the North of
Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
in accordance with Policy LUA3
Employment land at The Warren, for
industrial uses and small warehouses
Employment land at the West of
Loughborough Sustainable Urban
Extension in accordance with Policy
LUC2
Employment land at Dishley Grange
Employment land at Rothley Lodge,
for industrial uses and small
warehouses

ES1
ES2

ES3
ES4

ES5
ES6

ES7

ES8

Employment land at Loughborough
Road, for industrial uses and small
warehouses
Employment land off Fairway Road
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SITE
AREA
LOCATION
Loughborough 73 hectares

Barrow upon
Soar
Birstall

2.3 hectares

East Goscote

3.95 hectares

15 hectares

Loughborough 16 hectares

Loughborough 9 hectares
Rothley
3.35 hectares

Rothley

2.2 hectares

Shepshed
(allocation)

5 hectares

SITE REF

EMPLOYMENT SITE DESCRIPTION

ES9

Employment land at Watermead
Business Park
Employment land at the North East of
Leicester Sustainable Urban
Extension in accordance with Policy
LUA2

ES10

SITE
LOCATION
Syston

AREA

Thurmaston

13 hectares

12 hectares

154.8 ha

Design of Development
Achieving high quality design is one of the main elements of our vision for the Borough.
This aim is supported by the NPPF, which makes clear a high standard of design is a
key part of sustainable development and a means to make development acceptable
to communities.
The Government’s National Design Guide, preparation of a National Design Code and
establishment of the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission show a
commitment to improving design nationally. The 2020 Housing Design Audit for
England also identifies a need for improvement as the East Midlands continues to be
the worst performing English region in terms of design quality of new developments.
High quality design is not just about how development looks; it is also about how it
responds to the site and the environment around it. High quality design creates
environments where people want to live, work and visit and which are safe, long lasting
and adaptable to changing needs. High quality design can also respond effectively to
a wide range of issues such as tackling climate change, improving local biodiversity,
enhancing a sense of place and providing healthier and more active places. The
Covid-19 pandemic has shown the importance of some of these aspects of design,
such as the benefits to people of having green spaces within walking distance of their
homes. Important design considerations therefore feature in other policies in this plan,
particularly in relation to heritage, biodiversity, flood risk, sustainable construction and
sustainable transport.
Being able to respond appropriately to all of these
considerations and understanding how they interact is a key part of achieving high
quality design. A successful response in relation to one component is unlikely to
overcome defects in the response to others.
While the principles of good design are well-established, there are many ways of
describing how it can be achieved. For example, the NPPF sets out six characteristics
of well-designed places, the National Design Guide sets out ten characteristics
(loosely grouped under three themes), and there is useful guidance produced by
specialist organisations in relation to specific design issues. These include:
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•
•
•
•

Sport England’s Active Design Guidance and The Ten Principles of Active
Design;
Historic England’s Good Practice Advice on The Setting of Heritage Assets;
Designing Out Crime published by the Design Council; and
Manual for Streets.

Both the NPPF and National Design Guide are material considerations in decision
making but we encourage applicants to also make use of available specialist guidance
and consider the two pillars to good design set out below.
Pillar One: Responding to Place
We will require new development proposals to make a positive contribution to local
character, including its heritage, biodiversity and overall sense of place. Because of
the importance we place on this, and also on maintaining the individual identity of
settlements and their surrounding countryside, we will expect the way in which
developments on the edges of settlements are designed to be given particular
attention. We will also recognise the role that appropriately innovative and original
designs can play in helping to reinforce local distinctiveness and achieve a high
standard of architectural quality.
Charnwood has a diverse natural landscape and history of human settlement; this has
meant that our towns, villages and different areas of countryside have distinct identities
and characters. Successfully designed schemes will draw inspiration from this local
distinctiveness. The plan contains place-based policies that set out the key features
of different parts of the Borough. The first pillar of our approach to good design is that
those policies, along with adopted neighbourhood plans, village design statements
and conservation area character appraisals, should be the starting point for identifying
the key aspects of place that will inform how development is designed. This approach
will be enhanced when development proposals are informed by local engagement in
advance of planning applications being made.
Pillar 2: Design Tools
Our approach to the process of design is based upon Building for a Healthy Life (BfHL).
BfHL is a widely used design tool and its latest edition was prepared in partnership
with Homes England, NHS England and NHS Improvement, and endorsed by the
Home Builders Federation. We recognise the usefulness of BfHL in communicating
important design considerations to applicants through illustrations and prompts.
Although it is not place specific, we wish to see it used, alongside the place-based
prompts described above, as the other major pillar supporting good design in
Charnwood.
There are plenty of examples of well-designed new developments in the Borough, as
shown in the Charnwood Design Awards’ winners and nominees. However, these
examples are predominantly small scale developments. Research has shown that
successful application of BfHL principles by major housebuilders in the East Midlands
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remains generally poor with many new developments failing to score highly against
the questions that were the basis for Building for Life 12.
Insert photo

Storkit Meadows, Wymeswold: Shortlisted for the 2019 Charnwood Design Awards
We recognise that larger developments raise a wider range of design considerations,
particularly regarding how groups of buildings and areas of open space relate to each
other and how they are connected. Good design choices about the location and
integration of services and facilities within larger developments can also increase the
number of times that they are visited and enable sustainable modes of travel to be
used to visit them. The structuring of BfHL around three themes of Integrated
Neighbourhoods, Distinctive Places and Streets for All is therefore particularly relevant
to improving design quality in larger developments.
For those developments that require a Design and Access Statement, we will expect
those statements to clearly set out how these two pillars have been addressed and
how the design of the development has responded to the issues that have been
identified. This should cover not just the architectural style and materials of buildings
but their layout and arrangement in relation to open spaces, and the pattern and grain
of the street network.
Independent Design Reviews
For developments of a significant scale and those on sites which we identify as being
in sensitive locations, such as those that form a gateway to a settlement or area within
a settlement, we want to see design excellence showcasing the very best use of urban
design principles, setting a benchmark for achieving high quality design elsewhere in
the Borough and across the region. Independent design reviews can be a helpful tool
to influence the design process for these types of developments.
We will require developments of a significant scale and those in sensitive locations to
undertake an independent design review, especially the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land south east of Syston (Site HA1) because of the scale of development;
Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey Lane, Glenfield (Site HA12) because of its
scale and impact upon the Green Wedge;
Land south of Loughborough (Site HA15) because of the scale of development;
West of Anstey (Site HA43) because of the scale of development;
Laburnum Way, Loughborough (Site HA16) because of the potential impact
on the Charnwood Forest; and
Moat Farm, Land south west of Loughborough (Site HA17) because of the
potential impact on the Charnwood Forest.

We want independent design reviews to be constructive and lead to better
placemaking. They can for example provide a positive opportunity for both the local
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planning authority and the applicant to consider a range of design solutions that result
in good placemaking.
To be effective, design reviews need to be incorporated at an early stage of the design
process so that any amendments suggested by them can be incorporated into
development proposals. It may be necessary for the review process be undertaken
several times as development proposals evolve.
The Council will assess development proposals to determine whether an independent
design review is appropriate due to their scale or location on a case-by-case basis. It
is more likely that a design review will be required on unallocated sites than for those
allocated in the local plan as they have not met the combination of characteristics in
terms of minimising or mitigating harms, and achieving benefits, for inclusion in our
development strategy.
Any design reviews that are required by the Council will be funded by the applicant.
Other considerations
Good design encompasses a wide range of considerations. The following sections
highlight matters that should be used in interpreting our policy and is non-exhaustive.
Design Guidance
Guidance to be used in planning decisions, particularly with respect to house
extensions, amenity, car parking and crime prevention is set out in appendix 4. This
guidance should be considered alongside the other aspects of good design,
particularly the need to respond to local context.
Amenity
The amenity of a place relates to the positive characteristics that combine to make up
its character and the way it is enjoyed by people, particularly those who live there.
Good design will add to the amenity of an area and protect existing amenities, for
example by enhancing its sense of place and protecting its tranquillity.
Retail Centres
Our retail centres (Town Centres, District Centres and Local Centres) perform a
number of functions in terms of the services they provide and are places where people
come together to meet. In order to support these functions it is important that the
design of developments in and near these locations supports this character, for
example by incorporating active frontages, which add interest, life and vitality to the
public realm, and responding positively to the grain and vertical and horizontal rhythms
(e.g. the building widths, the proportion and scale of windows and doors etc.) of the
surrounding townscape.
Equalities Act 2010
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The Council has a duty under the Equalities Act 2010 to have due regard in its decision
making to achieve certain objectives for people with protected characteristics. These
objectives include eliminating forms of discrimination, advancing equality of
opportunity and fostering good relations between persons with and without protected
characteristics. The contribution a development proposal makes to the achievement
of objectives of the Equalities Act will form part of the consideration of planning
proposals.
Neighbourhood Planning
We expect neighbourhood plans to continue taking a strong lead on the type of design
they expect for their area. We have made clear that adopted neighbourhood plans
and village design statements will be key starting points for understanding places and
their character and therefore of achieving good design. We will encourage those
communities who wish to prepare a neighbourhood plan to provide local design
guidance which reflects and accords with Building for a Healthy Life principles. Many
villages also have a village design statement, and we will continue to work with our
communities who wish to influence the design of new buildings using this type of
document.
Design Codes
We will be preparing our own design codes for the Borough. We also encourage their
use by applicants, alongside other tools such as masterplanning and development
briefs, as an effective way of developing and communicating the design ideas for
proposed developments.
Policy DS5: High Quality Design
We will require new developments to make a positive contribution to
Charnwood, by responding positively to the local distinctiveness of the area and
providing attractive and functional places where people will want to live, work
and visit. We will specifically require new developments to:
•
•
•
•
•

respect and enhance the character of the area, having regard to scale,
density, massing, height, landscape, layout, materials, access
arrangements, and heritage assets and their setting;
protect the amenity of people who live or work nearby and those who will
live in the new development;
be built to last and add to the quality of the area, not just in the short term
but over the lifetime of the development;
provide attractive, safe and well managed public and private amenity
spaces which support active lifestyles;
provide well-defined, legible and multi-functional streets and spaces that
support all users and encourage social interaction; and
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•

reduce their impacts upon, and be resilient to, the effects of climate
change in accordance with Policy CC4.

An independent design review should be carried out for strategic or sensitive
development proposals. We will determine on a case by case basis whether an
independent design review is required based on the scale of the proposals and
the sensitivity of their location.
Any design reviews that are required by the Council will be funded by the
applicant.
Planning permission will be refused for developments that are not well
designed, especially where appropriate design methods to achieve welldesigned places, such as Building for a Healthy Life, appropriate place-based
reference points and engagement with the local community, have not been
used.

Place Based Policies
Leicester Urban Area
The Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan identifies Leicester as having
a pivotal part to play in the strategy for delivering homes and jobs in Leicester and
Leicestershire and looks to develop its role as the ‘central city’. The urban settlements
of Birstall, Syston and Thurmaston in the South of Charnwood form part of the
Leicester Urban Area and are significantly influenced by their physical and functional
relationships with the City whilst also having a good range and choice of services and
facilities that meet the day to day needs of residents.
There is an area south of the A46 in Anstey parish, and a small residential area
adjacent to Hamilton, to the north east of the city, within Charnwood which also form
part of the Leicester Urban Area but are not settlements in their own right.
Leicester has significant housing needs yet the opportunities to satisfy this need are
constrained within its administrative boundary. Many of the strategic opportunities
available within the city are to the north and north west close to Charnwood. There is
also growth being delivered in Blaby and Harborough district areas to the north west
and north east of the city. A key part of supporting Leicester in its role as ‘central city’
will be ensuring a joined-up approach to delivering growth in this wider area.
Background
Leicester is one of the oldest cities in England with its origins in the Iron Age. The city
has a rich heritage from Roman, Saxon, and Norman times, and became one of the
most significant centres for textile and hosiery manufacturing in the UK. The city has
grown significantly over the last few decades and now forms part of a continuous urban
area which goes beyond its administrative area and is home to 650,000 people.
The proximity of Thurmaston, Birstall and Syston to Leicester has always been a key
factor in their growth and development. All were originally Saxon standalone
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settlements, however, over the years, improving transport links with Leicester allowed
new businesses to develop while also giving people the opportunity to travel to work
in Leicester. From the 18th century onwards local industries in Syston included
framework knitting and shoe manufacture. Later in the 20th century, Syston along with
Thurmaston, experienced significant growth of jobs and housing.
The area is influenced by a series of natural and man-made features which have
shaped development. The River Soar and Grand Union Canal stretch from the centre
of the city into Charnwood and provide recreational opportunities along their length,
notably at Watermead Country Park. There are also several major arterial routes, such
as the A6, A607 and Anstey Lane which run into the city from the A46 in Charnwood,
north of Leicester. The Midland Main Line railway runs northwards from the city to
Loughborough and beyond, with the route east to Peterborough branching off at
Syston junction. The Great Central Railway also passes through the area with this
popular heritage line starting in Birstall and travelling north to Loughborough.
The Leicester Urban Area also holds a significant proportion of the Borough’s
population with over 20% of people in Charnwood living around the edge of Leicester.
51% of people living in Birstall, Syston, Thurmaston and Anstey travel to jobs in the
City and benefit from the range of services and facilities that it has. Whilst there are a
significant number of jobs in Charnwood, approximately 34% more people leave the
Borough to work than travel in, with 84% of these heading to Leicester. Sustainable
transport routes into Leicester allow relatively good access to jobs and the cultural and
social opportunities provided by a large urban area.
In addition to having very good public transport connections into the city, Thurmaston,
Syston and Birstall also individually provide a full range and choice of services and
facilities to residents. These settlements all have a secondary school and more than
one option available to residents for a range of services including food shops, primary
schools, doctor’s surgeries, pharmacies and cash machines. Thurmaston and Syston
has the highest concentrations of employment outside the urban centres with between
8-9% of the Borough’s total employment located in each of these settlements. Almost
certainly related to this, these settlements also have a relatively high level of selfcontainment for travel to work journeys compared to other settlements.
Thurmaston is home to some of the most deprived households in the Borough, with
some areas worsening in deprivation ranking over the last 5 years. Part of Thurmaston
borders the Watermead Country Park and is within the South Charnwood Priority
Neighbourhood. Our evidence shows pockets of deprivation where there are low levels
of income among older people, low levels of education, skills and training and a poorquality living environment. Community cohesion is also restricted by the physical
barriers of the A607 and Midland Mainline railway. The opportunity to benefit the
community by linking Thurmaston to Watermead Country Park and the Grand Union
Canal has been supported in the past, but none of these initiatives as yet have
successfully come forward to impact upon deprivation.
Environmental Context
The Leicester Urban Area sits largely within the Soar Valley landscape character area,
with Syston lying within the Wreake Valley area. It also has a relationship with the
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Charnwood Forest to the west and High Leicestershire to the east. These landscape
character areas are an important part of the character and local distinctiveness of the
individual urban settlements and their setting.
Many of the locations allocated for new development on the edge of Leicester are
situated on sites with sloping topography and are prominent in views from a variety of
locations in surrounding countryside. Screening focussed on the edge of such sites
is unlikely to successfully integrate development into its landscape setting, as more
central parts of new development may still be conspicuous. The allowance for
significant planted areas which allows trees with large canopies to mature is likely to
be a more successful long-term solution to integrating new development into the
landscape. This will require careful attention not just to design and layout, but to long
term management and maintenance of public open spaces.
Also important to local distinctiveness are the historic centres of Thurmaston, Birstall
and Syston. Conservation Areas have been designated within Birstall and Syston and
for each there are nationally and locally listed buildings within and adjacent to the
Conservation Area. Whilst not within the Leicester Urban Area, the setting and
heritage of the Barkby Conservation Area and the Scheduled Ancient Monument of
Hamilton Deserted Medieval Village will also be relevant to the delivery of
development in this area.
The River Soar and Grand Union Canal provide a broad green corridor between the
city centre and the countryside in Charnwood. This is a green lung which is important
for wildlife, visitors and the tourist economy. We will work with partners on a joinedup approach to the River Soar and Grand Union Canal for ecology and leisure
purposes and together with Watermead Country Park these are a significant element
of our strategy for this important corridor.
Watermead Country Park is the most significant area of open space serving Syston,
Thurmaston and Birstall and provides a large area of natural and semi natural green
space totalling 144 hectares. It is an important recreational asset for surrounding
communities based on a network of old mineral workings and artificial lakes that run
north to south along the path of the river. A key issue in this area is the need to
improve the connectivity between Thurmaston, Birstall and Wanlip and the Watermead
Country Park and to make the most of this high-quality environment as part of
supporting the regeneration of Thurmaston Local Centre.
Green Wedges are a long-standing policy designation used by the city of Leicester
and the districts that surround it to manage urban growth. The aim of Green Wedges
is to guide development form, to provide a ‘green lung’ into the City and ensure that,
as the urban area grows, it is accompanied by open areas for people and for wildlife
and to safeguard the identities of communities within and around urban areas. Our
strategy is to extend the Leicester Hamilton Green Wedge as part of delivering the
North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension.
Our strategy, informed by wider sustainability considerations explained in Section 4,
includes development in areas that have previously been identified as Green Wedge.
Development in these locations will require careful planning to ensure that the effect
upon the separate identities and landscape setting of distinct towns and villages is
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mitigated and to ensure that linked areas of open space can be maintained into the
urban area of Leicester. We will work closely with Leicester City Council to ensure a
coordinated approach to the delivery of new development to include areas where the
functions of Green Wedge can be maintained. We will use the opportunities brought
by new development to provide significantly improved recreational opportunities.
In forming part of the urban area of the city, the communities of Barkby, Birstall,
Rothley, Syston, Thurcaston, Thurmaston and Wanlip have increasingly been
concerned about their identities as separate places. Our strategy seeks to protect the
identity of places and prevent the coalescence of urban settlements and settlements
outside urban areas by introducing new Areas of Local Separation.
Our evidence shows us that that there was a quantitative shortfall in the provision of
parks and gardens in Syston, Thurmaston and Birstall. Both Syston and Thurmaston
have quantitative shortfalls of allotments, and Thurmaston also has an under provision
of children’s play and facilities for teenagers. In delivering our development strategy,
opportunities to provide new open space and recreational facilities will be sought.
Development Strategy for Leicester Urban Area
Homes and Jobs
Our development strategy directs development to the edge of Leicester as a
sustainable location that has a range and choice of services and facilities that meet
the day to day needs of residents and which functionally forms part of the Leicester
Urban Area. The focus of development at the edge of Leicester reflects our
commitment to the economic and social success of the city, which is essential to the
success of the wider Housing and Economic Market Area of Leicester and
Leicestershire and reflects the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan’s
aim to enhance Leicester’s role as the central city at the heart of the county.
Our strategy allocates most of the Leicester Urban Area growth to two Sustainable
Urban Extensions, both of which have planning permission. The two Sustainable
Urban Extensions are the subject of specific policies in this plan which will guide their
implementation to ensure they make a positive contribution to sustainable
development.
Our strategy allocates a further 2,104 new homes to the Leicester Urban Area through
smaller allocations. The growth directed to the edge of the City takes account of
landscape constraints, including Green Wedges, and the transport infrastructure
required to support growth. A key part of our strategy is the delivery of homes and
jobs that are supported by the necessary infrastructure. The delivery of growth in the
Leicester Urban Area will be supported by continued coordination between the
Borough Council, the two Highway Authorities, Highways England and the two
Education Authorities to ensure the provision of the necessary infrastructure. Our
strategy includes provision for a new primary school on Land South East of Syston.
The south of Charnwood provides significant job opportunities within our Borough, as
well as supporting and supplementing the major centre for employment in Leicester.
We have identified strategic employment sites at the two Sustainable Urban
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Extensions to reflect the need for additional provision close to the city. Land is also
allocated for employment close to Watermead Country Park, providing a highly
accessible and attractive site for inward investment. This will create jobs close to our
Priority Neighbourhood in South Charnwood.
Regeneration
The high-quality recreational opportunities of the Watermead Country Park provides
an opportunity for wider regeneration of this area. Development also provides the
opportunity to address the severance of the community by major transport corridors
and connect the community with the adjacent County Park and heritage canal
frontage. Any development close, or with a relationship, to Thurmaston Waterfront or
Watermead County Park must support regeneration of this area and protect and
enhance the area’s valuable landscape, tranquillity and biodiversity. We also want to
make sure that this area continues to act as a Green Wedge and contributes to
community identity on the fringe of the city.
Include key diagram
Sustainable Travel
The edge of Leicester enjoys a relatively good transport network connecting our
settlements to both the city and Loughborough. As with any large conurbation, the
road network can suffer from congestion at peak times in areas such as the A46
Leicester Western Bypass; Melton Road, Syston; and, Anstey Lane, Leicester.
However, there are often walking and cycling opportunities available and bus services
are good, including a park and ride service at Birstall, although journeys that require
more than one bus can be inconvenient. The area is a highly accessible location, and
our evidence has identified strategic transport advantages over many other locations
in Charnwood.
We will seek to develop these connections and exploit the opportunities that new
developments and transport projects will provide to encourage sustainable forms of
transport. The constrained road network and breadth of alternatives to the private car
provide a real opportunity to shift transport to walking, cycling and public transport in
this area.
Retail
Whilst the city of Leicester is the focus for higher order services and facilities in areas
such as retail, leisure and cultural activities in the south of Charnwood, there are also
town and village centres which provide a focus for communities in the Borough by
offering goods and services close to where people live.
Syston District Centre contains national retail chains as well as independent local
retailers and provides a strong and varied shopping and service offer. Birstall also has
a healthy District Centre with a strong convenience offer and a variety of other retail
and service provision that meets the needs of the local community. Melton Road,
Thurmaston provides a Local Centre for day to day needs and acts as a focal point for
its community. We want to see new development within this Local Centre not only to
support its role as a Local Centre but to help our priority for the regeneration of
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Thurmaston. We want to ensure that development proposals around the edge of
Leicester supports the vitality and viability of these centres. We want these centres to
continue to provide for day to day needs of their local communities and we will support
town centre uses provided this development is consistent with their position in our
retail hierarchy.
Thurmaston Shopping Centre, to the north of Thurmaston, provides an out-of-centre
retail and leisure offer in Charnwood, and is a popular destination for shoppers drawing
custom from outside the Borough. This centre does not form part of our hierarchy of
centres for town centre uses.
Policy LUA1: Leicester Urban Area
We will support Leicester Urban Area in its role as the central economic, social
and cultural focus of the County. We will do this by supporting development
that:
•

delivers housing and employment allocations in accordance with Policy
DS3 and DS4 or sustainable development that is in accordance with the
pattern of development outlined in Policy DS1 and which supports our
vision and objectives including making effective use of land;

•

ensures the timely and coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support
sustainable communities, including coordination across authority
boundaries, in accordance with Policies INF1 and INF2;

•

improves connectivity and accessibility to Leicester city centre, Birstall
and Syston District Centres and Thurmaston Local Centre, particularly by
walking, cycling and public transport, capitalising on the accessibility of
the Leicester Urban Area, in accordance in Policy CC5;

•

ensures Green Wedge functions are maintained and development is coordinated across administrative boundaries where this is relevant, in
accordance with Policy EV2;

•

provides urban form which integrates with the wider landscape setting
and responds positively to the relevant local landscape character area of
Soar Valley, Wreake Valley, Charnwood Forest or High Leicestershire, in
accordance with Policy EV1;

•

protects the predominantly open and undeveloped character of Areas of
Local Separation, in accordance with Policy EV3;

•

protects and enhances the strategically important links between the
wildlife network, including the Great Central Railway, River Soar, Grand
Union Canal, Green Wedges and locations which provide connectivity
between strategically important habitats, in accordance with Policies E5
and EV6;

•

protects and enhances heritage features and positively supports local
distinctiveness, in accordance with Policy EV8;

•

responds positively to the high quality, tranquil setting of Watermead
73

Page 93

Country Park;
•

improves connectivity and accessibility between Watermead Country
Park, Thurmaston waterfront and the wider community; and

•

contributes to the regeneration of Thurmaston Local Centre, the
Thurmaston waterfront and the Grand Union Canal.

Leicester Urban Area Strategic Allocations
North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
The North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension is allocated on land adjacent
to the Leicester Urban Area to the east of Thurmaston and north of Hamilton (in
Leicester ).
The site benefits from a hybrid planning permission granted in August 2016 which
secured outline permission for the Sustainable Urban Extension and a detailed
permission for the Southern Access Road into Leicester. The planning permission is
structured around a detailed Design and Access Statement, six parameter plans and
a series of framework and strategy documents, which together guide how
development will come forward by establishing a design framework. The detail in
these documents are secured by planning conditions and a legal agreement.
Reserved matters have also been approved for the first phase of residential
development.
Delivery of the SUE is a key part of delivering the plan’s overall spatial strategy. The
site is a commitment and is allocated in the local plan to provide a policy framework
and certainty around delivery in the long term. We will work with landowners,
developers, and other stakeholders to support the delivery of the SUE over the plan
period.
We have prepared a Vision for the North East Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
in partnership with the developers, Leicestershire County Council and Leicester City
Council. The vision is outlined below:
A Vision for the North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
The North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension will be a locally
distinctive, sustainable and thriving new community that is well integrated and
has excellent connections with Thurmaston and Leicester. It will assist in
realising regeneration opportunities for Thurmaston and north east Leicester
and create a new focus for the community east of the railway line but maintain
a physical separation from Syston, Barkby and Barkby Thorpe.
It will provide a balanced mix of high quality housing as well as diverse
employment opportunities and an excellent network of green infrastructure
which connects into existing areas of environmental value and includes an
extension of the Leicester Hamilton Green Wedge. It will have vibrant centres
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that provide a heart to the community and accessible community, shopping and
business facilities.
Growth will be planned in a sustainable manner and have regard to the
protection and enhancement of valuable built and natural resources. Design will
be locally distinctive and create attractive, usable and adaptable development
that meets high environmental standards, is resilient to climate change and
optimises opportunities for sustainable transport choice. Development will
deliver a place that is well connected with safe and attractive neighbourhoods
that provide opportunities and benefits to existing communities and stimulate
investment by new residents, visitors and businesses.
The scale of the sustainable urban extension requires a comprehensively planned
scheme that takes the opportunity to create distinct character areas that respond to
the scale, layout and density of the existing neighbourhoods to ensure the new
community relates appropriately to neighbouring areas, including Thurmaston. This
will mean a mixture of homes and densities to meet the needs of our community and
provide a high-quality environment.
We also expect an appropriate mix of business uses that reflect the needs of the local
economy and maximises the opportunity to work locally. We want to ensure provision
for new and developing business.
We want the sustainable urban extension to connect new residents to employment,
schools, shops, leisure facilities, open spaces and other community facilities both
within the development and beyond. Whilst the sustainable urban extension will
include a range of uses to meet day to day needs, residents will also enjoy good
connections with the Leicester city centre, Watermead Country Park and the centres
of Thurmaston, Syston and Hamilton where additional services and facilities are
available.
The topography rises from Hamilton and Thurmaston to Barkby Thorpe, with Barkby
on a plateau to the north. We expect the design of the sustainable urban extension to
protect the identities of Syston, Barkby and Barkby Thorpe and respond to the
landscape. This should include avoiding development on the higher ground and
ensuring that important views are protected and, where appropriate, used to full effect.
There are features in the local area which are of historic value. The Roman Villa and
deserted medieval village of Hamilton are Scheduled Monuments. Historic England
has identified the Roman Villa as at risk from ploughing. The conservation areas of
Barkby and Barkby Thorpe are also nearby and there is potential for unscheduled
archaeology in the area. Although these historic features are outside the development
site, we expect their wider setting to be carefully considered at the start of the design
process. It will be particularly important to protect views of historic buildings and
spaces and consider the impact of access arrangements.
The site of the sustainable urban extension is currently farmed. There are however
two strategically important links to wildlife networks along the Melton Brook and
Barkby Brook which have the most biodiversity value in the area. The development
will be expected to respect and enhance these two strategically important links to
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wildlife networks supporting the Water Framework Directive and, where appropriate,
create new wildlife networks. There are opportunities to create a network across the
landscape along on the north-south and east-west axis. Activities that have the
potential to disrupt wildlife should be focused elsewhere in the site.
We want the sustainable urban extension to be designed so that is it resilient to climate
change. Our evidence suggests that there is a need for appropriate run-off
management and prevention of any increase in flood risk downstream. This should
include investigating opportunities to reduce flood risk associated with the Thurmaston
Dyke and reduce flood risk in Syston and Barkby through storage options on the site.
Appropriate assessment of flood risk was undertaken in support of the approved
outline planning application for the SUE.
The sustainable urban extension is well related to the River Soar and the Watermead
Country Park. We want the development to complement and maximise the opportunity
for access to this wider Green Infrastructure Network.
We want to see the necessary physical and social infrastructure being delivered at the
right time for the new community to foster sustainable lifestyles. Key infrastructure
items and when they are expected to be delivered are included in the Infrastructure
Schedule in Appendix 3.
Where appropriate and necessary we will use compulsory purchase orders to deliver
the sustainable urban extension in line with the Vision.
Policy LUA2: North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
Land is allocated to north east of Leicester, as shown on the Policies Map, as a
sustainable urban extension to deliver a community of approximately 4,500
homes. The development will make a significant contribution to meeting our
housing needs by delivering approximately 3,205 homes by 2037 and the
remaining homes beyond the plan period.
The sustainable urban extension will create a balanced community and a safe,
high quality and accessible environment. We will do this by:
Housing
•
•
•
•

seeking 30% affordable homes to meet local needs in accordance with Policy
H4;
seeking a range of tenures, types and sizes of homes in accordance with
Policy H1;
supporting extra care housing where it meets the needs of our ageing
population in accordance with Policy H2; and
requiring a permanent site for gypsies and travellers of at least 4 pitches and
a site of at least 4 plots for showpeople in accordance with Policy H8;

Employment
•

providing up to 13 hectares of employment land to help meet our strategic
and local employment needs in accordance with Policy E1;
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Community Facilities
•
•

•
•

providing three primary schools and one secondary school, as appropriate
to meet the need for school places, as focal points for the new community,
in locations that are accessible to both the new and existing communities;
providing one main accessible Local Centre delivered as part of an early
phase of development that is accessible to both new and existing
communities, including as a minimum, local shops and a supermarket, small
scale employment and a range of non-retail and community facilities and
services in accordance with Policy T1;
including opportunities, where appropriate, for additional smaller centres
where they complement the main centre, are well related to a school and
meet community needs in accordance with Policy T1; and
supporting the provision of superfast broadband networks for all homes and
businesses in accordance with Policy E3;

Transport
•
•
•

requiring well connected street patterns and walkable neighbourhoods that
provide high quality, safe and direct walking, cycling and public transport
routes in accordance with Policy CC5;
requiring the retention of existing walking, cycling and road connections
with Thurmaston and where possible the creation of new links in accordance
with Policy CC5;
requiring a comprehensive package of transport improvements in
accordance with Policies CC5 and INF2 and including:
o new and improved cycling and walking routes, well related to the
Green Infrastructure network, connecting to existing and new
employment areas and centres, Syston train station and Thurmaston
Waterfront;
o new and enhanced bus services connecting both the western part of
the development and eastern part with local employment
opportunities and Syston, Thurmaston and Leicester City Centre, as
identified through a Transport Assessment;
o a new main road through the development from Barkby Thorpe Lane
at the north to Sandhills Avenue at the south, performing the function
of a high street where it passes through the new main centre;
o appropriate capacity improvements to Barkby Thorpe Lane and the
A607/Barkby Thorpe Lane roundabout and if necessary a new road link
from the development to Melton Road and the A607; and
o other network improvements as identified by an appropriate Transport
Assessment;

Environment
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

protecting the separate identities of Syston, Barkby and Barkby Thorpe and
their Conservation Areas;
requiring the development to respond to the landscape and surrounding
areas to create a locally distinctive development in accordance with Policies
DS5 and EV1;
protecting historic and archaeological features including the setting of
Hamilton Deserted Medieval Village and the Roman Villa in accordance with
Policy EV8;
requiring the development to protect and enhance existing wildlife corridors
and, where appropriate, provide new corridors to create a coherent
biodiversity network in accordance with Policy EV6;
encouraging the development to, where viable, exceed Building Regulations
for carbon emissions in accordance with Policy CC4;
requiring the development to deliver buildings and spaces that have been
designed to be adaptable to future climatic conditions including extremes of
temperature, drought and flooding in accordance with Policy CC4;
requiring development that provides appropriate sustainable drainage
systems and flood alleviation measures and where possible reduces flood
risk in Thurmaston, Syston and Barkby in accordance with Policy CC1 and
CC2;
protecting and enhancing water quality;
providing an extension of the Leicester Hamilton Green Wedge including
access to and long term management of a formal parkland as part of an
accessible, comprehensive and high quality network of multi-functional
green spaces in accordance with our open space standards in accordance
with Policies EV9, EV10 and INF1.

We will do this by working with our public and private sector partners and will
require the following to support a planning application:
•

•
•

a Development Framework including delivery and phasing arrangements and
a masterplan informed by an independent Design Review Panel and
community consultation including key design principles to ensure the
development of a comprehensive sustainable urban extension;
a Green Infrastructure Strategy to inform the development of detailed
proposals and long term management; and
a Sustainability Assessment that identifies the developments response to
carbon emissions reduction and climate change resilience.

In the event that further outline planning permission is sought, we will require a
development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform detailed
planning applications or reserved matters applications.
North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
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The North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension is allocated on land north of Birstall,
to the north of the A46, west of the A6, east of the Great Central Railway and to the
south and west of the Broadnook Spinney.
The site now benefits from a hybrid planning permission, which was granted in
November 2020 which secured outline permission for the Sustainable Urban
Extension and the first phase of development. The planning permission is structured
around a detailed Design and Access Statement, parameter plans and a series of
framework and strategy documents, which together guide how development will come
forward by establishing a design framework. The detail in these documents are
secured by planning conditions and a legal agreement.
Delivery of the SUE is a key part of delivering the plan’s overall spatial strategy. The
Sustainable Urban Extension is a commitment and is allocated in the local plan to
provide a policy framework and certainty around delivery in the long term. We will work
with landowners, developers, and other stakeholders to support the delivery of the
SUE over the plan period.
This location provides an opportunity to create a new garden suburb to reflect the
pioneering work started during the early part of the twentieth century along the Great
Central Railway. During the early part of the twentieth century homes were built to
Garden Suburb principles along the route of the Great Central Railway. This is
particularly evident at the Ridgeway in Rothley, part of the unfinished Rothley Garden
Suburb, which was strongly influenced by Hampstead Garden Suburb. The plan
included individually designed houses with good sized gardens.
Garden Suburbs are a development of the Garden City movement which sought to
combine all the advantages of the town by way of accessibility and all the advantages
of the country by way of environment without any of the disadvantages of either.
Garden Suburb principles include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

strong vision, leadership and community engagement;
land value capture for the benefit of the community;
community ownership of land and long term stewardship of assets;
high quality, imaginative design including homes with gardens;
mixed tenure homes which are affordable for ordinary people;
a strong local jobs offer with a variety of employment opportunities well related
to homes;
generous green space linked to the wider countryside, well managed and high
quality gardens, treelined streets and open spaces with opportunities for
residents to grow their own food;
access to strong local, cultural, recreational and shopping facilities in walkable
neighbourhoods; and
integrated and accessible transport systems.

We expect the development to continue the tradition of Garden Suburb housing
associated with the Great Central Railway.
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We have prepared a vision for the North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension in
partnership with the developers, Leicestershire County Council and Leicester City
Council. The Vision is outlined below: North East of Leicester (Thorpebury)
Sustainable Urban Extension
Vision for North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
The North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension will be known for its
reputation as a Garden Suburb. It will combine the benefits of excellent access
to Leicester for work and leisure with the benefits of the countryside such as
green open space, fresh air, tranquillity and beautiful character. It will have been
comprehensively planned to offer an excellent quality of life for its community.
The range of homes, jobs, community facilities and shops will meet the day to
day needs of the people who live there. Community uses will provide a focus of
civic pride.
We expect the sustainable urban extension to meet the employment needs of the new
community in accordance with garden suburb principles. However, given the area’s
excellent connections and relationship with Leicester there is also an opportunity for
new jobs that contribute to our wider employment requirements. We will carefully
assess any employment development through the masterplanning process. In total,
this direction of growth may deliver up to 15 hectares of general employment land as
part of this sustainable urban extension.
We want this new community to benefit from access to a wide range of services and
facilities including schools, shops, new or expanded health facilities and community
facilities such as a place of worship and a community centre. We expect new facilities
to be delivered as part of the centre within the development. This will reduce the need
to travel for the people who live in the new homes and also increase access for the
existing community.
We want the sustainable urban extension to connect new residents to employment,
schools, shops, leisure facilities, open spaces and other community facilities both
within the development and beyond. Whilst the sustainable urban extension will
include a range of uses to meet day to day needs, they will also enjoy good
connections with the City Centre, Watermead Country Park, Charnwood Forest,
Loughborough and Birstall District Centre where additional services and facilities are
available.
We will expect the development to make the most of opportunities for high quality
walking and cycling routes and high frequency bus services. We want the new
development to be accessible and connect the community to services and facilities,
National Cycle Route 6 and the Park and Ride facility in Birstall.
Whilst we will maximise the opportunities to walk and cycle there will still be a need
for new roads to serve the new development, provide links to the wider road network,
support high frequency bus services and to avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring
communities. This sustainable urban extension will be next to the A6 and A46 which
are the main transport corridors connecting Leicester to Loughborough and the area
to the M1 motorway. We will work with our partners to understand the impact of more
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detailed development proposals on these corridors, the A46/A6 interchange and the
wider network and develop a package of transport measures to support the
development.
The sustainable urban extension will provide a garden suburb, a high-quality
environment, respecting and responding to the landscape, ecology and heritage in this
area.
The topography in this location is partially lower lying on either side of the A6 and rises
towards the south west. Rothley is located to the north of this location, beyond the
Broadnook Spinney, whilst Wanlip is to the south east of the A6/A46 roundabout. We
expect the design of the sustainable urban extension to protect the identities of Rothley
and Wanlip and respond to the landscape. This should include ensuring that important
views are protected and, where appropriate, used to full effect.
There are a number of features in the local area which are of historic value. The nearby
Rothley Conservation Area and Rothley Park are home to historic buildings including
the Grade I listed Rothley Court Hotel and Chapel. There is also potential for
unscheduled archaeology in the area. Although these historic features are outside the
development location, we expect their wider setting to be borne in mind at the start of
the design process.
The site of the sustainable urban extension is currently farmed. There are however
two important wildlife corridors associated with the Broadnook Spinney and the Great
Central Railway which have the most biodiversity value in the area. The development
will be expected to respect and enhance these wildlife corridors and, where
appropriate, create new wildlife networks. This includes considering opportunities to
create a network across the landscape along on the north-south and east-west axis to
help enhance connections to the River Soar. In particular, activities that have the
potential to disrupt wildlife should be focused elsewhere in the site.
The sustainable urban extension is well related to the River Soar and the Watermead
Country Park. We want the development to complement and maximise the opportunity
for access to this wider Green Infrastructure Network for recreation and leisure to the
benefit of the existing and new communities.
The eastern part of this location lies within a sand and gravel Minerals Consultation
Area and there is potential for minerals resources to be sterilised. We will expect the
policies in the Leicestershire Minerals Local Plan to safeguard minerals from
sterilisation to be applied and further detailed investigation undertaken to assess the
resources that could be affected and the necessary mitigation.
Policy LUA3: North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
Land is allocated to the north of Birstall as shown on the Policies Map as a
sustainable urban extension to deliver a garden suburb of approximately 1,950
homes. The development will make a significant contribution to meeting our
housing needs by delivering approximately 1,950 homes by 2037.
The sustainable urban extension will create a balanced community and a safe,
high quality and accessible environment. We will do this by:
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Housing
•
•
•
•

seeking 30% affordable homes to meet local needs in accordance with
Policy H4;
seeking a range of tenures, types and sizes of homes in accordance with
Policy H1;
supporting extra care housing where it meets the needs of our ageing
population in accordance with Policy H2; and
requiring a site of at least 4 plots for showpeople in accordance with Policy
H8;

Employment
•

providing up to 15 hectares of employment land to help meet our strategic
and local employment needs in accordance with Policy E1;

Community Facilities
•
•
•

•
•

providing a primary school as appropriate to meet the need for school
places, as a focal point for the new community;
contributing to the provision of secondary school places as appropriate to
meet the need for school places;
providing one accessible Local Centre delivered as part of an early phase
of development, including as a minimum, local shops and a small
supermarket, small scale employment and a range of non-retail and
community facilities and services including a community centre in
accordance with Policy T1;
supporting the provision of superfast broadband networks for all homes
and businesses in accordance with Policies E1 and E3; and
supporting development that maximises the opportunities to create strong
social links with Birstall;

Transport
•
•

requiring well connected street patterns and walkable neighbourhoods that
provide high quality, safe and direct walking, cycling and public transport
routes in accordance with Policy CC5; and
requiring a comprehensive package of transport improvements in
accordance with Policies CC5 and INF2 and including:
o new and improved cycling and walking routes, well related to the
Green Infrastructure network, connecting to existing and new
employment areas and centres, the Birstall Park and Ride, Watermead
Country Park and Charnwood Forest;
o bus service enhancements connecting the new community with local
employment opportunities and Birstall, Leicester City Centre and
Loughborough, as identified through a Transport Assessment;
o a new roundabout on the A6, north of the A46 interchange;
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o appropriate access arrangements including a connection to the A6
and Rothley;
o appropriate capacity improvements at the A46 interchange; and
o other network improvements as identified by an appropriate
Transport Assessment;
Environment
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

protecting the separate identity of Wanlip, Rothley and Rothley
Conservation Area;
requiring the development to respond to the landscape and surrounding
areas to create a locally distinctive development in accordance with
Policies DS5 and EV1;
protecting historic and archaeological features including the setting of
Rothley Park and Rothley Conservation Area in accordance with Policy
LP24;
requiring the development to protect and enhance existing wildlife
corridors and, where appropriate, provide new corridors to create a
coherent biodiversity network in accordance with Policy EV6;
encouraging the development to, where viable, exceed Building
Regulations for carbon emissions in accordance with Policy CC4;
requiring the development to deliver buildings and spaces that have been
designed to be adaptable to future climatic conditions including extremes
of temperature, drought and flooding in accordance with Policy CC4;
requiring development that provides appropriate sustainable drainage
systems and flood alleviation measures and where possible reduces
flood risk associated with the Rothley Brook in accordance with Policy
CC1 and CC2;
requiring the development to provide an accessible, comprehensive and
high quality network of multi-functional green spaces in accordance with
our open space standards, set out in Policies EV9, EV10 and INF1; and
requiring the development to respond to the minerals safeguarding
policies in the Leicestershire Minerals Local Plan.

We will do this by working with our public and private partners and will require
the following to support a planning application:
•

•
•

a Development Framework, including delivery and phasing arrangements
and a masterplan informed by an independent design review panel and
community consultation including key design principles to ensure the
development of a comprehensive sustainable urban extension;
a Green Infrastructure Strategy to inform the development of detailed
proposals and long term management; and
a Sustainability Assessment that identifies the development’s response
to carbon emissions reduction and climate change resilience.
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In the event that further outline planning permission is sought, we will require a
development brief, design code or equivalent to be prepared to inform detailed
planning applications or reserved matters applications.

Loughborough Urban Centre
Background
Loughborough dates back to the Saxon period and in 1221 was granted a Royal
Charter by King Henry III to hold a weekly market and an annual fair. By 1600 the
hosiery industry was starting to develop and Loughborough Canal opening in 1778
improved connections to London and Birmingham via the Grand Union Canal. The
invention of steam operated machinery supported growth, attracting bleach and dye
works and other industries including the John Taylor Bell Foundry, The Falcon Works
(steam trains and cars), and the Empress Works (cranes). Further expansion of the
town took place with the Great Central Railway arriving in 1840. Large mill and
industrial buildings were located along the canal with many dye works across the town.
The textile and hosiery industries continued to thrive peaking in the 1960s and
attracting many immigrants from India and Bangladesh.
Loughborough Urban Centre is the largest settlement in the Borough located in the
north west of Charnwood and providing the economic, cultural and social focus for a
significant proportion of the Borough. Together with Shepshed it provides the main
focus for homes and jobs in the Borough. While Loughborough and Shepshed have
separate identities and characteristics they have close inter-relationships and function
as a wider urban area. Loughborough is centrally positioned between the cities of
Nottingham, Derby and Leicester at the very heart of the UK and the Midlands Engine:
an area that is recognised as the ’engine room’ of the UK economy
The Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan identifies Loughborough as a
market town and a location for managed growth with aspirations for continued town
centre regeneration and better services. It also highlights that the town has a close
relationship with the Leicestershire International Gateway, providing an attractive and
accessible place for workers to live. It also recognises the contribution Loughborough
makes to the wider Leicestershire economy, being the location of two sites within the
Loughborough & Leicester Science & Innovation Enterprise Zone.
Loughborough is the largest market town in the County with a population of over
67,000 and predicted to exceed 80,000 by the end of the plan period. Loughborough’s
population is younger and has a stronger skills and occupational profile than county,
regional and even England averages. By 2043 its Old Age Dependency Ratio will still
be below the England average as it is today. This youthful, skills-rich profile is
epitomised by the University with over 17,000 enrolled students and the College with
over 10,000.
Loughborough has a range of employment opportunities and high order services that
meet all of the day to day needs of residents and are accessible to the surrounding
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area. However, the town’s economy under performs and there is a need to level it up
with other higher performing economies and balance the gap between its knowledge
based sectors and low skills levels particularly in areas of deprivation.
Our vision for Loughborough town centre aims to capitalise on its rich history, to
support the town centre, and for the town to be the main economic, social and cultural
heart of the Borough.
Economic context
Half of the Borough’s jobs are located in Loughborough and 53% of the economically
active people living in Loughborough work in the town, meaning the town is by far the
most self-contained settlement in Charnwood. Loughborough’s economy is based on
a range of service and manufacturing businesses. Whilst there has been a national
decline in heavy and electrical engineering industries, they continue to make an
important contribution to the prosperity of Charnwood. In more recent years, as
traditional industry has declined, Loughborough has become well known for science
and innovation activity in areas such as advanced engineering, bioscience and
pharmaceuticals.
Whilst the industrial areas are concentrated in the east of the town, one of the largest
employers is Loughborough University which is located on the western side of the
town. The University is home to one of the largest science parks in the UK and is a
significant driver of economic prosperity for the Borough and the wider area and its
students make up approximately a fifth of the town’s population. Loughborough
College is situated in close proximity to the University and makes a similarly important
contribution to the town’s education sector.
The multi-site Loughborough and Leicester Science and Innovation Enterprise Zone
includes two sites in Loughborough. Charnwood Campus is a Life Sciences
Opportunity Zone offering state of the art laboratory space for research and
development supporting bio-medical and pharmaceutical industries. Loughborough
Science and Enterprise Park (LSEP) is home to knowledge-based businesses
specialising in advanced engineering and manufacturing, high value research and
development, and energy and low carbon technology. It benefits from the close links
it has with Loughborough University and is an important location for the training and
development of elite athletes, research into sports science, and provides a base for a
number of sports governing bodies.
The 2019 Indices of Multiple Deprivation ranked two of the Lower Super Output Areas
(LSOA) of the town in the top 10% of England’s most deprived areas. The Bell Foundry
and Warwick Way LSOAs sit close to the town centre and have the highest deprivation
statistics for the town. Other neighbouring LSOAs are also in the top (meaning worst)
25% of the IMD data for the country. Two Priority Neighbourhoods have been
established in East and West Loughborough due to the high levels of deprivation in
these areas. The neighbourhoods variously suffer from low incomes, high
unemployment, low educational attainment levels, poor health and high crime rates.
The east of Loughborough also has pockets of derelict and neglected land.
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The shape and pattern of the town centre has remained largely unchanged since the
mid-20th century. The two shopping centres, The Carillon Court Shopping Centre
(opened in 1972) and the more recent Rushes Centre (opened in 2002), together with
a large food store on Ashby Road and the adjacent Regent Place Retail Park reflect
the national trend for retail development in the last 30 years, with purpose built units
for national retail chains.
More recently, many of the national chains have ceased trading or consolidated their
outlets in fewer locations in the country and Loughborough has not been immune to
this. Nevertheless, there remain a high proportion of independent traders in the town
centre and the challenge will be to maintain this offer against the backdrop of
increasing online trading and the town’s proximity to the three cities and motorway
accessible centres like Fosse Park. Vacancy rates, especially in secondary and
peripheral areas, are high and we expect rates to increase post-Covid-19. The
changing nature of retailing introduces the opportunity to strengthen the role of the
town centre as a place where commercial activity can sit alongside community space
and housing; and to take advantage of its unique heritage, open spaces and tourism
that the town centre has to offer.
Loughborough’s strengths are clustered towards the outskirts of the town rather than
in a vibrant centre. This means key components of Loughborough’s current success
look outwards rather than inwards to the town. Loughborough University, the College
and Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park are located very close to Junction
23 of the M1 motorway, an area which will also host the large Sustainable Urban
Extension. Charnwood Campus is just off the A6 on the road to East Midlands Airport.
Loughborough railway station (only 70 minutes from London and therefore a potential
attractor of inward investment) is 15 minutes walking distance east of the town centre,
creating a long east-west primary spine from there through the town centre to the
college, university, Science and Enterprise Park and Sustainable Urban Extension.
Loughborough benefits from a good walking and cycling network and there are good
commercial bus services to Leicester and other centres. The town is, however, held
back by structural weaknesses in its local internal connectivity, which will only be
exacerbated as it grows outwards away from the centre. While it is a walkable town
with good accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists, there are key routes that are not
attractive or safe. There are opportunities to improve connectivity, improve health
benefits through more walking and cycling and improve the inclusion of deprived
communities. Future regeneration projects will aim to enhance connectivity including
improving walking and cycling routes between the town centre and the University and
College, and to create stronger links between the railway station, the town centre and
the heritage quarter.
Loughborough Railway Station has direct and regular services to Leicester,
Nottingham, London and other destinations around the country. We are working with
our partners to explore the potential to reopen the Syston Chord to passenger traffic,
which would connects the Midland Mainline to the Birmingham/ Stanstead Line. This
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would connect Melton to Nottingham and could provide a direct connection between
Loughborough and Cambridge, two renowned centres for research.
Loughborough also benefits from good access to the local and strategic road network.
The M1 motorway lies to the west and improvements to the capacity of Junction 23
and the A512 as part of our growth at Shepshed and Loughborough has recently been
completed. However, there is congestion at peak hours on key routes in the town
including the A6 and along Epinal Way.
Environmental Context
Landscape
The western part of the town lies within Charnwood Forest landscape character area
which provides a wooded landscape setting to the town, part of its local
distinctiveness. The main routes to the west of the town provide gateways to the
Charnwood Forest Regional Park. The eastern area of Loughborough sits within the
Soar Valley landscape character area, the flat wide floodplain has significantly
constrained the growth of the town to the east and therefore future projects to address
flood risk in Loughborough will be supported. There is a small area of land between
Loughborough and Shepshed that lies within the wider Langley Lowlands character
area. Although it adjoins other landscape character areas around Loughborough, it
shows transition features of its neighbouring landscapes. These landscape character
areas are an important part of the character and local distinctiveness of Loughborough
and its setting.
Many locations allocated for new development on the edge of Loughborough are
situated on sites with sloping topography and are prominent in views from a variety of
locations in surrounding countryside, including the Charnwood Forest. Screening
focussed on the edge of such sites is unlikely to successfully integrate development
into its landscape setting, as more central parts of new development may still be
conspicuous. The allowance for significant planted areas which allows trees with large
canopies to mature is likely to be a more successful long term solution to integrating
new development into the landscape. This will require careful attention not just to
design and layout, but to long term management and maintenance of public open
spaces
Biodiversity
The way Loughborough grows needs to take account of the strategically important
natural resources of the Charnwood Forest to the south west along with the River
Soar/Grand Union Canal to east and it needs to maintain the important Green
Infrastructure connections between them. The gaps between Loughborough and
surrounding settlements are narrowing, and the key diagram shows strategically
important links to wildlife networks to the south and to the north of Loughborough
which require protection and enhancement.
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Loughborough, whilst predominantly urban in character, contains a variety of green
spaces that provide places for recreation and also for wildlife. Within the built up area
to the west there are the ancient woodlands of Holywell and Burleigh Woods. These
sites are part of an ecological network providing stepping stones for wildlife and
contribute to the quality of place for local residents. The need for development has
been balanced with the impact upon wildlife habitats and appropriate mitigation is
factored into the capacity of sites.
Watercourses
Several tributaries to the Soar also run through Loughborough. They include Black
Brook (also a Local Wildlife Site), Burleigh Brook and Wood Brook. These continue to
support a range of wildlife despite being heavily canalised and culverted in some
sections. Where they form part of managed open space they contribute significantly
to the public realm. These watercourses are a valuable environmental and recreation
asset to the town however, they require careful management to preserve their quality
and value, and to manage flood risk. The Woodbrook runs through the town centre,
partly in a culvert and flows near a number of allocated sites. Our Level 2 Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment states that these sites are developable but detailed
consideration would need to be given to the impact of both fluvial and surface water
flood risk as part of a detailed local flood risk assessment. Developers should also
ensure that they enter meaningful engagement with the Environment Agency at preapplication stage to understand the most up to date assessment and the types of
mitigation measures that will be required including any limitations on development.
Settlement Identity
Quorn, Hathern and Woodthorpe are settlements in close proximity to Loughborough
where communities have increasingly been concerned about their identities as
separate places. We have identified Areas of Local Separation south and north of
Loughborough to maintain the predominantly open and undeveloped character of the
gaps between Loughborough, Hathern and Quorn. In planning for site HA16 South of
Loughborough it will be important to ensure that Woodthorpe retains its immediate
landscape setting in order to maintain the historical visual association that the hamlet
has with agriculture.
Open Spaces
There is a good network of open spaces in Loughborough including parks and gardens
and amenity green space and the town benefits from having the Charnwood Forest
and River Soar corridor within a short walk from the urban edge. Our evidence tells
us that the urban nature of some Loughborough wards means that demand for space
is significantly higher than elsewhere in the district due to the population particularly in
Garendon and Hastings Wards. In delivering our development strategy, opportunities
to provide new recreational facilities will be sought and where this is not possible, we
will seek to maximise the quality of existing sites and improving their accessibility.
Heritage
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There are 90 Listed Buildings, 2 Ancient Monuments and eight conservation areas in
Loughborough. Garendon Park, to the west of the town, is a Registered Park and
Garden containing many historical features including the Triumphal Arch (Grade I) and
the Temple of Venus (Grade II*). The historic environment in Loughborough is
essential in creating a distinctive place in which to live and work and needs to be
safeguarded from inappropriate development. It is important that growth in
Loughborough is managed carefully to strike a positive balance between safeguarding
the natural and built environment and ensuring the future prosperity of the town.
Air Quality
There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Loughborough, the
Loughborough AQMA in the town centre focused along A6 Derby Road and A512
Ashby Road (road traffic emissions) and the Great Central Railway AQMA (steam train
emissions). There are two site allocations close to the Loughborough AQMA at
Devonshire Square and Baxter Gate, which may have the potential to impact on air
quality in and around the town centre. These locations are also within the boundary
of the Loughborough East Priority Neighbourhood. We will therefore require
sustainable transport modes to be prioritised in the planning for these developments
to minimise the impact on air quality in these areas.
Development Strategy for Loughborough
Homes and Jobs
Our development strategy directs development to Loughborough as the location in
Charnwood which provides the best access to jobs, services, infrastructure and
sustainable travel options. The scale of development directed to Loughborough
reflects our commitment to the town as the main economic, social and cultural centre
of the Borough whilst recognising the need to respond to the environmental context of
the town.
Most of the housing growth in Loughborough is allocated to the West of Loughborough
Sustainable Urban Extension. Our strategy identifies Loughborough for urban
intensification and concentration and allocates a further 2,242 new homes including a
mixture of urban and greenfield sites of varying sizes. Sites have been identified in
and close to the town centre to assist with our ambition to make the best use of
redundant land and buildings, regenerate the public realm and to support its social
and economic role. The growth directed to the edge of Loughborough takes account
of landscape constraints, notably Charnwood Forest and settlement identity, and the
transport and education infrastructure required to support growth. Our strategy
includes provision for a new primary school to the south of Loughborough to support
growth and developments will be expected to contribute towards the costs of education
needs arising from their developments.
To support Loughborough’s role as the economic focus for the Borough we will meet
the employment needs of the town by delivering 16 hectares of employment land at
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the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension and a further 9 hectares of
employment land at Dishley Grange. We will support the Council’s vision for
Loughborough to be recognised for its role in the region’s knowledge-based economy
with the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park and Loughborough University at
the heart of Loughborough’s brand as a centre for excellence. Our strategy allocates
73 hectares of land adjacent to the University for the continued long-term expansion
of Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park for knowledge-based businesses.
We will continue to work with our partners at Loughborough University and
Loughborough College to further develop learning, creativity and innovation and assist
in the commercialisation of research. This includes supporting the growth of
Loughborough University by providing for the expansion of the University campus and
providing opportunities which encourage our graduates to remain employed or set up
their own business within the Borough and to deliver support for entrepreneurship in
the community.
In parallel we will work with the promoters of Charnwood Campus to capitalise upon
the legacy of world class buildings and laboratories vacated by a major research
establishment to regenerate the facility as a centre for life sciences and biomedical
research and development. This will consolidate the role of Loughborough as a centre
for high technology and knowledge-based businesses.
Town Centre and Regeneration
The continued vitality and viability of Loughborough town centre is key to our
regeneration strategy for the town. Loughborough’s town centre includes a historic
Market Place, a variety of shops and services but faces competition from larger
centres like Leicester, Nottingham and Derby, along with new models of internet based
shopping and other forms of online commerce.
The area to the east of the town centre is identified as Loughborough’s Industrial
Heritage Quarter. Many of the former industrial premises are now underused or in a
poor state of repair offering an opportunity for the delivery of new homes and
businesses. Regeneration opportunities including the redevelopment of redundant
and underused land and property will be supported where they retain and enhance the
remaining heritage assets.
The Tourism Blueprint for Charnwood recognises the tourism potential of our industrial
past and its key heritage attractions such as the Great Central Railway, the Grand
Union Canal and Taylor’s Bell Foundry and Museum and the opportunity for a heritage
trail is being investigated.
The Great Central Railway is an established heritage railway that runs between its
main base in Loughborough and Birstall and is expanding its successful events
programme and on-site offer. We will support development and investment in the
infrastructure necessary to enhance the railway’s appeal as a major tourism
destination.
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The River Soar and Grand Union Canal Partnership’s vision for the delivery of
improvements to the canal corridor will be supported in association with the
regeneration of the Loughborough Industrial Heritage Quarter and the opportunities
for enhanced linkages between the water way and the town centre.
The Loughborough Bell Foundry Trust is restoring key parts of the historic Grade II*
Listed Taylor’s Bell Foundry to enhance the commercial operation and attract more
visitors.
The former landfill site at Allsopps Lane is currently neglected and could provide a
major informal recreational area for the local community. We want to see it reclaimed
for new green space and have identified it as a priority project in our Open Spaces
Strategy.
Nottingham Road provides a direct route between the Loughborough railway station
and the town centre and passes close to these heritage assets. There have been
recent improvements to the public realm around the station; however, these have not
been continued along Nottingham Road. We will encourage and support
improvements to the public realm which enhances the walking and cycling experience
from the station and link these to the heritage trail and wider connectivity
improvements within Loughborough.
The Council will continue to work with partners and seek opportunities for funding to
support our regeneration priorities for Loughborough. Several regeneration projects
relating to the town centre have been initiated in order to enhance the economic, social
and environmental prospects of the town. Proposals that support the aims of these
and other regeneration projects will be supported, including:
•

•
•
•
•

improving the public realm including the retail centre, heritage assets, key open
spaces and to make it is easier for people to move between the railway station,
the town centre and the education sector/enterprise park to the west of the
town;
unlocking the town’s potential in terms of careers, enterprise, community
projects and key development sites;
specific public realm projects such as the Bedford Square Gateway;
Nottingham Road, the Lanes and Links and Parish Green;
culture and heritage projects such as Loughborough Bell Foundry; the Great
Central Railway and the Riverside Regeneration; and
projects to address flood risk in Loughborough including a flood defence
scheme for the town centre which in turn would help to unlock development
sites within the town that are currently constrained by flood risk.

The longer-term effects of the Covid-19 pandemic are unknown, but it is anticipated
that it will accelerate trends for more shopping to be carried out online and may alter
how people use town centres. Given these uncertainties, a more flexible and
innovative approach to planning for Loughborough town centre is likely to be needed
if our vision and objectives for the town centre are to be achieved. Uses which provide
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a reason for people to visit, spend time and which support economic activity in
Loughborough town centre will be encouraged.
The Council’s spatial vision expressed through the Loughborough Town Centre
Masterplan is that:
Loughborough Town Centre Masterplan Vision
Loughborough Town Centre will be a successful and vibrant place with a strong
identity that stems from its role as a market town and home to Loughborough
University. It will be an attractive destination with a diverse retail and leisure
offer, a mix of housing and a wide range of employment opportunities.
The town will be easy to access with a well-connected network of vehicular and
pedestrian routes. Activity in the town will be supported by a range of events
and innovative marketing, business and promotional strategies that will make
Loughborough a great place to be.
The Masterplan identifies opportunity sites that are currently under-utilised and offer
potential for development to strengthen the town centre offer and improve the
townscape and sense of space.
1. Baxter Gate;
2. Aumberry Gap;
3. Devonshire Square;
4. Sainsbury’s store on Ashby Road; and
5. Loughborough University School of Art and Design building.
The site at Baxter Gate, which is located to the south of the Baxter Gate leisure
complex and to the north of Pinfold Gate, was the only one of the five sites identified
as suitable for significant retail development. Having regard to the amount of retail
development that is needed in the plan period, the network of centres and the
strengths and weaknesses of Loughborough town centre, the Baxter Gate site is
considered to be the most appropriate site for accommodating the Borough’s need for
retail floorspace. A mixed use scheme on this site will be supported where this assists
the vitality and viability of Loughborough town centre. The Council will be flexible in its
approach to town centre uses on this site, given the uncertainties that might arise in a
post Covid-19 world.
Following on from the successful redevelopment of Aumberry Gap, we will support the
redevelopment of the other opportunity sites and any other town centre developments,
where this supports the vitality and viability of the town centre and responds to the
Loughborough Town Centre Masterplan.
We are also working with our partners on to secure a he Loughborough Town Deal
scheme with a shared vision that Loughborough will be a great place to live, learn,
work, and grow – offering residents, communities, businesses, the university and
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college, opportunities to participate fully in the town’s development. It will be digitally,
culturally and physically connected, providing industries for the future, cherishing its
heritage, with healthy neighbourhoods and opportunities for all.
The Loughborough Town Deal Board includes the Borough Council, Loughborough
University, Loughborough College, Love Loughborough, Leicestershire County
Council, the Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership, Charnwood
Together Economy and Skills Group, local businesses and the Loughborough MP.
The Board have identified projects that will bring about social and economic
improvements to the town. The Town Deal Investment Plan proposes a range of
projects which will:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

improve skills levels to boost job prospects;
redefine the town centre to ensure it is well-used and vibrant for the future;
improve links between the east and west sides of town, from the railway station
through to the town centre through to the university and science and enterprise
park;
improve flood defences for the town;
reduce carbon emissions by encouraging more walking and cycling;
unlock areas prime for development for housing, leisure and commercial use;
build on Loughborough University's reputation as a centre for innovation,
research and sport;
showcase the town's unique heritage to attract more visitors to the area by
supporting Taylor's Bell Foundry, Great Central Railway and improving the
canal environment; and
improve job prospects and life skills for 5,000 young people from disadvantaged
background.

The Towns Fund has already provided £750,000 in forward funding to deliver the
Skills and Enterprise Hub in the town centre.
We will also continue to work closely with the Loughborough Town Team and the Love
Loughborough Business Improvement District to support smaller interventions which
can deliver local and immediate change at relatively low cost, such as themed events,
pop up shops, public realm interventions and support for existing community projects.
Public realm improvements are underway in the town centre and will be completed
within the plan period. We will support the implementation of continued improvements
including those identified through the development of the Loughborough Lanes
Strategy. This aims to improve the overall experience of the town centre for people
and enhance retail loops to increase footfall for businesses by encouraging
improvements to the large number of lanes and alleyways that play an essential role
in linking many of the town’s important destinations. Other public realm projects that
enhance the public realm of the town centre and provide better linkages between it
and the knowledge-based sector to the west of the town, therefore broadening resident
access to this growing employment sector. will be supported.
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We also recognise that encouraging people to live in the town centre and supporting
flexible workspaces/offices and commercial uses beyond the traditional retail offer, will
support and complement Loughborough’s vitality and viability.
District Centres
Loughborough has two District Centres at Gorse Covert and Shelthorpe and a Local
Centre at Sharpley Road. These District and Local Centres support their local
communities and are well-used . We want these centres to continue to provide for day
to day needs of their local communities and we will support development for town
centre uses that is consistent with their position in our town centre hierarchy.
Sustainable Travel
Car usage is much lower in Loughborough than other parts of the Borough and there
is an opportunity to encourage this further and increase the number of journeys made
by sustainable transport modes. There is a comprehensive cycling and walking
network to the west of the town centre providing routes from the edge of the town, past
the University to the town centre.
We will work with our local partners to improve connectivity across the town and will
produce a Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan for Loughborough and set
out proposals for a public realm scheme that links the railway station to the town centre
and the University, making the most of our unique heritage.
Making areas, such as Loughborough town centre, more accessible by foot and
bicycle will also help to revitalise and further improve our local economy and
regenerate the physical fabric of the town and its heritage assets. We will seek to
improve the connectivity of Loughborough and exploit the opportunities that new
developments and transport projects will provide to encourage sustainable forms of
transport. The busy road network and breadth of alternatives to the private car provide
a real opportunity to shift transport to walking, cycling and public transport in
Loughborough.
Policy LUC1: Loughborough Urban Centre
We will support Loughborough Urban Centre in its role as the main economic,
social and cultural heart of the Borough. We will do this by supporting
development that:
•

•

delivers allocations in accordance with Policy DS3 or sustainable
development that is in accordance with the pattern of development
outlined in Policy DS1 and which supports our vision and objectives
including making effective use of land;
ensures the timely and coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support
sustainable communities, in accordance with Policy INF1;
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•
•

•
•
•
•

•

improves connectivity and accessibility within Loughborough and to
surrounding settlements, particularly by walking, cycling and public
transport, in accordance with Policy CC5;
provides urban form which integrates with the wider landscape setting
and responds positively to the relevant local landscape character area of
Charnwood Forest, Soar Valley or Langley Lowlands, in accordance with
Policy EV1;
protects the predominantly open and undeveloped character of Areas of
Local Separation in accordance with Policy EV3;
protects and enhances the Charnwood Forest and River Soar and the
strategically important links to wildlife networks which connect them, in
accordance with Policy EV6;
supports measures to mitigate flood risk including contributions towards
flood alleviation works in the wider catchment of the Woodbrook or other
water courses flowing through or adjacent to the town;
secures the redevelopment of the opportunity sites, following the design
principles set out in the Loughborough Town Centre Masterplan, unless
it can be clearly demonstrated that an alternative high quality design
solution is needed to ensure a viable scheme; and
conserves and enhances the heritage and tourism value of
Loughborough’s Industrial Heritage Quarter and its heritage assets,
including the Great Central Railway, Grand Union Canal and Taylor’s Bell
Foundry, in accordance with Policy EV8 including:
o proposals to reconnect the northern and southern sections of the
Great Central Railway and associated infrastructure;
o requiring development adjacent to the Grand Union Canal to
provide an active waterfront with public access; and
o supporting proposals that enhance the landscape and biodiversity
value of the former Allsopps Lane refuse tip and provide for public
access.

Loughborough Town Centre
We will make a significant contribution to the regeneration and continued vitality
and viability of Loughborough by supporting and encouraging retail, leisure,
office, professional services and other town centre development in the Town
Centre.
Non main town centre uses, including homes, will be supported where they form
part of a mix of uses that provide activity throughout the day and evening and
complement the main retail attractions of the town centre.
We will support development in the Town Centre that:
•

reinforces and enhances the compact, legible and walkable character of
Loughborough town centre maintaining the Market Place at its heart;
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•
•
•
•
•

maintains continuous street frontage activity within the Primary
Shopping Area;
makes a significant improvement to the character and appearance of
Loughborough town centre, particularly at points of arrival into the town
centre;
makes a significant improvement to pedestrian and cycle connections
within the town centre, including to surrounding public open spaces;
provides improvements to the infrastructure for markets and events; and
is designed to address public safety and wider security, particularly in
areas where large numbers of people congregate.

Our additional need for non-food retail floor space will be met as part of a mixed
use development of allocation HS22 at Baxter Gate/Pinfold Gate. We require a
coordinated and integrated approach to the redevelopment of this key
opportunity site that:
•
•
•
•

includes a retail parade, major new car park and housing and health
centre as necessary in consultation with the Clinical Commissioning
Group;
follows the design principles set out in the Loughborough Town Centre
Masterplan unless it can be clearly demonstrated that an alternative high
quality design solution is needed to ensure a viable scheme;
takes account of the Air Quality Management Area; and
prioritises sustainable modes of transport.

Loughborough Urban Area Strategic Allocations
We have prepared a Vision for the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban
Extension and Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park in partnership with the
developers, landowners and Leicestershire County Council. The vision is outlined
below:
A Vision for the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension and
Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park
The West of Loughborough sustainable urban extension and Science &
Enterprise Park will provide the opportunity to put local connectivity at the
centre of the vision for growth in the north of the Borough. Connectivity to
employment, services and open space for the benefit of new and existing
residents, reducing the need to travel by car.
It will create a connected urban system of Loughborough and Shepshed with a
historic park at the centre. Whilst the separate identities of the towns will remain,
there will be an improved level of connectivity to and between Loughborough
and Shepshed.
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There will be a network of walking and cycling routes and bus services providing
excellent connectivity to facilities, services and open spaces.
The sustainable urban extension will be a new community with its own
character. It will be of mixed density and provide a variety of homes to meet the
needs of all sections of the community including older people. The Local Centre
will be a vibrant place day and night, providing a heart to the community.
The sustainable urban extension and Science and Enterprise Park will provide
residents with a variety of employment opportunities. There will be excellent
links between employment areas north east of Loughborough, within the
sustainable urban extension and at the University and Science & Enterprise
Park. The Science & Enterprise Park will support the needs and aspirations of
the University for growth, whilst reinforcing the knowledge based focus of
Loughborough.
There will be a resilient biodiversity network that links Charnwood Forest to the
River Soar Valley. Existing ecological sites and wildlife corridors such as the
Black Brook and Burleigh Brook will be enhanced and ecological sites will be
reconnected.
Garendon Registered Park and Garden will be opened up for public access and
the monuments and parkland will be restored and managed for the benefit of
our community.
The design of the development west of Loughborough, will be strongly informed
by the unique local character and the historic setting provided by Charnwood
Forest and the Garendon Registered Park and Garden. Urban design of the
development in this growth area will weave the local style into the development
as well as introduce new innovative and creative solutions.
West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
The West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension is allocated on land to the
west of Loughborough, north of Garendon Registered Park and Garden and west of
the A6 to the north of the town.
The site benefits from planning permission granted in 2018 which secured outline
permission for the Sustainable Urban Extension. The planning permission is
structured around a detailed Design and Access Statement, parameter plans and a
series of framework and strategy documents, which together guide how development
will come forward by establishing a design framework. The detail in these documents
are secured by planning conditions and a legal agreement.
Delivery of the SUE is a key part of delivering the plan’s overall spatial strategy. The
site is a commitment and is allocated in the local plan to provide a policy framework
and certainty around delivery in the long term. We will work with landowners,
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developers, and other stakeholders to support the delivery of the SUE over the plan
period.
The scale of the sustainable urban extension requires a comprehensively planned
scheme that takes the opportunity to create distinct character areas that respond to
the scale, layout and density of the existing neighbourhood to ensure the new
community becomes a part of Loughborough. This will mean a mixture of homes and
densities to meet the needs of our residents and provide a high quality environment.
We expect the sustainable urban extension to include employment development so
that people living in the development and nearby have the opportunity to live close to
work as part of our plans to reduce commuting.
An essential part of a sustainable community is to have a centre that acts as a focal
point for the community providing goods and services close to where people live. Our
evidence suggests that the development should include one new Local Centre that
provides a mixture of small scale employment and local shops, a supermarket and a
range of non-retail services such as a cafe or a public house. The scale of ‘town centre’
uses within the new Local Centre should support our strategy for the regeneration of
Loughborough Town Centre and Shepshed District Centre and to protect the vitality
and viability of surrounding centres, whilst also responding to the lack of provision for
food shopping in the west of Loughborough.
To ensure that people living in this new community have services close to where they
live it may be appropriate to have an additional smaller centre that complements the
main centre. We expect any smaller centre to be well related to the school to provide
a focus for the community and reduce the need to travel by car
We want the sustainable urban extension to connect the new residents to employment,
schools, shops, leisure facilities, open spaces and other community facilities both
within the development and beyond. Whilst the sustainable urban extension will
include a range of uses to meet day to day needs, they will also enjoy good
connections with Loughborough town centre along with Shepshed and Gorse Covert
District Centres where additional services and facilities are available.
We will expect the sustainable urban extension to make the most of opportunities for
high quality walking and cycling routes and high frequency bus services. We want the
sustainable urban extension to be accessible and connect the community to services
and facilities, Loughborough Railway Station, Charnwood Forest and provide safe
routes across the M1 motorway in support of our regeneration priority for Shepshed
District Centre.
Whilst we will maximise the opportunities to walk and cycle there will still be a need
for new roads to serve the new development, provide links to the wider road network,
support high frequency bus services and to avoid adverse impacts on neighbouring
communities. The sustainable urban extension will deliver a new strategic distributor
road, from the A512 to the A6 north of Loughborough. This will run through Garendon
Registered Park and Garden, aligned closely with the M1 motorway. Through the Park,
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this will have the character of an estate road and be designed sympathetically to help
reduce impact on the heritage assets. This strategic distributor will include a link to
Hathern Road which connects the development to Shepshed and Hathern.
The duelling of the A512 together with improvements to Junction 23 of M1 have
already been undertaken in anticipation of additional traffic generated by the
development.
The sustainable urban extension will also include a new road designed to function as
a high street for the development which will be a focus for community and commercial
uses. A high quality environment respecting and responding to the landscape, ecology
and heritage in this area will also be delivered in association with the development.
The topography in this location rises from the site southwards up to the Temple of
Venus in the Registered Park and Garden and then falls into a shallow bowl before
ascending once again northwards towards a second the ridgeline located to the south
of Hathern. We expect the design of the sustainable urban extension to protect the
identities of Hathern and Shepshed and respond to the landscape including the
relationship the site has with Charnwood Forest. This should include avoiding
development on the ridgeline south of Hathern and ensuring that important views are
protected and, where appropriate, used to full effect.
The sustainable urban extension is located to the north of Garendon Registered Park
and Garden. The Park includes the remains of a Cistercian Abbey and Mansion, with
fishpond and mound which is a scheduled monument. It also includes a Grade I listed
building called the Triumphal Arch, a Grade II* listed building called the Temple of
Venus and other Grade II listed buildings. Historic England has registered the park
and garden because of its importance and identifies the registered park, Triumphal
Arch and Temple of Venus as being at risk due to their condition, maintenance and
uncertain future. There is also potential for unscheduled archaeology in the area.
The development provides the opportunity to restore the park and garden and its
monuments and provide appropriate public access for the first time, securing its long
term future. We expect these opportunities, together with careful design, to inform a
comprehensive strategy to mitigate the impact of development on the Park.
The area includes strategically important links to the wildlife network which are part
of the ecology network connecting the Charnwood Forest to the Soar Valley. These
corridors include the Black Brook, Hathern Drive, a series of woodlands along the
western edge of Loughborough, a disused railway line and connect to the Hermitage
Local Wildlife Site.
We expect the development to respect and enhance these strategically important links
to the wildlife network for their important biodiversity value and, where appropriate,
create new wildlife networks. There are opportunities to create a network across the
landscape along the north-south and west-east axes. There is an opportunity to reconnect isolated ecological assets, such as the Site of Special Scientific Interest at
Oakley Wood. Activities that have the potential to disrupt wildlife should be focused
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elsewhere in the site.
The M1 motorway runs along the sites western boundary. We expect the layout and
design of the site to mitigate the impacts of noise and pollution associated with the M1
motorway.
The sustainable urban extension will provide appropriate public access to Garendon
Registered Park and Garden. This will provide a formal park, including recreation and
leisure space in keeping with the character of the historic park
Policy LUC2: West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
Land to the west of Loughborough is allocated as a sustainable urban extension
to deliver a community of approximately 3,200 homes by 2037. The development
will make a significant contribution to meeting our housing needs.
The sustainable urban extension will create a balanced community and a safe,
high quality and accessible environment. We will do this by:
Housing
•
•
•
•

seeking 30% affordable homes to meet local needs in accordance Policy
H4;
seeking a range of tenures, types and sizes of homes in accordance
Policy H1;
supporting extra care housing where it meets the needs of our ageing
population in accordance Policy H2; and
requiring a permanent site for gypsies and travellers of at least 4 pitches
and a site of at least 4 plots for showpeople in accordance with Policy
H8.

Employment
•

providing up to 16 hectares of employment land to help meet our
strategic and local employment needs and support the regeneration of
Loughborough and Shepshed in accordance with Policies DS1,
LUC1and SUA1;

Community Facilities
•
•
•

providing two primary schools as appropriate to meet the need for school
places, as focal points within the new community;
contributing to the provision of secondary school places if necessary to
meet the need for school places;
providing one accessible Local Centre, delivered as part of an early phase
of development, including as a minimum, local shops and a small
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•
•

supermarket, small scale employment and a range of non-retail and
community facilities and services in accordance with Policy T1;
including opportunities, where appropriate, for an additional smaller
centre where it complements the main centre, is well related to the school
and meets community needs in accordance Policy T1; and
supporting the provision of excellent electronic communications
networks for all homes and businesses in accordance with Policy E3.

Transport
•
•
•

requiring well connected street patterns and walkable neighbourhoods
that provide high quality, safe and direct walking, cycling and public
transport routes in accordance with Policy CC5;
requiring the retention of walking, cycling and road connections with
Loughborough and Shepshed and where possible the creation of new
links in accordance with Policy CC5;
requiring a comprehensive package of transport improvements in
accordance with Policies CC5 and INF2and including:
➢ new and improved cycling and walking routes, well related to the
Green Infrastructure network, connecting to new and existing
employment areas including the Science & Enterprise Park and
Dishley Grange, new and existing centres and Garendon Registered
Park and Garden;
➢ new and enhanced bus services linking the new community with local
employment opportunities, Loughborough Town Centre, Shepshed
District Centre and Loughborough Railway Station;
➢ a new road providing the function of a high street where it passes
through the new main centre;
➢ a new strategic distributor road through the development to connect
to the A512 at the south and the A6 (south of Hathern) to the north;
➢ a new road link from the distributor road to Hathern Road;
➢ dualling of the A512 between Snell’s Nook Lane and M1 motorway J23;
➢ capacity improvements to M1 motorway J23; and
➢ other network improvements as identified by an appropriate Transport
Assessment.

Environment
•
•
•

protecting the separate identities of Hathern and Shepshed and their
Conservation Areas;
responding to the landscape and surrounding areas to create a locally
distinctive development in accordance with Policies DS5 and EV1;
protecting and mitigating impacts on historic and archaeological features
including Garendon Registered Park and Garden, the scheduled
monument and listed buildings within the Park in accordance with Policy
EV8;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

protecting and enhancing existing strategically important links to wildlife
networks and where appropriate, provide new links to create a coherent
biodiversity network in accordance with Policy EV6;
encouraging the development to, where viable, exceed Building
Regulations for carbon emissions in accordance with Policy CC4;
delivering buildings and spaces that have been designed to be adaptable
to future climatic conditions including extremes of temperature, drought
and flooding in accordance with Policy CC4;
requiring development that provides appropriate Sustainable Drainage
Systems and flood alleviation measures and where possible reduces
flood risk in Loughborough in accordance with Policy CC1 and CC2;
including appropriate measures to mitigate any noise and air quality
impact from the M1 motorway;
provide public access to, restoration and long term management of
Garendon Registered Park and Gardens as a public park and heritage
assets consistent with their significance; and
provide an accessible, comprehensive and high quality network of multifunctional green spaces in accordance with our open space standards in
accordance with Policies ENV9, ENV10 and INF1.

We will do this by working with our public and private sector partners and will
require the following to support a planning application:
•

•
•
•

a Development Framework, including delivery and phasing arrangements
and a masterplan informed by an independent Design Review Panel and
community consultation including key design principles to ensure the
development of a comprehensive sustainable urban extension;
a Heritage Strategy to inform the detailed mitigation proposals for the
restoration and long term management of heritage assets;
a Green Infrastructure Strategy to inform the development of detailed
proposals and long term management; and
a Sustainability Assessment that identifies the developments response to
carbon emissions reduction and climate change resilience.

In the event that further outline planning permission is sought, before planning
permission is granted, we will require a development brief, design code or
equivalent to be prepared to inform detailed planning applications or reserved
matters applications.
Loughborough and Science and Enterprise Park
The teaching and research expertise of Loughborough University is of regional and
national importance, particularly in sports sciences and performance. The University
is the Borough’s largest employer, with more than 3,500 staff, and 17,000 students.
The Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park, located alongside the University, is
one of the largest science parks in the UK with a diverse range of potentially high
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growth businesses within the knowledge-based and high technology manufacturing
sectors. The initial phases of the Science and Enterprise Park has been successful
and makes a significant contribution to our economy. On that basis the allocated
extension to the Science and Enterprise Park is carried forward from our Core Strategy
to support its continued expansion and enable long term planning of the Science and
Enterprise Park beyond the plan period to recognise its lasting importance to the wider
regional economy.
The Science and Enterprise Park remains central to our vision for Charnwood and its
extension will help achieve a strong, responsive and competitive economy in the
Borough. Exploiting the full commercial and research potential of the University is a
priority we share with our partners, including the University, the Leicester and
Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership and Leicestershire County Council.
The importance of the Science and Enterprise Park to not only Charnwood, but also
the wider region, is highlighted by its inclusion as one of three sites within the
Loughborough and Leicester Science and Innovation Enterprise Zone designated in
April 2017. The dynamic innovation community, a world-class research base and
graduate supply along with the offer of financial incentives and the priority partnership
working available will help drive job creation and business growth.
We have identified the best strategy to enable high technology manufacturing and
knowledge-based businesses alongside the University’s core business needs. We will
work with our partners to sustain the momentum of that development to drive the
delivery of the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park. This will provide a positive
framework for inward investment and business interest within and beyond the plan
period.
Our evidence suggests that future demand for space on the Science and Enterprise
Park is expected to come from four main sources. We have identified a demand for
space from:
•
•
•
•

start ups and very small companies requiring small units and shared facilities
in a multi-occupancy facility;
existing technology-based firms, predominantly drawn from the
Derby/Nottingham and Leicester triangle;
larger corporate companies with research and development related projects
from other parts of the UK and abroad requiring a site to develop their own
facilities; and
major new University-related research and development projects which
cannot easily be accommodated in the existing University facilities.

The extension of the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park complements the
new homes and local jobs in the adjoining sustainable urban extension and makes the
best use of new and existing infrastructure. The Loughborough Science and Enterprise
Park will be expected to contribute towards infrastructure in conjunction with the West
of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension.
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Business and Innovation
We do not want to see the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park used for
general industrial development or warehouses. The Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park concept in based on providing land for businesses within the
knowledge-based sector. Knowledge-based businesses are those which are based on
their intensive use of technology and/or human capital. While most businesses are
dependent in some way on knowledge as inputs, knowledge-based businesses are
particularly dependent on knowledge and technology to generate revenue, they rely
on the creation, evaluation and trading of knowledge. These types of businesses
include high and medium technology manufacturing, communications technology,
financial and professional services, creative and cultural industries and employment
in education and health care. We do not want to see the Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park used for general industrial development or warehouses.
Knowledge Based Sector
“The knowledge based economy” is an expression coined to describe trends in
advanced economies towards greater dependence on knowledge, information
and high skill levels, and the increasing need for ready access to all of these by
the business and public sectors. (OECD Definition)

However, we want to continue the relationship between business innovation and
learning. For that reason, the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park makes
provision for University uses, including teaching and research activities, student
accommodation and sports infrastructure where this doesn’t diminish the main focus
of the site for knowledge based businesses.
We wish to ensure that the uses within the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park
maintain its unique character as a place for knowledge-based activity (both University,
commercial and other research activities) and that a strong “community of innovation”
is built. This can be achieved by the establishment of a clear and robust gateway
policy, in conjunction with the University and other partners, such as the Leicester and
Leicestershire Economic Partnership. The operation of such a policy will provide an
important control mechanism for the occupiers and the uses they carry out in the
Science and Enterprise Park; and help to attract similar occupiers by giving them an
assurance that the Park will continue as a high quality, specialist facility.
The policy will be designed to guarantee that all companies and organisations on the
Science and Enterprise Park will be:
•
•

engaged in knowledge-based activities that complement the academic
activities of the University (or be specialist organisations engaged in the support
of such businesses); and
willing to engage on an on-going basis in discussion of mutually beneficial joint
activities across the spectrum of teaching, research, and knowledge exchange.
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Landscape
The landscape to the west of the University provides a particularly attractive approach
to Loughborough. It is an attractive area which forms the north-eastern part of
Charnwood Forest Regional Park together with the National Forest and as such the
requirements of Policy EV4 will apply. It includes important habitats, such as the
ancient woodlands at Holywell Wood and Burleigh Wood, both of which are Local
Wildlife Sites. The opportunity should be taken for the development to create and
improve habitats, reflecting the established character. To the south of the shallow
valley of the Burleigh Brook the land rises towards the Outwoods, providing an open
foreground to the elevated areas of Charnwood Forest. The landscape is bisected by
Snell’s Nook Lane.
The landscape will need to be planned for carefully. Early phases of the Science and
Enterprise Park have maintained a parkland setting by retaining 40% of the
development site as open and undeveloped. The extension to the Science and
Enterprise Park within this attractive landscape setting is only considered acceptable
because of its outstanding economic advantage and the expectation that high quality
buildings can be developed in a similar landscaped parkland setting.
There is around 31 hectares of land to the east of Snell’s Nook Lane. With around
40% of the site being retained as parkland we expect to see around 18.5 hectares
developed. There is around 42 hectares of land to the west of Snell’s Nook Lane,
within the National Forest; with around 40% of the site being retained as parkland we
expect to see around 25 hectares developed.
The development’s scale, form, character and design must respect the site’s
topography, natural features and setting. As a gateway to Loughborough the site
provides an opportunity to provide landmark buildings on prominent frontages in
support of our vision for high quality design set out in Policy DS6. We have worked
with our partners to develop a concept masterplan and design principles that responds
to the landscape and our vision. This is intended to provide an illustrative example of
how the development of the Science and Enterprise Park could be delivered in the
future rather than a restrictive framework which is rigidly enforced. As such we would
welcome any adaptations which reflect our aims for the science park and will assist in
its delivery.
The Science and Enterprise Park offers the potential to reduce our carbon footprint
through design, including the careful layout and orientation of buildings. The
development must achieve high standards of sustainable construction and design.
We want the Science and Enterprise Park to be designed so that is it resilient to climate
change. We expect the development to maintain a greenfield run-off rate, protect and
enhance water quality, in support of the Water Framework Directive. We have worked
with our partners to explore opportunities to reduce flood risk. Our evidence suggests
that there is a need for appropriate run-off management and consideration of storage
options to prevent any increase in flood risk downstream. This should include
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investigating opportunities to reduce flood risk associated with the Burleigh Brook and
reduce flood risk in Loughborough.
Access and Travel
The development should be fully accessible and legible, supported by facilities that
encourage walking and cycling. The site is well served by existing bus services
providing direct connections to the town centre, Leicester, Nottingham and Coalville,
along with destinations in between. The potential for a significantly increased customer
base will support improvements to those services delivering wider benefits across the
public transport network.
We will expect the Development Framework, masterplan and development proposals
to be informed by a Transport Assessment in accordance with Policy INF2.
Delivery
We will work with our partners to seek public and private funding and inward
investment. The demand for development to support knowledge-based business is
difficult to predict. We want to be ready for global inward investors and will also pursue
schemes to support business start-ups and growth. A successful Science and
Enterprise Park will have major benefits for the economy of Leicestershire and the
East Midlands.
The advantages of its unique location and quality landscape will demand a phased
approach capable of both promoting appropriate development and responding
positively to opportunities as they arise.
We do not want to see ad hoc and poorly related development take place on the
Science and Enterprise Park. A concept masterplan has been developed to evidence
how a positive framework for an integrated development could be provided. We will
support any similar cohesive framework which would achieve a similar comprehensive
development.
The provision of infrastructure will be timed to service the needs of the relevant phase
of development. We will expect to see a phasing strategy as part of the early
parameter plan that establishes the timing of infrastructure.
We are working with our partners, including the University, to maximise the
opportunities for local employment and businesses to benefit from the Loughborough
Science and Enterprise Park. We will produce a joint Economic Development Strategy
which will show how new jobs and other training opportunities that arise from the
Science and Enterprise Park will be targeted towards local people. Training,
apprenticeships, education and supply-chain opportunities for local businesses will be
promoted during construction and through the operation of the Science and Enterprise
Park.
Policy LUC3: Loughborough Science & Enterprise Park
106

Page 126

We will allocate 73 hectares of land to the west of Loughborough University for
an extension to the Science and Enterprise Park.
This will include 31 hectares of land to the east of Snell’s Nook Lane and 42
hectares to the west of Snell’s Nook Lane.
By 2037 the Science and Enterprise Park will have delivered suitable knowledgebased business space in a landscaped campus that:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

provides for uses that directly relate to the University’s own operational
activities including teaching, research and development, administration,
student accommodation and sports facilities;
provides for the development of businesses operating within or directly
supporting the knowledge-based sector;
delivers a range of development opportunities that includes an innovation
centre, space for business start-ups, grow on units for small and medium
sized enterprises and potential for inward investment;
provides for appropriate ancillary uses to serve the Science and Enterprise
Park and ensures that any main town centre uses are in accordance with
Policy T1;
protects historic and archaeological features including the setting of
Garendon Registered Park and Gardens and its assets in accordance with
Policy EV8;
integrates with the sensitive landscape and respects it’s character,
biodiversity and appearance in accordance with Policies EV1 and EV6;
retains 40% of the overall site area for Green Infrastructure, designed to
maintain key linkages across the site connecting into the surrounding
network in accordance with Policy ENV9 ;
provides high quality design and innovation in the form and layout of the
development, buildings and green space in accordance with Policy DS5;
where viable, exceeds the sustainable construction techniques in
accordance with Policy CC4;
delivers buildings and spaces that have been designed to be adaptable to
future climatic conditions, including extremes of temperature, drought and
flooding, in accordance with Policy CC4;
includes appropriate Sustainable Drainage Systems and flood alleviation
measures and where possible reduces flood risk in Loughborough in
accordance with Policies CC1 and CC2;
provides genuine choice to walk and cycle and is well connected to public
transport networks in accordance with Policy CC5; and
makes a positive contribution to the provision of highway infrastructure as
identified through a Transport Assessment in accordance with Policy CC5
and INF2.

We will do this by working with our public and private sector partners, including
Loughborough University, to:
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•
•
•
•

prepare a gateway policy to ensure the Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park maintains its unique character as a place for knowledgebased activity;
agree a flexible Development Framework, including delivery and phasing
arrangements and a masterplan that sets parameters and a phasing strategy
for the delivery of a cohesive development;
establish an economic development strategy to capture the wider benefits of
the development; and
support the University in the development of management and marketing
practices that assist the delivery of the Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park.

We will require the flexible Development Framework and detailed planning
applications to be informed by a Green Infrastructure Strategy and a
Sustainability Assessment that identifies the developments response to carbon
emissions reduction and climate change resilience.

Shepshed Urban Area
Shepshed is located in the north west of the Borough on the west side of the M1
motorway. It is the second largest settlement in Charnwood and together with
Loughborough it provides the main focus for homes and jobs in the Borough. While
Loughborough and Shepshed have separate identities and characteristics they have
close inter-relationships and function as a wider urban area.
The town lies within an area identified by the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic
Growth Plan as the Leicestershire International Gateway. This is an area of land
focused around the northern parts of the A42 and M1 motorway that includes East
Midlands Airport, the East Midlands Gateway (a strategic rail freight terminal) and
other land and settlements in North West Leicestershire.
Our vision and objectives for Shepshed are to support the Leicestershire International
Gateway, through the provision of new homes and jobs, to secure its regeneration and
to make the most of its location on the edge of the Charnwood Forest.
Background
The development of Shepshed since the medieval period has been influenced by the
wool industry, linked to the nearby Charnwood Forest to the south and the Cistercian
Abbey at Garendon to the east. The town centre remains focussed around the
marketplace but the pattern of nineteenth and twentieth century expansion has
resulted in the town centre now being located in the northern part of the town. The
key routes from the Market Place lead to the north (Hathern and Long Whatton) and
south to the Charnwood Forest. The A512 linking Shepshed to Loughborough and
Ashby-de-la-Zouch is located a mile south of the town centre, leaving the centre
somewhat disconnected from main through routes as a result.
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Following the decline of framework knitting as a key source of employment, the
economy of Shepshed was focussed on small manufacturing businesses. The majority
of Shepshed’s factories have now closed and their sites have been redeveloped,
mainly for homes. Shepshed continues to have significant employment areas,
particularly in the area to the north of the A512 Ashby Road, and after Loughborough
is the second most self-contained settlement in the Borough, with 20% of those living
in the town also working there. However, the majority of Shepshed residents work
elsewhere, including the 27% who work in Loughborough, and the town has fewer jobs
than the smaller settlements of Syston and Thurmaston.
Many of the new homes that have been built on old factory sites have been to the
south of the town centre, locations where access to the town centre is difficult due to
a lack of walking and cycling links. As a consequence, many residents choose to shop
elsewhere and Shepshed town centre has declined over the last 30 years with
closures exacerbating the fragmented character of the main shopping streets.
Environmental Context
Shepshed lies within two landscape character areas: the Langley Lowlands area, with
a rolling landform of gentle slopes, to the north, and the Charnwood Forest to the
south. The part of the Charnwood Forest character area that includes the southern
part of the town and the area immediately south of it has a gently rolling character of
mixed farmland. Further south the land rises significantly to Ives Head where it has
an elevated upland character.
About a third of the built up area of Shepshed lies within the boundary of the
Charnwood Forest Regional Park. The area to the south-west of Shepshed includes
a number of wooded areas, including several ancient woodlands, which also form part
of the Charnwood Forest. These are important habitats and are also of historical and
cultural value in terms of the forest landscape and Shepshed’s past. These landscape
character areas are an important part of the character and local distinctiveness of
Shepshed and its setting.
The historic centre of Shepshed has been designated as a Conservation Area and
there are several nationally and locally listed buildings within and adjacent to the
Conservation Area. Historic England has identified the Conservation Area on its
Heritage at Risk Register describing its condition as poor and declining. Our approach
to regeneration in Shepshed aims to have positive benefits for the Conservation Area
as well as the District Centre. Through positive engagement with the local community
and Historic England and using the Conservation Area Character Appraisal we will
seek opportunities to improve the condition of the Conservation Area with the aim of
securing its removal from the Heritage at Risk Register over the course of the plan
period.
The Black Brook is a tributary to the River Soar and flows around the west and north
of the town. It is part of the town’s Green Infrastructure network but also forms part of
the Borough’s network of strategically important wildlife links. We have therefore
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carefully considered the impact that new development in this area and will require that
any developments, including site allocations, result in an enhancement in biodiversity
and address how water flow will be managed as part of that enhancement and to
reduce flood risk.
Shepshed generally has sufficient provision of Green Infrastructure and open space.
New development will have to ensure that provision keeps pace with the needs of a
growing population. Development also provides an opportunity to maintain and
enhance networks of open spaces that provide biodiversity and health benefits. These
are particularly important in Shepshed and in some cases have the potential to support
our objectives for improving connectivity within the town.
Air quality is generally good and improving in the Borough, however, a combination of
road traffic and industrial sources of pollution could have an impact on communities in
Shepshed that are more deprived and therefore more vulnerable to the effects of
pollution. As our strategy directs a significant amount of new growth to Shepshed it is
important that the issue of air quality is carefully considered so that opportunities to
mitigate impacts and improve air quality can be identified. Whilst the impacts of
individual developments in isolation are not significant, it will be necessary to consider
the cumulative impacts of proposed development, including the allocations set out in
this plan, to avoid an overall significant impact on air quality.
Development Strategy for Shepshed
Homes and Jobs
Our strategy directs development to Shepshed as a sustainable location for growth. It
has a range and choice of services, facilities and employment opportunities that meet
the needs of residents and benefits from its close relationship with the Loughborough
Urban Area. Our strategy identifies sites for 1,878 homes and 5 hectares of
employment land as part of the overall distribution of growth to meet the Borough’s
needs over the plan period.
The housing sites identified in this plan include significant development on the west
side of the town, which will also be the location for new infrastructure including a new
primary school. Additional demands on GP Surgeries will also be addressed through
joint working with the Clinical Commissioning Group and local GP Practices. This is
likely to result in enhanced provision at existing surgeries or the provision of a satellite
surgery.
Regeneration
In planning terms there is a hierarchy of retail centres and in Charnwood this
comprises a Town Centre in Loughborough, several District Centres and smaller Local
Centres. Using these terms Shepshed provides the functions of a District Centre
despite Shepshed being a town.
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Addressing the structural issues in the District Centre and its poor accessibility
requires a concerted effort from different agencies to implement the regeneration
strategy already agreed. We have worked with the Leicester and Leicestershire
Enterprise Partnership and have already committed substantial funds to commence
the improvement of the public realm in the Market Place and Bullring areas. However,
more needs to be done to ensure the town is re-vitalised as the focal point for the
community and the first choice for day to day needs and services. An important strand
of our strategy is to ensure that new development contributes to the regeneration of
the town and District Centre through public realm works and accessibility
improvements.
There are opportunities at the Leicestershire International Gateway to use the
environmental assets of the Charnwood Forest to support sustainable development
including supporting investment in tourism and leisure and the wider health and wellbeing agenda, and using existing and newly planted trees to enhance the physical
fabric of the town and respond to its forest setting. There are also regeneration
benefits from securing good transport links, including by sustainable transport modes,
between Shepshed and the International Gateway’s key employment locations.
With our partners we have already produced a strategic vision to improve the overall
economic health and vitality of the current centre through the Shepshed Town Centre
Masterplan and Delivery Framework.
They focus on interventions around
complementary activities combining public realm improvements with strategies to
relate character and identity to the town’s retail function. The Council’s spatial vision
expressed through the Shepshed Town Centre Masterplan is that:
Shepshed Town Centre Masterplan Vision
Shepshed is to be a District Centre for local people, based on support for, and
expansion of, independent traders, repairing the physical fabric of the town and
thereby making it more attractive to visitors.
Work is underway to improve the Bull Ring, Market Place and Hall Croft, financed by
developer contributions, the Borough Council and Leicester and Leicestershire
Enterprise Partnership. We will continue to work with Shepshed Town Council, the
Town Team and other stakeholders to deliver the Shepshed Town Centre Masterplan
and Delivery Framework.
There is evidence that the investments that have already been made and
improvements made by businesses and the local community are starting to have a
positive effect, as shown in lower shop vacancy rates and shorter relet times. New
retailers have moved to the town, adding to the range of the town’s retail offer, and
there has been a recent growth in the Shepshed Market as people have made more
use of shopping locally during the Covid-19 pandemic. These improvements need to
be consolidated and built on to deliver the Masterplan in full and the opportunity exists
to do so. There are also opportunities to build on the growth of the market to further
raise its profile and secure its future.
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Shepshed District Centre
The continued vitality and viability of Shepshed District Centre is key to our
regeneration strategy for the town and to ensuring that development in Shepshed is
sustainable. The Shepshed Town Centre Masterplan and Delivery Framework has
been produced to consider the opportunity to improve the overall economic health and
vitality of the centre. The Framework identifies a number of issues related to shopping
patterns, accessibility of the centre, public realm and services available.
We want to support Shepshed District Centre to improve its overall economic health
and vitality and viability, and in continuing to provide for resident’s day to day needs.
This will mean supporting developments which address these issues. Proposals for
town centre uses, out of the District Centre, will require careful assessment of the
impacts, particularly given our understanding of the health of Shepshed District Centre
and our strategy to address this.
In order to consolidate the improvements to the District Centre and deliver our vision
of increasing its vitality and viability, opportunities to improve car parking facilities will
be considered. This forms part of our overall strategy of improving access to the
District Centre as the focus for retail and other services in the town. Whilst we wish to
enable more people to use sustainable transport modes to access the District Centre,
we recognise the need to ensure sufficient car parking facilities are available.
Our development strategy for delivering new homes at Shepshed will seek to
encourage footfall and spending in Shepshed District Centre by ensuring new homes
are well connected to, and contribute to the regeneration of, the centre. Where
appropriate, this may include developer contributions for supporting improvements to
connectivity, the public realm, landscaping, and heritage assets, the provision of public
art and the repurposing of buildings for commercial or community use
In addition, we would support innovative proposals which seek to complement this
approach with more transformative solutions. These would need to respect
Shepshed’s heritage but could include seeking to open up links and create new
gateways between the District Centre and the rest of the town, creating greater
coherence between the different elements of the centre, or identifying new
complementary uses for sites within the centre that build on its role as the town’s
meeting place.
Policy SUA1: Shepshed Policy
We will support Shepshed as a settlement within the Leicestershire International
Gateway and secure its regeneration.
We will do this by supporting
development that:
•

delivers allocations in accordance with Policy DS3 and DS4 or
sustainable development that is in accordance with the pattern of
development outlined in Policy DS1 and which supports our vision and
objectives including making effective use of land;
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•

ensures the timely and coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support
sustainable communities, in accordance with Policy INF1;

•

improves connectivity within Shepshed, particularly between new
developments and the District Centre, and also to community facilities,
particularly by walking, cycling and public transport in accordance with
Policy CC5 but also through signage, highway improvements and traffic
management, and parking initiatives;

•

improves connectivity and accessibility from Shepshed to Loughborough
and other surrounding settlements, and to the Leicestershire
International Gateway, including East Midlands Airport and other major
employment opportunities, particularly by cycling and public transport,
in accordance with Policy CC5;

•

provides an urban edge which integrates with the wider landscape setting
and responds positively to the relevant local landscape character area of
Charnwood Forest and Langley Lowlands, in accordance with Policy EV1;

•

enhances biodiversity in the area of the strategically important wildlife
link of the Black Brook, in accordance with Policy EV6 including
addressing how water flow will be managed to enhance biodiversity and
reduce flood risk in accordance with Policies CC1 and CC2;

•

mitigates impacts on air quality, taking account of cumulative effects,
including those from significant industrial sources in the area, and where
possible contributes to improvements in air quality, in accordance with
Policy EV11;

•

contributes to improving the condition of Shepshed Conservation Area,
having regard to the Conservation Area Appraisal in accordance with
Policy EV8;

•

secures financial contributions to improve the public realm, landscaping,
community facilities, public art and heritage of the town and particularly
for the Bull Ring, Hall Croft, Field Street and Market Place; and

•

provides innovative proposals for improving the vitality and viability of
Shepshed District Centre including:
o opening up links and creating new gateways between the District
Centre and the rest of the town;
o creating greater coherence between the different elements of the
centre;
o identifying new complementary uses for sites within the centre that
build on its role as the town’s meeting place, including repurposing
vacant buildings for community and commercial uses; and
o providing managed workspace and small business start up space.
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We will work with the West Leicestershire Clinical Commissioning Group and
local health providers to help meet the increased demands on local GP
practices.

Service Centres
Background
Service Centres are larger settlements with a good range of services and facilities to
meet the day to day needs of residents or have good accessibility to services not
available within the settlement. Five Service Centres are located in the Soar Valley:
Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel, Quorn, Rothley and Sileby, while the other Service
Centre, Anstey, is located close to the boundary with the city of Leicester , Hinckley
and Bosworth and Blaby in the south west of the Borough.
Our vision and objectives for the Service Centres is to ensure there is a network of
centres so residents have access to a range of shops, services and facilities and also
to protect and enhance the identity of the borough’s locally distinctive towns and
villages.
Each Service Centre has origins which date back many centuries. Anstey, Barrow
upon Soar, Rothley and Sileby were all recorded in the Domesday Book, and are
thought to be of Saxon origin while Sileby’s name indicates its Danish origin. Quorn
and Mountsorrel’s origins post date the Doomsday book, but have histories dating
back to 12th century.
The Service Centres developed during the 19th century through manufacturing;
notably through framework knitting. Quorn and Mountsorrel’s historical development
is linked to the quarrying of local stone; an industry that remains today. All of the
Service Centres saw significant residential expansion in the 20th Century, a trend that
has continued until the present.
All of the Service Centres generally have a good range of local facilities including
convenience shops, pubs and community buildings. All have at least one primary
school which provide a focal point for their communities, serving the majority of
children living in the village, and with the exception of Rothley, all have a GP surgery.
District and Local Centres are in reasonable health and some centres have a strong
restaurant and bar offer too.
These facilities serve not only the villages themselves but a hinterland of smaller
settlements and surrounding countryside. All Service Centres have good road and
public transport links to larger settlements for access to employment and higher order
goods and services. While there is a degree of self-containment in terms of travel to
employment for residents of the Soar Valley Service Centres, a large majority travel
to other locations for employment. For Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel and Quorn,
Loughborough is a major destination for employment, whereas for Anstey, Rothley
and Sileby, Leicester is more of a focus for employment opportunities.
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Our Service Centres have a population ranging from 5,056 in Rothley to 8,849 in
Sileby. The population of all Service Centres has increased significantly in recent
years with the largest increases being in Rothley, Quorn and Barrow upon Soar.
Together they are home to slightly less than a quarter of the borough’s population and
the location of 14% of the borough’s jobs. Local employment opportunities can help
to reduce out commuting and bring sustainability benefits for the centres and the wider
community.
The Service Centres’ proximity to the large urban areas of Loughborough and
Leicester and attractive countryside, has created a strong market demand for housing
which has been one of the key reasons for their significant expansion in recent years.
This expansion has often been unplanned and as a consequence there have only
been incremental improvements made to the infrastructure. Schools in particular
have limited options available for further expansion and there has also been pressure
on doctors' surgeries and the local road network.
All Service Centres are recognised for having a strong sense of community identity,
and this is reflected by the strong engagement in neighbourhood plan preparation
encouraged by proactive parish councils and their local communities.
Environmental Context
Our Service Centres lie within the Soar Valley landscape character area, but also
extend into Charnwood Forest and Wolds character areas. Anstey lies within the
Charnwood Forest character area.
All of our Service Centres have historical cores, defined by conservation areas, which
have developed close to the River Soar, or the Rothley Brook in the case of Anstey.
All Service Centres lie in areas of significant flood risk and that has affected the pattern
of development. Significant growth in recent years has meant that development now
extends well beyond these original cores, extending up valley sides into adjoining
landscape character areas, with a pattern of development that often contrasts strongly
between old and more recent development. New development will need to be carefully
planned to integrate with the unique settlement pattern and landscape setting of the
Service Centres.
As our Service Centres have grown, the gaps separating them have become smaller.
This has contributed to an increase in concern about settlement identities and the
importance of settlements remaining distinct and separate places. We have identified
Areas of Local Separation adjoining our Service Centres as well as a Green Wedge
to the south of Anstey to manage the growth of Anstey and Leicester.
The Soar Valley on which five of the Service Centres lie is a strategically important
part of the borough’s ecological network. In addition, the Charnwood Forest also has
one of the highest concentrations of designated ecological sites in Leicestershire. The
further narrowing of the gaps between Service Centres, particularly on the western
side of the River Soar has the potential to isolate our most important wildlife networks.
Our development strategy seeks to ensure that connectivity is maintained between the
River Soar, Rothley Brook and the broader ecological network.
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All the Service Centres are located on the edge of the Charnwood Forest and/or next
to the River Soar/Grand Union Canal Corridor, which are major recreational assets. A
key priority in our Open Space Strategy is to link areas of open space through Green
Infrastructure Corridors, particularly throughout the Soar Valley and Charnwood
Forest. There are also railway stations at Quorn/Woodhouse and Rothley on the Great
Central Railway with potential to support a visitor economy.
The Charnwood Open Space Strategy 2018 – 2036 identifies shortfalls in provision for
a range of typologies of open space in terms of quantity, accessibility and quality. The
most common deficiencies in all six of the service centres were the number of parks
and gardens followed by allotments where a shortfall was recorded in all but Quorn
and Rothley. There was a shortfall of natural and semi natural open space in Barrow
upon Soar, Quorn and Sileby. The Soar Valley is generally well-provided with playing
pitches for all pitch sports and age groups.
Development Strategy for the Service Centres
Our Service Centres are the most sustainable locations for growth outside our urban
centres and urban areas, but growth needs to be planned carefully in these villages to
respond to their key characteristics and constraints as outlined in this chapter.
Our development strategy identifies sites for 1,819 homes as part of the overall
distribution for meeting the Borough’s needs over the plan period.
Our strategy is to support employment development in the Service Centres in
accordance with the pattern of development outlined in Policy DS1, where this would
contribute towards meeting our borough wide need for employment land and would
reduce out commuting in service centres.
We will encourage development which supports the vitality and viability of the Local
and District Centres and seek to enhance their unique characteristics in terms of their
heritage and diversity of uses.
One of the key issues for our Service Centres is the provision of homes within a safe
walking distance of a primary school. Primary schools in the Service Centres are at or
nearing capacity with no or limited opportunity for future expansion. It is therefore
important that development in these settlements can deliver new or extended schools
to ensure the future sustainability and cohesion of these communities. The housing
sites identified are largely focused in three of the Service Centres to ensure that new
or extended primary schools can be secured as part of new development.
The Infrastructure Schedule identifies the Service Centres where new or extended
schools are required to support new housing growth. Development in these areas will
be expected to contribute to the costs of education facilities in accordance with
Leicestershire County Council’s Developer Contributions Policy. The locations for new
facilities are:
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•
•
•

A new 1 Form Entry Primary School, land west of Anstey (HA43)
A new 1 Form Entry Primary School, land off Cotes Road, in Barrow upon
Soar (HA49)
A 0.5 Form Entry Extension to Cossington Primary School, land to the Rear of
Derry’s Garden Centre (HA59), which would also serve housing growth in
Sileby

Between 70% and 90% of journeys to work in the Service Centres are made by the
private car, but car usage is lower than in rural parts of the borough, in the Wolds and
the Charnwood Forest. All Service Centres benefit from access to frequent public
transport services to larger urban areas of Leicester and Loughborough. The proximity
to larger centres also means that cycling can be an option, making use of National
Cycle Route 6, a long distance route passing through the Soar Valley. Our
development strategy allocates new development within 800m of public transport
which provides at least a 30 minute frequency to a larger urban area or where there is
the potential to achieve this. Our evidence has also identified a need for additional off
street car parking spaces in Anstey, Sileby, Barrow upon Soar and Quorn.
Policy SC1: Service Centres
We will support Service Centres in providing for the day to day needs of their
residents, seek to improve their sustainability and maintain their unique
characters and separate identities.
We will do this by supporting development that:
•

delivers allocations in accordance with Policy DS3 and DS4 or
sustainable development that is in accordance with the pattern of
development outlined in Policy DS1 and which supports our vision and
objectives including making effective use of land;

•

ensures the timely and coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support
sustainable communities, in accordance with Policy INF1 including
contributing to new primary schools in Anstey and Barrow upon Soar with
additional primary school provision at Cossington to serve Sileby;

•

is carefully planned to integrate with the unique settlement pattern and
landscape setting of Service Centres;

•

protects the predominantly open and undeveloped character of Areas of
Local Separation in accordance with Policy EV3;

•

protects and enhances the Charnwood Forest and River Soar and the
strategically important links between the wildlife network which connect
them, in accordance with Policies EV4 and EV5.

•

improves connectivity and accessibility within Service Centres and to
higher order settlements, particularly by walking, cycling and public
transport, in accordance with Policy CC5;

•

seeks to provide new development within 800m of public transport with
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at least a 30 minute frequency to a larger urban area;
•

provides employment opportunities in accordance with Policy DS4 and
which reduces out commuting from Service Centres;

•

contributes to the vitality and viability of the Mountsorrel, Quorn and
Rothley Local Centres and Anstey, Barrow upon Soar and Sileby District
Centres and which builds upon the unique characteristics of these
centres in terms of their heritage and their diversity of uses, in
accordance with Policy T1; and EV8.

•

provides new off street car parking provision to improve the viability
and functioning of the Local and District Centres where there is a
proven local need.

Other Settlements, Small Villages and Hamlets
Charnwood is characterised by a mix of urban and rural environments: from the edges
of the city of Leicester to hamlets and the wider countryside. Although the majority of
the Borough’s population live in larger settlements, smaller settlements are more
numerous, and the countryside occupies most of the Borough’s area. In all there are
39 settlements in the Borough and only 12 of these are classified as Urban Areas or
Service Centres.
Our vision and objectives for the Borough’s smaller settlements seek to maintain their
identity and to protect the special and distinctive qualities of the Borough’s landscapes.
As with all places we want the people who live in these areas to have good access to
jobs, services, facilities and opportunities for recreation, with greater opportunities to
do so by walking, cycling and public transport. Appropriately located and designed
development can help to deliver these objectives.
Our Settlement Hierarchy Assessment identifies 14 Other Settlements in the Borough.
Although forming a recognisable tier in the settlement hierarchy there is also a
significant degree of variation between them. They range in size from East Goscote
(population 2,866) to Swithland (217) but all have a primary school and some of the
other services and facilities required to meet the day to day needs of residents. Our
Other Settlements are Barkby, Burton on the Wolds, Cossington, East Goscote,
Hathern, Newtown Linford, Queniborough, Rearsby, Seagrave, Swithland,
Thrussington, Thurcaston, Woodhouse Eaves and Wymeswold.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment also identifies a further 13 Small Villages and
Hamlets which have few or no local facilities and range in population from Hoton (353)
to Cotes (29). Most of these settlements do not have a parish council of their own and
are served by a parish meeting or form part of a larger parish. Our Small Villages and
Hamlets are: Barkby Thorpe, Beeby, Cotes, Cropston, Hoton, Preswold, Ratcliffe on
the Wreake, SouthCroxton, Ulverscroft, Walton on the Wolds, Wanlip, Woodhouse,
and Woodthorpe.
5.7% of the Borough’s jobs are found in Other Settlements, Small Villages and
Hamlets and Countryside. While the number of jobs per economically active person
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is greater here than in our Service Centres, the more limited range of employment
opportunities that are available means that only between 4 and 6% of economically
active people in these areas work in the electoral ward in which they live. Most of
these settlements have access to only infrequent public transport services to the
employment opportunities and higher order goods and services offered by Service
Centres and our urban areas. The distances and routes involved also makes walking
and cycling not a suitable option for these journeys. This particularly affects
settlements further away from the Soar and Wreake valley corridors and includes
some settlements that would otherwise be large enough to be considered sustainable
locations, e.g. Newtown Linford, Woodhouse Eaves, Burton on the Wolds and
Wymeswold, all of which had populations recorded in excess of 1,000 in the 2011
census. As a result of these factors, in the middle super output areas covering the
Charnwood Forest and the Wolds, 86% of journeys to work are by private car.
Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, 5% of the people in employment worked mainly at
home, a further 1% worked in the same grounds or buildings as their home, such as
farmers or people with a shop attached to their home, and another 8% used their home
as a base while undertaking self-employed work on site at varying locations. The
response to the pandemic resulted in the number of people working from home
increasing to nearly 50%. While this potential for homeworking is not evenly
distributed between different sectors of the economy and poses challenges for our
retail centres, it provides an opportunity to improve the sustainability of smaller
settlements by reducing the number of journeys to work made by car. We will therefore
respond positively to proposals to improve superfast broadband infrastructure, on
which homeworking relies, in rural areas and to modifications to homes which facilitate
homeworking.
Environmental Context
Our evidence has identified six distinct landscape character areas in the Borough. The
following map shows the location of all of our smaller settlements in relation to those
landscape character areas. This shows:
•
•
•
•
•

the distribution of settlements within the Charnwood Forest is mainly to the east
of the highest land;
the sparse settlement distribution in the High Leicestershire area, particularly
further to the east;
that although the Soar Valley is dominated by larger settlements, there are also
five smaller settlements located in this area;
the importance of the topography of the Wolds for the location of settlements
with most nestled within small valleys around the 75m contour line, and
the dense distribution of settlements in the Wreake Valley particularly in the
west of this area.

Map of Landscape Character Areas (Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character
Assessment 2012) showing Other Settlements in red and Small Villages and Hamlets
in blue
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The historic centres of most Other Settlements have been designated as Conservation
Areas. The exceptions to this are Burton on the Wolds and East Goscote.
East Goscote was built as a new settlement in the 1960s and 1970s whilst Burton on
the Wolds only significantly grew following the demise of the Burton Hall estate in the
1950s.
Many of our smaller settlements have not grown significantly beyond their historic
centres and in some cases, for example Barkby, Newtown Linford and Seagrave, the
Conservation Area extends over the vast majority of the built up area. In the case of
Swithland, Woodhouse and Woodhouse Eaves, the Conservation Area extends to
include buildings and settings beyond the village itself.
Our countryside has been heavily influenced by human activity and contains evidence
of the history of human settlement in the area. These include a Bronze Age/Iron Age
hill fort at Beacon Hill, a Roman villa at Hamilton, deserted medieval villages at Cotes
and Hamilton, monastic and aristocratic estates at Bradgate, Garendon and Prestwold
and the settlements that remain part of the rural landscape today.
Our evidence shows that there is a strong link between the form and character of our
smaller settlements and the surrounding landscape. Examples of this include:
•
•
•
•

the significance of views of church spires and towers in several areas;
the use of local stone and slate in the construction of buildings in the
Charnwood Forest and the importance of stone walls as boundaries;
the presence of farms within settlements and green lanes in High
Leicestershire; and
the location of villages in the Wolds within their own small valleys which means
that extension of those villages can have a significant impact on the landscape.

The sense of identity of our smaller settlements is one of their characteristics that we
wish to maintain and enhance. This sense of identity is also reflected in
neighbourhood planning: both in the community endeavour of preparing a plan and in
the content of the plans themselves. Two neighbourhood plans have been made
covering three of our smaller settlements. A further five neighbourhood plan groups
are working on plans relating to nine settlements.
Our evidence shows that accessible natural and semi-natural green space is not
evenly distributed across the Borough, with limited provision east of the River Soar.
This means that only 25% of the smaller settlements in the Borough have any
accessible natural and semi-natural green space within their parish. This is in part a
further reflection of the different character of the Wolds and High Leicestershire
landscapes which lack the extensive woodlands of the Charnwood Forest and the
meadows of our river valleys. It also demonstrates the importance of maintaining and
enhancing the public right of way network as a means of enabling people to have
access to and benefit from the countryside.

Strategy for Other Settlements
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Protecting our landscape character while allowing sustainable development that
supports our rural areas is a delicate balance. There is a close relationship between
protecting our landscape and our support for the agricultural and tourism sectors of
the rural economy. Our strategy and policies also support our rural communities’
needs for affordable housing, facilities and services.
As part of our strategy we have made a number of allocations in Other Settlements
that will provide 755 homes as part of the overall distribution for meeting the Borough’s
needs over the plan period. Development has been directed to those settlements
where there is capacity at local primary schools or, in the case of Cossington, where
development there and in neighbouring Sileby can secure an extension to the existing
school. In the case of Wymeswold we have chosen to identify a housing requirement
figure for 60 new homes and enable appropriate sites to be identified through a
neighbourhood plan.
Beyond these allocations, our strategy is to limit growth in Other Settlements and as
a result only small-scale development proposals within the Limits to Development are
likely to be appropriate. This infill is expected to be well-designed and enhance local
character and distinctiveness.
Policy OS1: Other Settlements
We will support our Other Settlements, to meet their local social and economic
needs. We will do this by supporting development that:
•

•
•
•
•
•

delivers allocations in accordance with Policy DS3 or sustainable
development that is in accordance with the pattern of development
outlined in Policy DS1 and which supports our vision and objectives
including making effective use of land;
is small-scale and within defined Limits to Development;
ensures the timely and coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support
sustainable communities, in accordance with Policy INF1, including
contributing to expanded primary school provision in Cossington;
supports the provision of community services and facilities that meet
proven local needs as identified by a Neighbourhood Plan or other
community led plan;
safeguards existing services and facilities; and
contributes to local priorities as identified in Neighbourhood Plans.

Strategy for Small Villages and Hamlets in the Countryside
Our Small Villages and Hamlets have few or no services and facilities, and the people
who live in these settlements rely on larger ones for their day-to-day needs. They are
therefore generally poor locations for new development and we have made no
allocations in these places.
We have only defined Limits to Development for Other Settlements, Service Centres
and Urban Areas on the Policies Map. As a consequence, our Small Villages and
Hamlets are within the Countryside when it comes to making planning decisions. Our
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approach to development in the Countryside is set out in Policy C1 and our policy in
relation to rural exception sites to meet affordable housing need is set out in Policy
H5.

Strategy for the Countryside
Countryside is the largely undeveloped land beyond the defined Limits to Development
of our towns and villages and has its own intrinsic character and beauty.
Land designated as Countryside is identified on the Policies Map. Our Smaller
Villages and Hamlets as defined in the settlement hierarchy do not have Limits to
Development and are considered part of the Countryside when it comes to making
planning decisions.
The local plan has an important role to play by guiding development in areas of
Countryside to protect its intrinsic beauty. Managing development in areas of
Countryside is fundamental to delivering the pattern of development set out in our
Development Strategy and therefore delivering sustainable development. It also has
an important role in providing the landscape setting to our settlements which
contributes to their settlement identity. Policy EV1 sets out our approach to protecting
landscape character which highlights the role of the Countryside in providing the
setting and contributing to the distinct separate identifies of our towns and villages.
Countryside is the location of many rural enterprises, notably agriculture, forestry and
horticulture. Whilst protecting the Countryside from most development, it is important
to support these rural enterprises and make provision for development that has a
strong relationship with their operational requirements. This includes considering new
isolated homes in circumstances where there is an essential need for a rural worker,
including those taking majority control of a farm business, to live permanently at or
near their place of work in the Countryside. Where locational requirements are
required for equalities reasons, exceptions to the policy will be considered under the
public sector equalities duty.
Where an independent expert assessment is required to assess the viability of rural
businesses or the requirement for a worker to be housed at or near their rural place of
work the costs of this will be charged to the applicant.
Within land designated as Countryside there are other designations which have their
own purposes in guiding development and delivering sustainable development. These
are set out in our policies on Green Wedges (EV2) and Areas of Local Separation
(EV3).
Policy C1: Countryside
We will manage development in areas of Countryside to protect its largely
undeveloped character, and its intrinsic character and beauty. We will do this
by:
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•
•
•

supporting rural economic development which has a strong relationship with
the operational requirements of agriculture, horticulture, forestry and other
land based industries;
supporting development for the reuse and adaptation of rural buildings and
small scale new built development where there would not be significant
adverse environmental effects; and
supporting the provision of community services and facilities that meet
proven local needs as identified by a Neighbourhood Plan or other
community led plan.

The development of isolated homes in the Countryside will be supported if one
or more of the following circumstances apply:
•
•
•
•
•

there is an essential need for a rural worker, including those taking majority
control of a farm business, to live permanently at or near their place of work
in the countryside;
the development would represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset
or would be appropriate enabling development to secure the future of
heritage assets;
the development would re-use a redundant or disused building and enhance
its immediate setting;
the development would involve the subdivision of an existing residential
dwelling; or
the design is of exceptional quality, in that it:
o is truly outstanding or innovative, reflecting the highest standards in
architecture, and would help to raise standards of design more generally
in rural areas; and
o would significantly enhance its immediate setting and be sensitive to the
defining characteristics of the local area.

Housing
Our development strategy meets the Borough’s identified housing needs in terms of
the number of new homes required for our growing and changing communities. The
following policies address the need to ensure that the new homes that are delivered
provide an appropriate mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes including affordable
housing for those who cannot afford market rents and purchase prices. By seeking
an appropriate mix of housing, we will act positively to ensure that new homes best
meet the changing needs of the population and create mixed and balanced
communities.
Our priority is that over the plan period enough homes are built to meet our identified
housing needs and that their size, tenure, adaptability and type also meet people’s
needs.
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We will encourage our communities through neighbourhood plans to make decisions
on what type of housing they need in their local area, where it should be built and who
should occupy it. Supported by evidence, neighbourhood plans can include policies
around affordability, local lettings and retaining homes as community assets in
perpetuity. They can also identify specific sites for housing and specify a proportion of
them to be affordable and available to local people.

Housing Mix
A range of house sizes is required to cater for a diverse housing market and provide
levels of affordability. Our evidence shows that the suggested mix of market dwellings
should be largely split between 2 and 3 bedroom dwellings, for which there is demand
from both newly forming households and older households wishing to downsize but
retain the ability for friends and family to come and stay. There is also a small need
for 1 bedroom dwellings, and some 4 bedroom dwellings reflecting the lack of turnover
in larger dwellings and the number of larger households in the Borough.
The overall need is similar for affordable housing but with a greater need for smaller
properties and less need for larger ones. The following table sets out the most
appropriate mix for new affordable and market homes to meet our needs over the plan
period. This takes account of the particular need for smaller affordable home
ownership properties to assist people getting onto the housing ladder. It also takes
into account the existing high number of 1-bedroom social rented homes available in
the Borough and the priority need for larger affordable rented homes for families with
children.
Table 5: Preferred Overall Mix of New Housing by Size and Tenure
Preferred Overall Mix of New Housing by Size and Tenure
1 bedroom
2 bedroom
3 bedroom 4+ bedroom
Market
Up to 10%
20-30%
45-55%
15-25%
Affordable home
10-20%.
35-45%
30-40%
5-15%
ownership
Affordable housing
60-75%
20-30%
Up to 10%
(rented)
The preferred mix of affordable housing is also influenced by the need to ensure that
the best use is made of the housing stock to ensure that properties are both affordable
and provide stability for low income households to meet housing needs. For example,
1-bed properties offer limited flexibility for changing household circumstances and
Registered Providers prefer not to acquire additional one bed properties which may
result in fewer 1-bed affordable rented properties being sought. We have therefore
chosen to present the preferred proportion of 1-bed and 2-bed affordable homes for
rent as a combined figure. Local evidence from the housing register and discussions
with Registered Providers will be used to inform the appropriate mix of homes.
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It is also important to consider the types of affordable homes to ensure what is
provided best meets the needs of households and ensures a Registered Provider can
be successfully secured to manage the homes. On this basis we will generally seek to
avoid the following:
•
•
•
•

rented affordable flats for families with children;
large numbers of one bedroom rented affordable flats on an individual site;
one bedroom intermediate affordable homes; and
intermediate affordable flats.

Our approach is also to seek to ensure affordable homes are designed to
accommodate the following number of people to reflect how homes will be allocated
to those on the housing register:
•
•
•
•

1 bed affordable rented homes need to accommodate 2 people;
2 bed affordable rented homes need to accommodate 4 people;
3 bed affordable rented homes need to accommodate a minimum of 5 people; and
4 bed plus affordable rented homes need to accommodate a minimum of 7 people.

Like many other parts of the country, Charnwood has seen an increase in the size of
the private rented sector over the last 20 years. Our evidence shows there is a
sufficient supply of homes in the private rented sector and no demand for Build to Rent
properties has been identified. Issues in relation to rented houses in multiple
accommodation and purpose built student accommodation are dealt with later in this
chapter.
Our evidence has also considered differences in the existing housing stock and
housing market in different parts of the Borough. While differences exist, these are
not significant enough to warrant different policies in relation to housing mix being
applied in different parts of the Borough.
The policy supports the deliverability of development and seeks to adopt a flexible
approach that uses our evidence in relation to housing mix to guide development over
the course of the plan period rather than being a requirement for each development.
We will therefore consider evidence that is provided that could justify a particular
housing mix on a site.
Policy H1: Housing Mix
We will seek a mix of house types, tenures and sizes that meet the overall needs
of the Borough in line with our most up to date evidence. We will do this whilst
having regard to the extent to which those needs have already been met by other
development, local housing needs and housing market evidence, economic
conditions, viability and site specific circumstances.

Housing for Older People and People with Disabilities
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People are living longer and the proportion of older people in the population is
increasing. This means there will be an increase in the number of people with longterm mobility and health problems as people age. Our evidence also shows that the
number of people aged 65+ with mobility problems and dementia is increasing more
quickly than the total number of people in this age category.
There is therefore likely to be an increased requirement for specialist housing options
for older people, whether in the form of sheltered housing or extra care housing. There
are also younger people who have needs for adapted or specialist accommodation.
We wish to encourage enhanced provision of these types of housing in both the market
and affordable sectors.
The Borough Council owns 14 sheltered housing schemes across the Borough
comprising nearly 450 units. The Council is already undertaking a phased sheltered
housing review which aims to provide high quality housing in self-contained
accommodation, addressing tenants’ needs and expectations, and where residents
may live independently with support.
Bungalows can also provide more appropriate accommodation for those with limited
mobility and we will therefore support their provision on appropriate sites. While
bungalows may require a greater plot size, affecting the density of development, there
may also be situations where bungalows are the most suitable house type for a
particular site or part of a site, taking account of the site’s constraints or context.
Our policy is to encourage an adequate supply of accessible housing through the
provision of homes which can provide greater accessibility, flexibility and adaptability
to meet a diverse range of needs over time. Our approach focusses on increasing the
supply of those properties that are accessible and adaptable (i.e. they meet Part M4(2)
of the Building Regulations) so that people can more easily remain in their homes if
their circumstances change.
In providing affordable housing, there is an opportunity for the Council, through its
nomination rights, to match the needs of individuals to homes including those that
need homes suitable for wheelchair users. We can therefore work with Registered
Providers to identify an appropriate combination of accessible and adaptable
properties (Part M4(2) of the Building Regulations), and wheelchair user properties
(i.e. those that meet Part M4(3) of the Building Regulations) when delivering affordable
homes. Building Regulations differentiate between wheelchair accessible and
wheelchair adaptable dwellings and options will be considered in discussions with
Registered Providers.
Policy H2: Housing for Older People and People with Disabilities
To meet the needs of the ageing population and people with disabilities, we will:
•

seek at least 10% of new market homes on major developments that meet
the Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for being accessible and

126

Page 146

•

adaptable, or any replacement standards produced by the Government;
and
seek an appropriate proportion of affordable homes that meet the
Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards and/or the Part M4(3)
standards for being suitable for wheelchair users in consultation with
relevant Registered Providers of affordable housing.

In seeking these types of homes we will have regard to any evidence provided
regarding viability or other site-specific factors that may make it impossible to
provide step-free access.
We will also:
•
•

support the provision of bungalows or other single level properties; and
support the provision of specialist accommodation where it addresses
the needs of older people in accordance with identified housing needs
and care requirements, or of younger people with special accommodation
needs.

Internal Space Standards
Living in a dwelling that is overcrowded or too small can cause health problems and
be detrimental to well-being. Average dwelling sizes in the UK are amongst the
smallest in Europe and the Government has introduced nationally described space
standards to establish minimum standards and help bring consistency across the
country. The Government has recently required these standards to be complied with
for new homes delivered through permitted development rights.
Our evidence shows that the nationally described space standards are not consistently
being met in new homes in Charnwood, particularly those relating to gross internal
floorspace and the provision of built-in storage. We wish to balance the delivery of the
number of homes needed with providing adequate living conditions for their occupiers
and avoiding overcrowding. Delivering homes that meet the standards is also
consistent with our wish that people can remain in their homes if their circumstances
change. We will work with Registered Providers to balance meeting the space
standards with other factors so as to maximise the delivery of affordable housing.
In order to provide certainty for developers, we will not apply this policy to reserved
matters applications that relate to outline planning permissions granted before the
adoption of this plan.
Policy H3: Internal Space Standards
We will seek compliance with the nationally described space standards, or any
replacement standards produced by the Government, for all new homes
(including those resulting from the change of use of existing buildings). We will
do this while having regard to any evidence provided regarding viability or other
site-specific factors.
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For affordable housing we will respond positively to development proposals
that are accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar document
that satisfactorily explains how any deviation from the nationally described
space standards (or any replacement standards produced by the Government)
will still meet the needs of occupiers.

Affordable Housing
The difference between house prices and household incomes makes it difficult for
some people to afford to buy a home. Market rent levels can also be unaffordable for
some people who are unable to or do not wish to purchase their home.
Evidence from the Land Registry shows that house prices in Charnwood have
increased significantly over the last decade and have done so by more than the
regional and national average. Household earnings have not kept pace with this
increase in house prices. The generally accepted ratio for the amount of mortgage a
household can borrow is 3 to 3.5 times household income and in Charnwood average
house prices are over 7 times average earnings.
We wish to help people whose housing needs are not being met by the market by
seeking the delivery of new affordable homes. These are usually homes that are made
available to buy a share in, buy at a discount or rent through a Registered Provider
such as the Council or a Housing Association.
The National Planning Policy Framework categorises affordable housing into four main
types:
(a) Affordable housing for rent: owned and managed by a Council or other
Registered Provider with rent set at a level which does not exceed 80% of the
local market rent or Social Rent set in accordance with the Government’s rent
policy.
(b) Starter homes: new dwellings which are available for purchase by qualifying
first-time buyers and are sold at a discount of at least 20% of the market value,
subject to a price cap and with restrictions on sale or letting.
(c) Discounted market sales: housing which is sold at a discount of at least 20%
below local market value with eligibility determined by local incomes and house
prices and with provisions to ensure housing remains at a discount for future
eligible households.
(d) Other affordable routes to home ownership: for those who could not achieve
home ownership through the market including shared ownership, equity loans,
low cost homes for sale and rent to buy.
There is an identified need for 476 new affordable homes for rent (category a) a year
in Charnwood over the plan period to meet existing and newly arising needs. The
majority of that need is for homes where rent is charged at the social rent level, which
is less expensive than the affordable rent level. It is recognised that there is also a
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role for affordable rents and our evidence suggests that a significant proportion of the
need for affordable homes for rent could be met by either affordable rent or social rent
when access to housing benefits and the local housing allowance cap sought on
affordable rents are taken into account. It is clear from our evidence that both tenures
of homes are likely to be required in all areas of the Borough.
The National Planning Policy Framework states that major housing development
proposals should make provision for at least 10% of the overall number of homes to
be available for affordable home ownership (categories b, c and d). This is more than
sufficient to meet the need for affordable home ownership in the Borough.
First Homes are the Government’s preferred discounted market tenure. First Homes
are a specific kind of discounted market sale housing (category c) which are
discounted by a minimum of 30% against the market value, sold to a person or persons
meeting the First Homes eligibility criteria set out in the Planning Practice Guidance
and cost no more than £250,000. When sold they must have a restriction registered
on the title at HM Land Registry to ensure this discount and other restrictions are
passed on at each subsequent title transfer. In accordance with national guidance,
we will require at least 25% of all affordable homes delivered through developer
contributions to be First Homes.
Our evidence shows that shared ownership is the most appropriate form of affordable
home ownership to meet the needs of those most in need in the Borough due to the
lower deposit requirements and lower overall costs. Once the First Homes requirement
has been met, this will be the preferred affordable home ownership tenure.
Our approach to meeting the need for affordable housing has also been informed by
our viability evidence. This has informed the policy to seek 30% of all homes delivered
as part of major developments to be affordable, with the exception of brownfield sites.
We recognise that there are greater costs associated with bringing forward
developments on brownfield sites than on greenfield sites. Informed by our evidence
on viability we will therefore seek a minimum of 10% affordable housing from major
developments on brownfield sites.
In order to meet the national requirements for 10% of the overall number of homes to
be available for affordable home ownership on greenfield sites, we will seek a tenure
split of 67% affordable housing for rent and 33% affordable home ownership (made up
of 25% First Homes and 8% other affordable home ownership, preferably shared
ownership). This is equivalent to 20%/10% of the total number of homes on the site.
We will seek a 50%/50% split on brownfield sites to take account of our much greater
need for rented affordable housing and the number of brownfield sites included in our
development strategy as part of urban intensification. The 50% affordable home
ownership will be made up of 25% First Homes and 25% other affordable home
ownership, preferably shared ownership.
In considering alternative tenure mixes the Council will balance the need to meet the
objectively assessed needs of our communities with the need for flexibility to avoid
delays to the delivery of housing. We will continue to work collaboratively with
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Registered Providers and housebuilders to consider alternative mixes where there is
a clear justification.
In planning for affordable housing, we have taken account of viability to ensure
development schemes are not rendered undeliverable as a result of excessive
obligations and policy burdens. We have undertaken a whole plan viability study that
includes the required level of affordable housing. Where a developer considers that
the requirement for affordable housing is making a site financially unviable, the
applicant will be required to provide a viability appraisal that meets the requirements
set out in the Planning Practice Guidance and meet the cost of an independent
assessment of that appraisal commissioned by the Council to inform a discussion of
the appropriate development of the site.
It may not always be viable or practical for sheltered housing or extra care housing to
provide an element of affordable housing, this will be considered on a case by case
basis.
Affordable housing should be provided on-site as part of sustainable and mixed
communities. Where there is a lack of a Registered Provider willing to acquire or
manage the affordable homes, the Council will also consider proposals for the
affordable homes to be gifted to the Council to add to its own social housing stock.
Exceptional circumstances may however justify alternative means of affordable
housing provision such as the use of a commuted sum in lieu of provision on-site. An
example might be a preference from the local housing authority for local affordable
housing need to be met in an alternative location.
We will work to ensure that housing proposals are delivered on all suitable sites and
will invite interest from developers regarding providing new affordable homes for
young first-time buyers at discounted prices on underused or unviable commercial or
industrial sites not currently identified for housing, as part of our support for entry-level
exception sites.
Our policy follows the National Planning Policy Framework in only seeking
contributions from applicants of major developments and excluding small sites of less
than 10 dwellings. However, developers are expected to make efficient use of land
and attempts to deliberately circumvent the local plan thresholds through the inefficient
use of land or subdivision of sites will not be acceptable. When considering whether
a development meets the threshold for the provision of affordable housing the Council
will consider the development potential of land adjacent to the site. Where the site
forms part of a wider allocation or a larger area within the control of the applicant which
is suitable for development, this will be taken into account to ensure comprehensive
development and avoid piecemeal development which does not make appropriate
provision of affordable housing.
We will monitor the delivery of affordable housing in our Authority Monitoring Report.
Policy H4: Affordable Housing
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We will seek 30% affordable housing from all major housing developments with
the exception of brownfield sites where 10% affordable housing will be sought.
We will seek the following tenure mix:
Total Affordable

% of Affordable
Homes for Rent

30%
10%

67%
50%

Greenfield
Brownfield

% of Affordable
Homes for
Ownership
33%
50%

New affordable housing should be delivered on-site and integrated with market
housing unless there are exceptional circumstances which contribute to the
creation of mixed communities.
A clear justification supported by an independent viability assessment will be
required if the applicant considers that particular circumstances justify the need
for a lower level of provision.
Developers are expected to make efficient use of land and attempts to artificially
reduce the scale of development to below the threshold for providing affordable
housing will not be acceptable.
Contributions will not be sought from self-build or custom housebuilding
developments.
Rural Exception Sites
Our evidence shows that house prices and rents in rural areas are higher than in other
parts of the Borough. This and a smaller stock of dwellings can restrict choice and
lead to limited availability of affordable housing in rural areas. Our development
strategy involves restricting the amount and scale of development in the Countryside,
which includes Smaller Villages and Hamlets.
We wish to address the lack of affordable housing options in our rural areas by using
a rural exception sites policy to meet local needs. Households with a local need are
those who are either current residents or have an existing family or employment
connection but are unable to access market housing. Our policy would allow
developments that provide affordable housing that meets those needs to take place
outside the Limits to Development of settlements where it would not otherwise be
allowed.
Rural exception sites will be limited to our Other Settlements, Small Villages and
Hamlets with a population of less than 3,000. Proposals for small scale rural exception
sites will be expected to be adjacent, or otherwise well-related, to the existing village
or hamlet so that they are accessible and within a short and safe walk. Developments
should be appropriate in scale, character, and appearance. In terms of scale, sites
should be less than 1ha in area or increase the number of homes in the settlement by
less than 5% of the existing housing stock, whichever is the smaller. A high standard
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of design will be expected which seeks to minimise the development’s impact upon
the landscape, the existing built form of the village or hamlet and its effect upon the
role and function of the settlement.
The successful delivery of rural exception sites will require a partnership approach
between the Borough Council, Parish Council, Registered Provider and the landowner.
Neighbourhood Plans provide a good opportunity for communities to identify the need
and possible locations for rural exception sites.
Proposals must be supported by a Housing Needs Survey which demonstrates local
housing need having regard to the Council’s local lettings policy. The format, method
of analysis and geographical extent of any survey should be agreed with the Council.
Some market housing may be acceptable where it subsidises the delivery of rural
exception schemes as part of the same development. We will only do this where there
is clear and robust evidence of the needs being met and the financial justification for
the market housing being proposed to deliver the scheme.
We will seek to address an identified local need in a single village/hamlet or where a
combined need can be identified across a group of villages/hamlets. The affordable
homes provided will be allocated in accordance with the Council’s Housing Allocations
Policy to ensure they meet the needs of current residents or those who have an
existing family or employment connection to the village(s)/hamlet(s) but are unable to
access market housing.
Policy H5: Rural Exception Sites
We will support the provision of small scale developments in rural areas for
affordable housing outside Limits to Development as an exception where:
•
•

the housing is demonstrated to meet an identified local need for affordable
housing as set out in a Housing Needs Survey; and
development is adjacent, or otherwise well-related, to a rural settlement, and
respects the character of the settlement and its landscape setting.

We will require, through a planning condition or legal agreement, that homes
delivered as part of a rural exception site must remain available as affordable
housing in perpetuity.

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
Some people want to build or commission their own homes and we want to ensure our
communities have the opportunity to do so as part of our strategy for meeting housing
need. Such schemes can include individual family homes and community housing
projects. The Council maintains a register of those interested in building their own
home within Charnwood. Approximately half of these have no specific location in mind
with the other half identifying an area of search.
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Our evidence suggests that most of the demand in relation to these types of homes is
for small sites in the countryside but that these are in limited supply, and that in terms
of both number and affordability they are insufficient to meet the demand. We will
therefore support self-build or custom housebuilding in any location considered
suitable for housing in accordance with our spatial strategy set out in Policy DS1 and
Policy C1 on development in the Countryside. We will also encourage neighbourhood
plan groups to identify suitable sites for self-build and custom housebuilding within
their areas.
There is also potential for larger housing sites to include plots for self-build homes as
a means of meeting the demand for this form of accommodation. Our evidence tells
us a small proportion of self-build plots as part of larger schemes is unlikely to
adversely impact the viability of those sites. Applying this as a requirement to all
development sites could be disruptive to the build out process and may not meet the
needs of self and custom housebuilders, thus making it ineffective. Instead, we will
pro-actively encourage applicants to consider the potential for including plots for those
wishing to build or commission their own homes as part of development proposals.
We will focus on those areas where the demand can be identified from the register or
other evidence, and on the largest sites where disruption will have a less marked
effect.
Contributions for affordable housing will not be sought from plots used to develop self
and custom built homes.
Policy H6: Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
We will support proposals for self-build and custom housebuilding in locations
considered suitable for housing in accordance with Policies DS1 and C1.
We will encourage the provision of serviced plots for self-build and custom
housebuilding as part of an appropriate mix of dwellings on all major
developments in locations where there is clear evidence of local demand.
We will seek the provision of at least five serviced plots for self-build and
custom housebuilding on sites of more than 250 dwellings.
Where plots have been made available and marketed appropriately for at least
12 months and have not sold, the plots can be used to deliver general market
housing.

Houses in Multiple Occupation
A house in multiple occupation (HMO) is a property in which 3 or more unrelated
people live together and share facilities such as a kitchen and bathroom. There are
two types of HMO:
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•
•

Small HMOs: shared houses or flats occupied by between 3 and 6 unrelated
individuals who share basic amenities, classified as C4 in the Use Classes
Order; and
Large HMOs: those with more than 6 people sharing, unclassified by the Use
Classes Order and described as being sui generis (of their own kind).

The number of properties used this way has grown in recent years. Our evidence tells
us that HMOs are meeting the needs of a range of social groups including students,
low income households, young professionals, migrant workers, those going through a
change in family circumstances and those who select HMOs as a preferred choice of
accommodation such as weekday accommodation returning to another home at
weekends.
Concentrations of Houses in Multiple Occupation in Charnwood
Our evidence shows that there are two distinct dimensions to the local HMO market.
The student HMO market is focused around the northern, eastern and southern edges
of the Loughborough University campus, and in particular Storer Ward and Southfields
Ward. The non-student HMO market is most marked in the eastern wards of
Loughborough and to a lesser extent in other larger settlements in the Borough and
some outlying villages. Traditionally, HMOs in Loughborough were considered to be
mainly used by students who attend Loughborough University or Loughborough
College. Our research has shown, however, that a high proportion (44%) is occupied
by other groups in our community.
HMOs are an important part of the housing market which bring benefits to the
community by providing affordable, flexible accommodation for those groups who
otherwise may struggle to access housing and those that require short term housing
options, including students. Our student population makes a significant economic,
social and cultural contribution to our Borough, which is valued.
However, some communities in Loughborough with a high concentration of HMOs
experience problems, including anti-social behaviour, noise, crime, poor maintenance
of properties, lack of car parking, highway safety issues and an imbalance in the mix
of the community which can leave community facilities under resourced.
Where there is a high proportion of HMOs occupied by students it can also lead to a
sharp contrast between busy term times and quieter periods during the holidays which
impacts on social interactions, surveillance, local services and facilities. In essence,
an over concentration of HMOs can lead to a loss of community spirit as long standing
communities are replaced by transient populations with less stake in the community.
We will continue to work closely with our partners, particularly local residents’ groups,
Leicestershire County Highways, Leicestershire Police, Loughborough University and
College and the Students’ Union, as well as the Council’s Private Sector Housing and
Environmental Health Teams, to address issues arising from concentrations of houses
in multiple occupation.
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In recognition of the issues caused by the concentration of HMOs in Loughborough,
special powers were granted to us by the Secretary of State under an Article 4
Direction to remove permitted development rights to convert a home into a small HMO.
The Direction means that in Loughborough planning permission is needed to use a
house as a small HMO. Planning permission has always been required for use as a
large HMO and this remains the case for the whole of the Borough.
Use of Concentration Threshold in Loughborough
The development of sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities is a key planning
objective which aims to ensure the needs of different groups in the community are
met. While the impact of a single new HMO or the expansion of an existing HMO may
not always be significant on its own, it can add to the cumulative impact of a
concentration of HMOs on the character and amenity of an area and the sustainability
of the local community.
In Loughborough, where the Article 4 Direction is in place, we will use a threshold
approach to assess the cumulative impacts of HMOs on communities. This will
measure whether there is already a high concentration of HMO accommodation within
an area where a new HMO or expanded HMO is being proposed. The threshold
approach will apply to:
•
•
•

new small or large HMOs;
conversions of existing small HMOs (3-6 unrelated people) to large HMOs
(more than 6 unrelated people); and
extensions to existing large HMOs where this would not result in a change in
their use class but would intensify the use, e.g. the provision of additional
bedrooms.

The policy will not apply to extensions to small HMOs which remain in the C4 use
class. In those cases the property can lawfully accommodate between 3 and 6 people
as a small HMO. Where planning permission for an extension to an existing small
HMO is required, the impact of the development on the amenity of people occupying
the property and neighbouring properties, and on the character of the area will be
considered in assessing proposals against other policies in the plan including Policies
DS5 (Design) and H3 (Internal Space Standards).
In setting a threshold above which no further HMOs or expansion of existing HMOs
will generally be granted planning permission, a balance needs to be struck. There is
a need to maintain mixed and balanced communities, whilst not unnecessarily
restricting the overall supply of HMOs across Loughborough and therefore limiting the
housing available to meet the needs of the population as a whole. Studies have
indicated that local communities become unbalanced if more than 10% of properties
are HMOs. This is therefore the threshold that we will use.
Assessments of the current concentration of houses in multiple occupation in
Loughborough will be undertaken using the following method.
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•
•
•
•
•

A 100m radius will be measured from the centre of the building to which the
application applies.
The number of current HMOs will be measured as a proportion of the total
number of residential properties within the area defined by the radius.
A property will be included in a calculation where the centre of the property falls
within the area defined by the radius.
Each dwelling house within the area defined by the radius will be counted as a
single property, regardless of the number of bedrooms.
Each HMO will be counted as a single property, regardless of the number of
bedrooms.

The 10% threshold provides a measure of the concentration of HMOs and therefore
the broad level of balance or imbalance in a community. It is important to note however
that we will not adopt a rigid approach to decision making, and our policy identifies
other factors that will also be taken into account when determining applications. These
include factors that operate at the smaller scales of a house and its neighbours and
the street, which can also be important in affecting the impact of development on the
character and amenity of a residential area.
Local Geography in Loughborough
A number of factors relating to local geography will be considered in addition to the
threshold in order to assess the impact of an additional or expanded HMO on
community balance, and the character and amenity of the area. These may indicate
that development in an area that exceeds the 10% threshold is acceptable or
development in an area below the 10% threshold is unacceptable.
The number, location and size of large HMOs, and the presence of a halls of residence
and purpose built student accommodation within the area defined by the radius will be
taken into account. This is because their proximity, the location of the main entrances
and whether the facilities are managed could accentuate or diminish the cumulative
impacts measured by the concentration of HMOs.
We will also consider the area in the immediate proximity of the property to which the
application relates and assess whether the concentration of HMOs in the surrounding
street/s is significantly different to the overall proportion in the area defined by the
radius.
It may be appropriate in certain circumstances to exclude from the calculation parts of
the area defined by the radius where the presence of any natural or other physical
boundaries clearly separates them from the location of the proposed development.
Our evidence has identified an issue with residential properties being sandwiched
between two HMO properties. In these circumstances negative impacts from HMO
properties can be exacerbated for occupants of the non-HMO property. The residents
of the non-HMO property may also feel isolated from other residential properties on
the street. Our policy will resist an HMO where it would result in a residential property
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being sandwiched between two HMOs along the same side of a street. This would
not apply where the properties are separated by an intervening road.
These matters expand upon the concentration threshold approach and therefore only
apply to Loughborough.
Noise
HMOs can often be noisier than a family home because of the number of people living
independently within the property. There is likely to be a greater number of journeys
up and down stairs and entering and exiting the property. There is the potential for a
greater number of electronic devices to be in use at the same time including TVs and
radios and there can also be increased noise created by self-closing doors fitted for
fire safety reasons. Noise can adversely affect the amenity of neighbours and other
local residents and the potential noise impact of a proposed HMO will need to be
considered.
In Loughborough, these impacts have been considered as part of establishing the
threshold approach to assessing cumulative impact.
Character and Amenity
The impact of proposed HMOs on the character and amenity of an area will differ
depending on the nature of the area and the effects of existing HMOs. In
Loughborough, these effects have informed the threshold approach used to assess
cumulative impacts. Where available we will also consider other evidence including
standards of property maintenance, parking issues, reported crime and anti-social
behaviour including noise complaints, a fear of crime, accumulations of waste and
rubbish, littering, fly-posting and the proliferation of letting signs to assess the existing
impact of HMOs in a particular local area. In Loughborough this will enable local
factors to form part of the consideration of applications. Outside Loughborough, where
the threshold approach is not used, the evidence will enable an assessment to be
made of the impact of existing HMOs on the area.
HMOs by their nature have the potential to increase the number of cars associated
with a single property and therefore to increase the pressure on on-street parking
provision. This can lead to problems such as traffic obstructions (to pedestrians,
emergency vehicles and refuse vehicles) and congestion. While highway safety will
be an issue to consider for all applications, the harm to the residential amenity of the
local area caused by the number of cars associated with new HMO developments will
also be an important consideration in determining applications.
One way of addressing the issue is to seek adequate off-street parking and
appropriate storage space for bikes. However, the removal of front gardens and
curtilage features such as walls to provide additional off-street parking can also have
a detrimental impact on the character and amenity of an area and so will need to be
considered on a case by case basis.
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The provision of secure, unobtrusive and accessible refuse and recycling storage
away from the public highway but within easy access to the front of the property for
collection can be beneficial in reducing the impact of new HMO development on
amenity.
Policy H7: Houses in Multiple Occupation
We will support the well-being, character and amenity of our communities by
managing the proportion of houses in multiple occupation.
We will support new houses in multiple occupation, conversions of small
houses in multiple occupation to large houses in multiple occupation or
extensions to large houses in multiple occupation in Loughborough where:
•

•
•

the concentration of houses in multiple occupation is less than 10%
within the area defined by a 100m radius from the centre of the building
to which the application relates, or the development would not otherwise
result in an over-concentration of houses in multiple occupation taking
into account local geographical factors;
they do not result in a residential dwelling being sandwiched between two
houses in multiple occupation; and
they do not, either cumulatively with other houses in multiple occupation
or in themselves, lead to:
o adverse noise and disturbance which is detrimental to the amenity
of the street or residential area;
o on-street car parking that would cause an unacceptable impact on
highway safety, severe impacts on the road network, or cause
detriment to the amenity of the street or residential area; or
o damage to the social and physical character and amenity of a street
or residential area.

We will support new or expanded large houses in multiple occupation outside
of Loughborough that:
•

do not, either cumulatively with other houses in multiple occupation or in
themselves, lead to:
o adverse noise and disturbance which is detrimental to the amenity
of the street or residential area;
o on-street car parking that would cause an unacceptable impact on
highway safety, severe impacts on the road network, or cause
detriment to the amenity of the street or residential area; or
o damage to the social and physical character and amenity of a street
or residential area.

Campus and Purpose Built Student Accommodation
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Loughborough University and Loughborough College are important contributors to the
local economy, both in terms of the number of people whom they employ and the
investment that they attract into the town. The student population also contributes to
the town’s vitality.
Our evidence shows that the number of people studying at Loughborough University
has continued to increase over the last five years, although more slowly than in the
decade prior to that. Although the University has no plans to significantly increase the
number of students, this trend is likely to continue. There has also been an expansion
in the provision of purpose built student accommodation both on the University
campus and elsewhere in Loughborough in recent years. Loughborough College also
provides some accommodation for its students.
The provision of new purpose built student accommodation on the campuses of the
University and College, or in other appropriate locations, meets the needs of students
for this type of accommodation. It can also help reduce pressures on residential areas
to accommodate students and, consequently, help meet the housing needs of other
groups and address the issues associated with high concentrations of houses in
multiple occupation.
Given the recent increase in the supply of campus and purpose built student
accommodation, our evidence concludes that there is no need to have a specific policy
allocating sites for purpose built accommodation in order to meet the needs of
students. We will support new purpose built student accommodation, both in the form
of new buildings and the conversion of existing buildings, in appropriate locations.
We wish to see such developments generate the minimum number of vehicle
movements through optimising opportunities for making use of sustainable modes of
transport, for example through providing secure cycle storage as part of the
development, and such measures as no car provisions in tenancy agreements.
The Loughborough Student Street Support Scheme provides welfare support to
students and minimises night-time noise disturbance to local residents through
providing street patrols on routes used by students. New off-campus student
accommodation can result in changes to the pattern of pedestrian traffic between the
campus, the town centre and the accommodation. It may be appropriate for new offcampus student accommodation to contribute to the additional costs of patrolling new
routes or increased patrolling of existing routes associated with the development.
Providers of new purpose built student accommodation are encouraged to respond
positively to the needs of students in terms of providing an appropriate proportion of
lower cost accommodation, providing 24-hour warden services, and adopting the
ANUK/UNIPOL National Code.
Policy H8: Campus and Purpose Built Student Accommodation
Additional student housing provision within the campuses of Loughborough
University and Loughborough College will be supported.
139

Page 159

Additional off-campus purpose built student accommodation will be supported
provided it:
•
•
•
•
•

is located to be well-related to either Loughborough town centre or the
campuses of Loughborough University and Loughborough College;
has good access to suitable bus routes or is within easy cycling or
walking distance of the campuses;
minimises the vehicle traffic generated by the development;
avoids damage to the social and physical character and amenity of the
local area taking account of the cumulative impacts of the development
and other similar uses; and
contributes to the cost of the Loughborough Student Street Support
Scheme, where the development will result in additional patrols.

Development proposals for off-campus purpose built student accommodation
should be accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, or similar
document, that sets how issues of sustainable transport and the potential
impacts of the development on the local community have been addressed.

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
The Government has an overarching aim to ensure the fair and equal treatment of
gypsies and travellers that facilitates their traditional and nomadic way of life whilst
respecting the interests of the settled community. To inform our policies we have
worked with other Leicestershire local authorities to assess the need for sites to
accommodate gypsies’, travellers’ and travelling showpeople’s needs.
The Sustainable Urban Extensions North East of Leicester, West of Loughborough
and North of Birstall include provision for permanent pitches for gypsies and travellers
or plots for travelling showpeople to meet identified needs. These are being
implemented as follows:
•

Land for 4 gypsy and traveller pitches and 4 travelling showpeople plots as part
of the North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension;

•

Land for 4 gypsy and traveller pitches and 4 travelling showpeople plots as part
of the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension;

•

4 plots for travelling showpeople as part of the North of Birstall Sustainable
Urban Extension.

We will monitor the delivery of plots and pitches, including those at the Sustainable
Urban Extensions, to ensure they are provided within agreed timescales.
Our evidence shows that there are no additional needs for permanent pitches for
gypsies and travellers or plots for travelling showpeople in Charnwood for the period
up to 2037. There remains a need for transit sites across the county, particularly in
the north-west of the county and the city of Leicester, and we are working with other
local authorities in Leicester and Leicestershire to identify and bring forward sites in
the areas of greatest need for transit provision.
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Policy H9: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
We will support sites for gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople to meet
an identified need that are:
•
•
•
•
•

designed to create a safe and healthy environment for residents;
appropriate in scale;
well related to local infrastructure and services including shops, schools
and health facilities;
sensitively designed to avoid unacceptable adverse impacts on the
character, appearance and amenity of the locality; and
ensure safe access for the movement of vehicles to and from the site
with provision for parking and servicing within the site.

Employment
Our Economy and Labour Market
Charnwood is centrally located in England and is the largest district by population in
Leicestershire and one of the largest in the country. Leicester, Nottingham and Derby
are within easy reach whilst the Midland Mainline railway, M1 motorway and East
Midlands Airport provide good connections with more distant destinations, and this
makes Charnwood an extremely attractive location for business.
Loughborough is a big driver for the local economy in the north of the Borough, with
the high technology manufacturing and knowledge-based industries an important
sector for the town. The Charnwood economy also has a strong relationship with
Leicester and our economic fortunes are closely linked to the city. Businesses in the
south of the Borough benefit from their proximity to the city and 15,000 residents living
in Charnwood travel to work in the city.
We produced an Economic Development Strategy for Charnwood in 2018 and
following the Covid-19 global pandemic we have been working with our partners to
contribute to an Economic Recovery Strategy for the Leicester and Leicestershire
area. Our ‘inCharnwood’ initiative aims to create a strong economy for the Charnwood
area by working closely with other parts of the Council, businesses and with a wide
range of partner organisations to encourage inward investment and business growth.
Charnwood has significant economic growth potential, and our policies are designed
to help facilitate that.
In 2019 there were around 79,000 jobs in Charnwood with our businesses producing
goods and providing services worth £3.5 billion a year to the economy. The education
sector and professional, scientific and technical activities are particularly well
represented compared to the national average. This reflects the importance of
Loughborough University and Loughborough College to the local economy. Despite a
35% decline in employment in manufacturing from 2000 to 2016, this sector is still
substantially larger in Charnwood than the regional and national average.
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The Borough’s average wage is very similar to that of the East Midlands and the wider
country whilst the number of our residents claiming out-of-work benefits is lower than
the national average and that of the East Midlands. Unemployment levels are also
lower than the national and regional average. However, there are still areas of
Charnwood which suffer from higher unemployment, lower wages and lower levels of
educational attainment, especially in our Priority Neighbourhoods of Loughborough
East, Loughborough West, Mountsorrel and South Charnwood (part of Thurmaston
and Syston).
Charnwood’s Future Economy
We want to create a strong and lasting economy which will encourage the success of
our businesses and in turn provide jobs and a better quality of life for all our residents.
Our development strategy sets out our approach to meeting employment needs in the
Borough. We want to ensure that businesses in Charnwood can access suitable
premises which enable them to thrive. We also want to attract new inward investment.
Our aim is to encourage a flexible supply of land which can respond to a changing
market and working practices, encourage competition and maximise economic
growth. We will help facilitate the supply of major employment sites and make
provision for the supply of land and property which encourages the establishment and
growth of small and medium sized businesses.
Innovation is important for value creation, growth, competitiveness and employment.
We will capitalise on this by taking advantage of the presence of Loughborough
University, the Loughborough and Leicester Science and Innovation Enterprise Zone
sites, our existing businesses that are involved in innovation and leading-edge
technologies and the excellent transport links in our Borough.
We will continue to support our Enterprise Zone sites of Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park and Charnwood Campus as centres for high value, knowledge-based
businesses. We will seek opportunities to support the forward funding of infrastructure
and buildings within the Enterprise Zone area through the use of future business rate
receipts to ensure a significant boost to our economy. We will also use these receipts
to support initiatives which help provide training and improve the skills required to
establish, improve and grow businesses.
Just to the north of the Borough, East Midlands Airport and the East Midlands Gateway
provide employment opportunities for some of our residents. The Leicester and
Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan has identified the Leicestershire International
Gateway, focussed around these sites, as an area with the potential for further growth
and employment. To promote the potential of this area we will work collaboratively with
our partners on any major employment opportunities proposed outside Charnwood
which contribute to the Leicestershire International Gateway and seek to improve
access to them from Charnwood.
Shepshed has provided a focus for our housing growth and to support this
development and our regeneration aims for the town, along with the International
Gateway, we have allocated 5 hectares for employment on land off Fairway Road to
provide the opportunity for new employment premises to be built in the town.
142

Page 162

The economic relationship between south Charnwood and the city of Leicester
provides an opportunity to encourage new manufacturing and small warehousing jobs
within Charnwood to take advantage from business investment and expansion that
may not be able to take place in the city.
Our evidence forecasts a growth in office related jobs to 2036. Around half of this
growth will be focussed in professional services with the rest spread across a range
of sectors. We recognise that the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic has altered the
way many companies have operated and may well alter future working patterns for
such jobs, and this will be monitored through the plan period as the economy settles.
There has been a rise in homeworking over recent years, driven by improvements in
technology which has accelerated during the pandemic. We will support opportunities
for live/work units which consist of both commercial/office space and a residential
component where this does not affect residential amenity or lead to conflict with
commercial activities.
Development can provide opportunities for our communities through the provision of
new jobs and training prospects. We will encourage developers to demonstrate how
job and training opportunities can be made accessible to residents, particularly those
from priority neighbourhoods, through planning obligations. The availability of new jobs
can support our local residents whilst the raising of skills levels will help increase the
productivity and competitiveness of the Charnwood economy.
In the manufacturing sector, the decline in jobs is forecast to slow down compared to
past rates and as a result manufacturing is likely to remain an important part of our
local economy in future years and we will seek to support this. Alongside Covid-19,
the departure of the United Kingdom from the European Union is also likely to have
implications for our economy and how it operates in the future; however, these impacts
cannot be defined with any great certainty at present and their precise nature is likely
to remain unknown for several years.
To encourage the establishment of small and medium sized businesses we will ensure
the provision of land and buildings to meet their needs whilst facilitating the supply of
major employment sites and their delivery. Our evidence has also identified that there
is a strong demand for smaller freehold industrial units and additional development for
such units to meet this need will be supported provided it is in suitable locations.
Our evidence regarding employment land highlights that our existing land supply
commitments are sufficient to provide choice and flexibility to meet our needs. The
oversupply of land identified will allow us to respond to any changes in demand,
including unmet employment needs from within the city of Leicester in the south of
the Borough.
Amendments to the town and country planning regulations have established that Class
E now covers a range of commercial, business and service uses. Where a proposal is
meeting a demonstrable need in support of the local economy, we will consider using
specific conditions to restrict permitted development rights within the new Class E.
To create favourable conditions for the growth of our economy requires good
infrastructure and a built environment which suits the needs of businesses so they can
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thrive. We will support and influence infrastructure providers to meet the future needs
of existing and new businesses.
Neighbourhood plans provide local communities with the opportunity to make
decisions about employment for example stipulating the type of jobs needed, the scale
of employment and its location. We will encourage our communities through
neighbourhood plans and supported by appropriate evidence to identify employment
opportunities in their local area.
Regeneration
We want to help all our towns and villages to thrive, and to revitalise and further
improve our urban areas which will support our vision and objectives. We will
encourage development which improves the urban environment and rejuvenates the
economy. Our overall development strategy of urban intensification and concentration
aims to support the vitality and viability of existing centres. We want to encourage
people to live close to the urban centres in the Borough to promote the future success
of those centres by boosting footfall and the local economy. We will support the
regeneration of existing employment sites to support our urban areas and ensure the
efficient use of brownfield land.
We have identified priorities for regeneration at Thurmaston in our place based
policies. We also recognise the importance of regenerating the centres of
Loughborough and Shepshed, as the major urban areas in the north of our Borough.
We have developed Masterplans and identified place based policies which will assist
in their revitalisation.
Policy E1: Meeting Employment Needs
By 2037 we will meet the economic needs of our communities and continue to
contribute to supporting the economic needs of Leicester. We will do this by
supporting development that:
•

contributes to delivering our employment needs, in accordance with
Policies DS1 and DS4;

•

supports the expansion of the Loughborough Science and Enterprise
Park, in accordance with Policy LUC3;

•

encourages a greater proportion of high technology and knowledge
based businesses in Loughborough;

•

provides opportunities for manufacturing businesses to develop, relocate and expand;

•

supports proposals that provide flexible accommodation, including for
offices and managed workspace;

•

provides opportunities for small-scale, high quality business units and
offices, including freehold industrial units;

•

supports business and employment regeneration opportunities which
support our Priority Neighbourhoods and existing urban areas;
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•

seeks to provide employment and training schemes to maximise local
employment opportunities and help address skills deficits in the local
population; and

•

supports and promotes transport, power and broadband infrastructure
which facilitates employment developments.

We will consider the use of planning conditions for applications which are for
offices, research and development or light industrial uses (Use Class E (g)) to
ensure that they remain within that use in perpetuity.

Protecting Our Existing Employment Sites
We want to prevent the loss of good quality employment sites to alternative uses as
our evidence identifies that these sites have low vacancy rates and are needed to
maintain a supply of land and buildings for new and growing businesses. Employment
uses are generally considered to fall within the B and E Use Classes along with some
sui generis employment uses; however, we also recognise that there may be
occasions when other employment generating commercial uses may be acceptable.
The Policies Map identifies the good quality employment sites which should be
safeguarded, based on our evidence of their attractiveness to occupiers, accessibility
and compatibility with their surroundings.
We will require any proposal involving the loss of commercial accommodation or land
to demonstrate that there are no reasonable prospects that the site will be required for
employment use in the future through proportionate marketing relevant to the site’s
circumstances and setting, and the market demand at that point in time.
We recognise that recent changes to the Use Classes Order and General Permitted
Development Order will mean that some alterations to a building’s function and
operation may no longer be controlled by the planning system. However, to provide a
range of employment sites and limit the need for development on greenfield land we
will look to ensure that existing employment sites, premises and allocations that are
viable for continued use are safeguarded where possible to maintain job opportunities,
and protect the economic health of our Borough . Where we are able, we will seek to
ensure the release of viable employment sites or premises to other uses may only be
made where their loss would not cause harm to business or employment opportunities,
or where there are unacceptable amenity impacts for local residents. This policy will
be applied to not only new floorspace, but also to change of use (where appropriate)
and variations of conditions to remove or amend restrictions on how units operate in
practice.
The marketing evidence submitted with a planning application should demonstrate:
•
•

that the site or land has been widely advertised and marketed for a wide range
of economic uses for at least one year, including offering the site for both
freehold and leasehold interest;
that the site or land has been offered at values reflective of current market
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•
•

values, including benchmarking with similar sites in the market area;
details of any interest received from potential buyers or tenants since marketing
commenced, including explanation of why this was not pursued; and
viability testing of indicative schemes where sites or land are undeveloped or
property needs to be redeveloped.

We will consider sites on an individual basis to take account of specific circumstances
including the relationship with, and amenity of, adjoining sites. It may be possible for
an employment site which cannot remain wholly in employment use to become a
mixed-use development to offset part of the loss of employment space. This should
be considered prior to total loss of the site.
Our allocated sites, which are not yet developed, may not be brought forward for
several years. These sites contribute towards our medium and long-term supply of
employment land and allow the economy to respond flexibly to demand over time. We
would, therefore, not normally expect them to be considered for alternative uses.
Policy E2: Protecting Existing Employment Sites
Existing good quality employment sites, as identified on the Policies Map, will
be protected for employment uses unless it can be demonstrated that:
•

the site or land has no reasonable prospect of being re-occupied or
redeveloped for a new employment use;

•

the proposed use would contribute to delivering the wider local plan
objectives in accordance with Policy DS1;

•

immediately prior to submission of a relevant planning application the site
or land has been widely advertised and marketed for a wide range of
economic uses at reasonable market values for at least one continuous year;

•

consideration has been given to mixed use development of the site including
employment uses; and

•

the alternative use is small scale, complimentary and ancillary to the main
employment use of the site.

For other existing employment sites, not identified as good quality on the
Policies Map, proposals for alternative uses will be supported where it can be
demonstrated that:
•

the property or land is vacant and has been unsuccessfully marketed for
employment use for at least six months, at reasonable market values; and

•

the change would result in amenity or environmental benefits to the adjacent
uses or area.

Warehousing and Logistics
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The logistics and distribution industry now forms a significant part of the UK’s economy
as goods flow from the manufacturer to the general public via suppliers, retailers and
their distribution centres. Leicestershire, and the wider Midlands area, occupies a
central location in the country with excellent transport links and as such is considered
a prime location for large scale B8 warehouse and distribution operations, making it of
regional and national significance to the strategic distribution sector. The commercial
buildings (strategic warehouses) used in these strategic storage and distribution
operations are large scale and relate to units where the individual unit size is over
9,000sqm (or approximately 100,000sqft), a standard definition within the commercial
property sector.
We recognise that the sub-regional, regional and national scale at which the strategic
distribution and logistics sector operates requires significant cross boundary
cooperation to meet their development needs. We have joined with our local authority
partners across the Function Economic Market Area to produce an evidence base
which examines the current and future needs of the sector, with an emphasis on future
floorspace and land requirements. However, delivering new commercially attractive
strategic sites on this scale to proactively drive and support sustainable economic
development cannot be undertaken by Charnwood working alone.
We will use our evidence base, through the duty to cooperate, to ensure continued
long-term strategic and collaborative planning across the county of Leicestershire, and
potentially with authorities in neighbouring areas, to identify and deliver the needs of
this industry. Our evidence recognises that the prime locations for strategic distribution
operations are influenced by several criteria which are required to ensure they can
operate efficiently: for example, good connectivity with the strategic road network and
accessibility to a suitable workforce.
These factors will be used, with our partners, to identify potential areas of opportunity
for such development. When identifying sites, a sequential approach is also
recommended which ensures that existing sites are sufficiently exhausted first;
followed by extensions of these sites; then satellite sites near existing sites; then
brownfield; and finally, new greenfield sites.
We will seek to ensure that any proposals for strategic distribution development meet
the vision and objectives in this plan of supporting our strong and diverse economy
and enhancing the role of knowledge-based industries in Charnwood. Proposals for
strategic warehousing will be determined against other policies in this plan to assess
their impacts upon factors such as residential amenity, sustainable construction and
impact on the character and appearance of an area.
Alongside the strategic distribution warehouses themselves the logistics industry also
has further requirements at different points in the supply chain, which include
consolidation centres and last mile delivery facilities, along with HGV parking and
associated amenities. We will support such development and its contribution to the
wider supply chain, subject to the other policies in this plan.
Our Rural Economy
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Our rural areas have changed with the continued mechanisation of agriculture and
consolidation of holdings into larger farms. Jobs in agriculture have declined
considerably and are forecast to continue to do so and we want to ensure the
economic viability of rural communities and enterprises. Our rural areas generally have
less access to public transport, and it is important that local services and facilities are
supported. We are proposing to support the regeneration and diversification of the
rural economy whilst protecting the character and appearance of the countryside and
our rural communities.
Small Scale Business Development in Villages
We will support development which is not detrimental to the character and appearance
of the countryside and will provide employment opportunities in our rural areas for local
communities. Neighbourhood plans provide an opportunity for local communities to
take the lead in deciding how to balance the employment needs of their communities
and several have already done so.
Re-use of Rural Buildings
We will help our rural economy by supporting the reuse of redundant or under used
rural buildings for small scale business activities compatible with countryside locations.
This can also help preserve historic agricultural buildings whilst supporting local
economies.
Farm Diversification
Farm diversification can help farmers by providing sources of income which allow them
to continue to farm and manage the land. Successful farm diversification activities
include small farm shops, processing and selling produce from the farm, craft
workshops, small businesses, bed and breakfast and holiday accommodation. We
will support activities which are compatible with a countryside location as long as
farming remains the dominant business activity.
Equine Businesses
The keeping of horses in the Borough makes a valuable contribution to our
countryside and the rural economy. We will support the development of our horse
related industry
which provides opportunities for leisure, tourism and farm
diversification along with the related farriery, saddlery, feed trades and specialist
equine veterinary services. New development proposals of this nature will however
need careful consideration in terms of their impact on the character and appearance
of the countryside.
Tourism and Leisure
Tourism in Charnwood contributed £304 million to our economy per year as of 2018
and the Borough attracts over 6.01 million visitors a year. The Charnwood Tourism
Strategy found that tourism supports over 6,000 jobs in more than 900 businesses in
the Borough. There are several popular attractions in our Borough such as the
Charnwood Museum, Loughborough Town Hall, the Carillon, Great Central Railway,
Taylors Bell Foundry, Bradgate Park, Grand Union Canal and various other country
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parks. We recognise the important role tourism and leisure plays in the Borough’s rural
areas and overall economy and will support our partners to continue to grow the
tourism sector in our Borough.
The Great Central Railway plays a significant role for our rural tourism offer with
stations at Rothley and Quorn providing a focus for tourism activity. We will continue
to work with the Great Central Railway to support the future success of this heritage
line.
We will continue to work with the River Soar and Grand Union Canal Partnership to
harness the potential of the waterway and make it more attractive to visitors. The
policy will support development which improves accessibility and facilities for canal
related tourism development.
There is also potential for rural tourism based on the enjoyment of the countryside, our
rich built heritage, festivals and events supported by restaurants, cafés, bars and
public houses.
Charnwood Forest is a unique and important landscape which is related to the wider
National Forest. With our partners in the Charnwood Forest Regional Park, we will
promote sustainable leisure and tourism, manage and promote landscape and
settlement character and support agricultural diversification and woodland and rural
economy uses.
Small Scale Expansion of Existing Businesses in the Countryside
There are a number of existing businesses across the rural areas of the Borough
including offices, warehousing and manufacturing operations. Some, such as those at
Wymeswold and Rearsby, are associated with redundant military and civil airfields.
Whilst these sites are not good locations for businesses that create a significant
number of vehicle movements, some types of business can contribute to the local
economy and provide jobs for our village communities. We will support small scale
expansion or intensification of these types of business provided it is sensitive to the
character and appearance of the Countryside.
Policy E3: Rural Economic Development
We will maximise the potential of our rural economy by 2037 by supporting
development that:
•

provides small scale, sustainable growth and expansion of existing
businesses in rural areas both through conversion of existing buildings
and well-designed new buildings;

•

enables farm diversification where farming remains the dominant element
of the business;

•

provides superfast broadband networks for all homes and businesses;

•

provides tourism and leisure facilities, particularly developments that
benefit the Great Central Railway, the River Soar and Grand Union Canal,
the National Forest Strategy and the Charnwood Forest Regional Park;
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and
•

is not detrimental to the character and appearance of the Countryside in
terms of its scale, character or operational requirements.

Town Centres, Services and Facilities
Town Centres
Town, district and local centres are the focal point of communities. They provide local
access to goods, services, leisure facilities, social interaction and employment and are
therefore an essential part of sustainable communities. Our centres are set within the
historic core of our towns and villages and contain significant heritage assets that are
integral to their sense of place.
Our vision and objectives include support for strong, vibrant and healthy communities.
This policy applies to proposals for main town centre uses and proposals within
defined centres and needs to be considered alongside other policies in the local plan.
Policy DS1 sets out the scale and pattern of development for retail uses for the local
plan as whole. Policies for specific places are set in the place based policies including
the Baxter Gate/ Pinfold Gate Opportunity Site in Loughborough to meet need for retail
uses, as well as our regeneration and other priorities for different centres in
Charnwood.
To achieve our vision and objectives, planning decisions need to ensure that there is
a network of vibrant centres, so residents have good access to a range of shops,
services and facilities at the heart of their communities. The vitality and viability of
centres will be supported by developments that provide a range of uses, that
encourage a strong daytime and evening economy that enhance local employment
opportunities and spend. High quality design of buildings and spaces including the
retention of traditional shop frontages, avoidance of ‘dead frontages’, providing for the
ease of movement and attractive public realm will enhance the visual interest of
centres and create safe places where people want to spend time together. We will
support appropriate residential uses within centres, particularly at upper floor levels,
to make the best use of underused floorspace and to enhance activity, footfall and
natural surveillance.
Our evidence establishes individual centre boundaries which are identified on the
Policies Map and which are within the following hierarchy:
•

•

Town Centre (Loughborough) – provides the principal focus for retail, leisure,
offices, arts, tourism and cultural activities in the Borough. A ‘primary shopping
area’ is identified defining the area where retail development is concentrated
within the town centre.
District Centres (Anstey; Barrow upon Soar; Birstall; Gorse Covert;
Shelthorpe; Shepshed, Sileby; and Syston) – provide day-to-day retail and
service needs that typically arise for a wider local catchment, usually comprised
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•

of groups of shops, at least one supermarket, and a range of non-retail facilities
such as banks, healthcare, religious institutions, restaurants or a library.
Local Centres – (Mountsorrel; Rothley; Sharpley Road Loughborough; Quorn;
and Melton Road, Thurmaston) – provide a range of small convenience shops
that serve a small local catchment and in most cases, non-retail facilities such
as a religious institution or community hall.

Sequential Test and Impact Assessment
We want to see main town centre uses being developed in our town centres rather
than other locations. Development of such uses outside of our defined centres will not
help us to deliver our vision. We will apply a sequential approach to the location of
new town centres uses which prioritises sites in centres, ahead of those in edge of
centres or then out of centre locations.
The sequential test will be applied to proposals for main town centre uses, including
developments involving mezzanine installations and variation of condition applications
(for example to extend hours of operation or the range of goods sold). The sequential
test will not be applied to proposals for small-scale rural economic development such
as for a small scale shops that is ancillary to a tourism use or farm, or the expansion
or a rural business which involves minimal new floorspace (see policy E3). Similarly,
the sequential test will not be applied to proposals for changes of use for a unit within
existing undesignated small parades of shops that provide goods or services for a
local neighbourhood catchment.
Our evidence has established local impact assessment thresholds which are reflected
in the policy. When applying the assessment thresholds, the size of proposals will be
assessed as the proposed gross internal area.
Permitted Development
We will help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt
whilst balancing this with supporting the viability of Charnwood’s designated centres.
Where permitted development rights exist that could result in subsequent
alterations/use changes that could undermine the aims of the sequential approach, we
will consider attaching specific planning conditions in order to support the viability of
town centres. This will be considered on a case-by-case basis but could include for
example restricting the sale of certain goods and services and restricting changes of
use.
Hot Food Takeaways
Hot food takeaways contribute to the mix of uses in centres and can support local
evening economies. However, concentrations of hot food takeaways, particularly on
prominent streets or retail frontages, can detract from the overall appearance of
centres due to their predominant evening use which can result in a lack of street
activity in the daytime. They can lead to the generation of significant litter, including
food waste, and to short term parking outside takeaways leading to congestion. Our
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evidence tells us that the concentration of hot food takeaways in specific locations,
particularly in Birstall and Shelthorpe District Centres, detracts from their vitality. We
want to manage the concentration of hot food takeaways to support the vitality and
viability of our centres.
Policy T1: Town Centres and Retail
The hierarchy of centres in Charnwood Borough is defined below and their
boundaries are identified on the Policies Map:
•
•
•

Town Centres: Loughborough
District Centres: Anstey; Barrow upon Soar; Birstall; Gorse Covert
(Loughborough); Shelthorpe (Loughborough); Shepshed, Sileby; and
Syston
Local Centres: Mountsorrel; Rothley; Sharpley Road (Loughborough);
Quorn; and Melton Road (Thurmaston).

We will make a significant contribution to the vitality and viability of our town,
district and local centres. We will do this by supporting development for main
town centre uses within centres that:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

widens the range of main town centre uses in the centre;
supports activity throughout the day and into the night;
are physically integrated within the centre and enhance the centre’s
compact and walkable character;
makes use of above ground floor spaces, including for residential use,
whilst maintaining main town centre uses at ground floor;
addresses specific regeneration priorities for Loughborough, Shepshed
and Thurmaston (see policies LUC1, SUA1 and SC1);
enhances existing or create new markets;
maintains street frontage activity which encourages activity within the
Centre (such as avoiding dead frontages and ensuring security
provisions have some visual permeability)
are physically integrated within the centre and enhance the centre’s
compact and walkable character;
ensures that proposed signage does not detract from the character and
appearance of the surrounding area;
maintains and enhance historic shopfront features; and
provides appropriate access for building servicing.

We will apply a sequential approach to the location of proposals for main town
centre uses. Town centre uses will be directed to defined centre locations, then
edge of centre locations, and only if suitable sites are not available (or expected
to become available within a reasonable period) should out of centre sites be
considered.
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We will require an impact assessment for proposals (including the formation of
mezzanine floors) for/or which include retail, leisure and office developments
which are not located within a defined centre where:
•
•
•

the proposal provides a floorspace greater than 500sqm gross; or
the proposal is located within 800m of the boundary of a District Centre
and is greater than 300sqm gross; or
the proposal is located within 800m of the boundary of a Local Centre and
is greater than 200sqm

Proposals that result in clusters of hot food takeaway uses will not be
supported, taking account of the concentration and proximity of existing such
establishments in the immediate area.

Protection of Community Facilities
Community facilities are essential to ensure and maintain a high quality of life for those
people who visit, live and work in both the urban and rural areas of our Borough. We
will protect and where possible, enhance, viable and necessary community facilities
which play an important role in social interaction and community cohesion.
Neighbourhood plans play an important role in allowing local communities to identify,
protect and enhance community facilities which are important to their neighbourhood
area. Through neighbourhood planning, local communities can identify important local
facilities, including those on the statutory list of assets of community value, and
develop appropriate solutions for their retention and enhancement.
For the purpose of this policy, community facilities are defined as follows:
Facilities and uses generally available to and used by the local community at
large for the purposes of leisure, social interaction, health and well-being or
learning. This will include, but not be confined to, community centres, historic
and community public houses, premises for indoor sport, leisure and cultural
centres, places of worship, doctor’s surgeries/ health centres, crèches,
playgroups, libraries, schools and other training and educational facilities.
Policy T2: Protection of Community Facilities
We will protect community facilities and support their enhancement.
Development resulting in the loss of an existing community facility will only be
permitted where:
•

suitable alternative provision exists or will be provided in an equally
accessible or more accessible location within 800m walking distance; or
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•
•

all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the facility, but it has
been demonstrated that it would not be economically viable, feasible or
practicable to retain the building or site for its existing use; and
evidence is provided to confirm that the property or site has been
marketed at a reasonable value according to size, condition and exiting
use without development potential for a meaningful period, of at least for
example 12 months, and that there is no realistic interest in its retention
for the current use or for an alternative community use.

Car Parking
The availability of residential and non-residential parking is important in our Borough
as it can have a major influence on the way in which people travel and the accessibility
to services and facilities.
Our evidence tells us that demand for car parking will increase and, in some areas,
demand will exceed supply. This is forecast to be the case in Loughborough,
Shepshed, Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Quorn and Sileby where additional off-street
car parking will be required. We commissioned further evidence to identify the scope
for bringing forward sites at each location, and this will inform our discussions with
local communities and developers.
We do not have a statutory duty to provide car parking however we recognise the
value it provides for supporting the vitality and viability of our towns and villages and
we will work with local communities, Leicestershire County Council and businesses to
address the issues where they are most acute. In providing for sufficient parking for
local communities and businesses we will also
ensure that environmental
sustainability is secured through measures such as providing for electric vehicle
charging points in accordance with Policy CC6.
Leicestershire County Council, as the local highway authority, has prepared a
Leicestershire Highway Design Guide which provides advice on highway design,
including parking standards. It provides guidance on the levels of car, cycle,
motorcycle, electric car charging and disabled parking that should be provided in
association with development. This document is the starting point for detailed
discussions and agreement on development proposals and any new development will
need to have regard to the guidance and advice set out in the document. All new
proposals will be expected to be supported by robust evidence that justifies the need
for the specified amount of parking.
Policy T3: Car Parking Standards
We will ensure that there is an adequate provision for all users of residential and
non-residential parking in our Borough. We will do this by:
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•

encouraging parish and town councils to address car parking needs and
identify potential sites for new car parks through the neighbourhood
planning process;

•

requiring that all new developments provide car parking spaces in
accordance with the latest published guidance of Leicestershire County
Council and Charnwood Borough Council;

•

requiring that parking infrastructure is well-designed and in suitable,
sustainable locations; and

•

requiring that any variation from the guidance is supported by robust
evidence and thoroughly justified.

Climate Change
We recognise Climate Change as one of the key challenges facing Charnwood with
predictions for the East Midlands indicating that we can expect hotter, drier summers
and warmer, wetter winters as well as an increase in incidents of severe weather such
as storms and flooding.
The Climate Change Act commits the UK government to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by at least 100% of 1990 levels (net zero) by 2050. Net zero refers to the
balance between the amount of greenhouse gas produced and the amount removed
from the atmosphere. We recognise the planning system will need to play a role in
achieving this challenging target. As well as taking actions to reduce emissions, it will
be important to maximise natural process that can take carbon out of the atmosphere
such as peat and trees, known as carbon sequestration.
We know that we need to take immediate action to protect the environment for future
generations and this is a priority in our Corporate Plan, reflected through our Climate
Change Strategy, and is an objective of the local plan. The Council has already
reduced its carbon footprint by 32% since 2012 and is committed to making operations
carbon neutral by 2030 through using less energy, producing more power from
renewable energy sources and reducing waste.
Carbon emissions from activities in the wider Borough have also fallen over recent
years; however, we want to see further reductions and there is a role for us all to play
in achieving this. Ensuring that our Borough fully contributes to reducing the impacts
of climate change is a priority and we can all make changes to our lifestyles to reduce
our impact on the environment.
We will help make these changes by raising awareness of climate change issues with
our local communities, partners and stakeholders, introducing mitigation measures
which reduce our impact on climate change, and by ensuring our built and natural
environments are resilient and can adapt to climate change over the short and longer
term. Some of the actions for tackling climate change, such as improving energy
efficiency in homes and increasing provision of Green Infrastructure, could have direct
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benefits for residents by reducing energy bills and providing a higher quality
environment.
We are aware that there are parts of the Borough where air quality is an issue. Our
policies on Sustainable Construction and Sustainable Transport also seek to address
activities that can detrimentally affect air quality.
The policies in our local plan will play a significant role in helping to shape a
sustainable pattern of development which supports our climate change ambitions. Our
approach also provides a positive planning framework which addresses issues such
as renewable and low carbon energy, sustainable construction, minimising flood risk,
encouraging the application of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) and promoting
sustainable transport. We will also work with our partners, stakeholders and local
communities to protect and enhance our local environment.
We also recognise that trees play an essential role in helping to tackle climate change
by offsetting CO2 emissions and reducing the heat island effect. We have pledged to
ensure that 100,000 trees are planted by the end of 2024 and our policy on trees is
set out in more detail in the Environment Chapter of the Local Plan.

Managing Flood Risk
The Rivers Soar and Wreake flow through Charnwood and together with the Grand
Union Canal and other watercourses mean that approximately 12% of our Borough
lies in Flood Zone 3 (highest risk of flooding). Charnwood’s rivers, reservoirs, canal
and brooks are a valuable asset but they require careful management to preserve their
quality and value, and to manage flood risk.
Significant fluvial flooding incidents occurred in April 1998 and January 1999 along the
Rivers Soar and Wreake, and surface water flooding occurred during the summer of
2007 in the settlements around Charnwood Forest in the west of the Borough. More
recently fluvial flooding occurred in June and November 2012 in Loughborough and
across the wider Borough. Between 2018 and 2020 there was a total of 87 Local Flood
Authority reports of internal flooding, 32 of which were in Loughborough.
The main flood risk from rivers (fluvial flood risk) is along the River Soar, the River
Wreake and their tributaries. These present flood risk to rural communities as well as
to the main urban areas including Loughborough, Syston, Thurmaston and Quorn. The
risk of flooding from surface water (pluvial flood risk) is usually caused by intense
rainfall that may only last a few hours and usually occurs in lower lying areas, often
where the drainage system is overwhelmed with the volume of water. Our evidence
also tells us that surface water predominantly follows topographical flow paths of
existing watercourses.
Groundwater susceptibility mapping of the Borough has shown that the lower
permeability of bedrock in Charnwood means that the majority of the Borough is at a
lower probability of groundwater flooding (less than 25%). Areas with higher
susceptibilities and more likely to flood from groundwater are found along the River
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Soar and River Wreake. The Grand Union Canal is the only canal in Charnwood. There
have been only two incidents of a breach of the canal which occurred at Wanlip Weir
in 1962 and Barrow Weir in 1971.
Our evidence provides us with an appraisal of all potential sources of flooding and
assesses the potential increase in flood risk due to climate change. Our policy on
managing flooding is based upon a risk-based, sequential approach to the location of
development, avoiding high risk areas and steering development to areas at lower
risk. This will be done by applying the Sequential Test meaning that sites at risk of
flooding can only be suitable for development if there is no other land available in
areas with little or no flood risk. If it is not possible to locate development in areas with
a lower risk of flooding (Flood Zone 1), the Exception Test will need to be applied (this
is for development in Flood Zones 2, 3a and 3b). Where no suitable sites on land with
the lowest risk of flooding are available, we will need to ensure that developments are
appropriate, flood resilient and resistant, safe for its users for the development’s
lifetime, there will be no increase to overall flood risk, and where possible should look
to reduce flood risk to third parties. Our evidence provides a framework for the
application of the Sequential Test of sites and, where necessary, the Exception Test.
We require all applications for major developments in Flood Zone 1 or any
development in Flood Zones 2 or 3 to be accompanied by a site-specific Flood Risk
Assessment. This should identify the main flood risks to the site, including whether the
development will increase flood risk downstream, and recommendations for mitigating
measures such as sustainable drainage systems, site layout and design or modifying
ground levels.
We also require developments to take account of the cumulative impact of flooding at
the design and planning application stage and ensure that appropriate mitigation
measures are installed so flood risk is not increased elsewhere. Examples of such
include level for level floodplain compensation.
We recognise that measures to manage the biodiversity and landscape of major
watercourses such as the River Soar and River Wreake corridors and the Grand Union
Canal and projects such as the Soar and Wreake Living Landscape Scheme, will be
extremely important in helping to reduce flood risk. The creation of new habitats,
including woodlands and wetlands, planting of trees and reconnecting rivers to natural
flood plains can all be used to reduce flood risk naturally and provide ecological
benefits. It will also be important to reduce impacts of flood risk for areas of habitat
that are vulnerable to climate change in line with Natural England’s Climate Change
Vulnerability Mapping.
New developments can have a significant impact on water use and water network
capacity and also on water resources, waste disposal and flood risk. The benefits of
adopting an early and integrated water management approach are advocated by the
Environment Agency and can help to create a healthier, safer and richer environment
for our communities to live in.
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We will work with our partners including the Environment Agency, Leicestershire
County Council, in its role as the Lead Local Flood Authority, and Seven Trent Water
to manage flood risk across the Borough. We will work with developers to secure
contributions to flood risk mitigation measures where it is appropriate and viable to do
so.
We will support our local communities, through their neighbourhood plans to identify
opportunities for flood mitigation measures suitable for their local area.
Policy CC1: Flood Risk Management
We will manage flood risk by directing development to areas in the Borough
with the lowest risk of flooding (Flood Zone 1), applying the Sequential Test
and Exception Test, where necessary. We will do this by:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

ensuring that major development proposals in Flood Zone 1 and any
developments in Flood Zones 2 and 3 are accompanied by a site specific
flood risk assessment;
requiring a sequential approach to layout is taken within the site, with the
highest vulnerability development being located within the lowest flood
risk zone(s);
requiring developments on greenfield sites to cause no net increase in
the rate of surface water run off;
requiring development on brownfield sites to secure a decrease in
surface water run-off;
requiring developments to consider the cumulative impact of proposals
within, or which affect, local areas susceptible to flooding, and ensuring
appropriate mitigation measures are in place so that new development
does not increase flood risk and, where possible, reduces flood risk;
ensuring that, where appropriate, all major developments incorporate
sustainable drainage systems, in accordance with Policy CC2;
ensuring that the natural environment and major watercourses within the
site are suitably managed to help reduce flood risk;
encouraging minor developments to incorporate sustainable drainage
systems, in accordance with Policy CC2;
ensuring that the design of flood risk mitigation measures is appropriate
and in keeping with the environment in which they will be implemented;
encouraging an integrated water management approach is considered in
the early stages of site planning; and
encouraging developments which support the creation of new habitats,
including woodlands and wetlands, planting of trees and reconnecting
rivers to natural flood plains.

We will support neighbourhood plans in identifying suitable flood risk mitigation
measures appropriate for their local area.
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Sustainable Drainage Systems
Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) are designed to manage the drainage of
surface water in the urban environment. They provide an alternative, or addition to,
traditional drainage systems that drain surface water into underground piped drainage.
SuDS techniques seek to capture, use, delay or absorb rainwater and are important
as they help to reduce the causes and impacts of flooding. They also remove pollutants
from urban run-off at source and provide benefits for amenity, recreation and wildlife.
We recognise that the use of SuDS may not be appropriate in all circumstances and
will depend on the nature of the proposed development and its location; however, our
approach is that all major development proposals should ensure that SuDS are put in
place unless clear evidence is provided that they would be inappropriate.
We also recognise the cumulative impact of a smaller number of developments could
have a significant impact on flood risk and in these circumstances the use of SuDS
should be considered.
It is important that SuDS are considered at an early stage of the development process
to ensure the delivery of well designed, appropriate and effective schemes whilst also
providing multifunctional benefits. The aim will be for surface water to be directed to
sustainable outfalls as high up the drainage hierarchy as reasonably practicable:
•
•
•
•

discharging into the ground (infiltration);
to a surface water body;
to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system; and
to a combined sewer.

We will seek advice from Leicestershire County Council, as the Lead Local Flood
Authority, to ensure that the development’s proposed standards of operation are
appropriate and that there are clear arrangements for on-going maintenance over the
lifetime of the development.
Policy CC2: Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
We will ensure that development includes appropriate measures to manage
flood risk in an integrated way that achieves wider benefits for communities and
the environment. We will support major development that:
•
•

provides, where appropriate, Sustainable Drainage Systems that are
integrated into development proposals having been considered as part
the masterplanning of the site;
prioritises Sustainable Drainage Systems where the development is in an
area at risk of flooding, in accordance with the criteria set out in Policy
CC1;
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•
•
•

ensures, where Sustainable Drainage System are used, surface water is
directed to sustainable outfalls in accordance with the drainage
hierarchy;
ensures that the design, construction and ongoing maintenance of
Sustainable Drainage Systems is carefully and clearly defined; and
ensures Sustainable Drainage Systems provide multifunctional benefits
for amenity, recreation and wildlife, that utilise natural features, where
possible.

Renewable and low carbon energy
Carbon emissions in Charnwood fell 26% between 2005 and 2015 to 894 ktCO2 due
to a reduction in local energy consumption and the use of cleaner energy sources.
However, there is still an over reliance on the use of fossil fuels in the UK and much
of the fuel used in the nation’s power stations is imported.
Whilst we have seen a reduction in energy consumption and emissions in our
Borough, we still need to do more to reinforce our efforts to reduce carbon emissions.
One way we can achieve this is to significantly increase the proportion of renewable
and low carbon energy generated within our Borough.
Renewable energy technologies produce energy from natural resources that will not
run out. The most common technologies are energy from wind (wind turbines), energy
from the sun (solar panels) and energy from water (hydro-electricity). Low carbon
technologies are not completely renewable as they may still have carbon emissions
associated with them albeit much smaller than conventional fossil fuel burning
technologies, an example of such technologies is energy recovery from waste.
The existing renewable and low carbon installations in Charnwood are shown in the
table below which also includes less common technologies. We are supporting the
delivery of our Climate Change Strategy and meeting our carbon reduction
commitments by encouraging further renewable sources of energy supply in the
Borough. Whilst we have the most technical potential for wind and solar energy, other
renewable energy or low carbon technologies, such as district heating and micro and
domestic scale installations, will also be considered positively.
Table 6: Renewable and Low Carbon Installations in Charnwood
Renewable Energy and Capacity
Low Carbon Technologies

Location

Solar

Five solar farms at Wymeswold,
Six Hills and Barrow upon Soar,
with the largest solar farm at
Wymeswold Airfield.

64.8 megawatts
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Wind

2.57 megawatts

Two wind power installations,
one at West Beacon Farm and
the larger one at the Severn
Trent Sewage Treatment Works,
Wanlip.

Anaerobic Digestion

5 megawatts

Three
anaerobic
digestion
plants
at
Wanlip
and
Loughborough.

Landfill Gas

1.6 megawatts

One landfill gas facility
Mountsorrel Landfill Site.

Energy Recovery

-

Newhurst
Quarry
near
Shepshed
has
planning
permission and could process
350,000 tonnes of waste per
year.

at

Increasing the amount of energy we produce from renewable and low carbon
technologies will help to secure energy supply whilst also helping to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, slow climate change and stimulate investment in new jobs
and businesses.
We recognise that renewable energy installations are generally large in scale and can
have a significant impact on the character and appearance of parts of our Borough,
potentially having an impact upon our landscape, biodiversity, heritage assets and the
amenity of local residents. We have a positive strategy for renewable energy and low
carbon technologies which supports the potential for suitable development whilst
ensuring that any adverse impacts are satisfactorily addressed, including cumulative
landscape and visual impacts.
We have identified suitable areas for renewable and low carbon energy sources on
our Policies Map. We know that the main technical potential is for wind and solar
energy and that identifying opportunity areas, based on low to moderate landscape
sensitivity, offers a reasonable balance between landscape harm and increasing
renewable energy capacity in our Borough.
These opportunity areas reflect a combined understanding of the sensitivity of each
landscape character area and the likely impacts of different sizes of renewable energy
installations and are set out in the tables below.
Table 7: Opportunity Areas for Wind Turbines
Landscape Sensitivity

Low Moderate

Wind Turbines
Scale of wind turbine that could be
accommodated within each Landscape Character
Area
Langley Lowlands
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Landscape Sensitivity

Moderate

Wind Turbines
Scale of wind turbine that could be
accommodated within each Landscape Character
Area
Small-scale turbines (<40 metres)
Soar Valley
Small scale and medium scale wind turbines (up to
80m)
High Leicestershire, Langley Lowlands, Wolds,
and Wreake Valley
Small scale and medium scale wind turbines (up to
80m)

Table 8: Opportunity Areas for Solar Energy Installations
Landscape
Sensitivity
Low
Low Moderate

Moderate

Soar Energy Installations
Scale of solar energy installation that could be
accommodated within each Landscape Character Area
Soar Valley
(very small less than 1ha)
Soar Valley
Small (1- 5ha)
High Leicestershire, Langley Lowlands, The Wolds,
Wreake Valley
(very small less than 1ha)
Charnwood Forest
(very small less than 1ha)
Wolds
(small 1 -5ha)
High Leicestershire, Langley Lowlands, Wreake Valley
Medium Up to 10ha
Soar Valley
(Large 10 -15ha)

Proposals for renewable energy installations will be expected to have regard to our
landscape sensitivity evidence and this will inform the scale of installation that will be
appropriate in each landscape character area.
Whilst our evidence tells us these areas have the most potential, any individual
proposals for energy installations would need to be supported by robust evidence and
detailed site-based assessment taking into account other issues such as heritage and
flood risk. In some cases, an Environmental Impact Assessment may be required.
We will support proposals for wind energy installations where they are located within
the area identified on the Policies Map or in a Neighbourhood Plan as suitable for
renewable energy installations and where consultation has been undertaken and it
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can be demonstrated that the planning impacts identified by affected local
communities have been fully addressed and, therefore, the proposal has their backing.
Our local communities may also identify suitable locations for, and state the range of,
renewable and low carbon technologies, including community energy projects that
could be accommodated in their area through Neighbourhood Plans.
Policy CC3: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Installations
Proposals for renewable and low carbon energy installations will be supported
where any adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts have been fully
addressed, including impacts on local amenity, the historic environment and the
setting of heritage assets, noise and odour, the wider landscape, biodiversity
and public safety.
Where any localised adverse impacts remain, proposals will be only be
supported where these adverse impacts are outweighed by the wider
environmental, economic or social benefits of the scheme.
In addition, we will require wind energy development involving one or more wind
turbines to:
•
•
•

be located in an area identified as suitable for wind energy on the Policies
Map or in a Neighbourhood Plan;
be of an appropriate scale in that area, taking account of the evidence on
landscape sensitivity; and
demonstrate that, following consultation, the planning impacts identified
by affected local communities have been fully addressed and therefore
the proposal has their backing.

Proposals within the Safeguarded Area shown on the Policies Map will not be
permitted if they adversely affect the operational integrity of East Midlands
Airport, aircraft operations or radar and navigation systems.
In all cases, the contribution of the renewable and local carbon energy
proposals to cutting greenhouse gas emissions and decarbonising our energy
system will be balanced with other policy and material considerations.
We will support neighbourhood planning groups to consider identifying
locations and the range of renewable and low carbon technologies that could
be accommodated within neighbourhood plans.

Sustainable Construction
We recognise that the construction process for new developments in our Borough
uses a significant amount of resources and generates a large amount of waste. To
reduce this impact on our environment during the construction phase, developments
will need to take account of the principles of sustainable development by carefully
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managing the production, use and disposal of materials and sourcing materials with
minimum environmental impact, such as those that are from local sources, recycled
or reused. This also includes reducing energy consumption and waste, creating a
healthy environmentally friendly environment and protecting the natural environment.
We encourage all new developments to be designed to exceed national sustainable
building standards to maximise the use of energy efficiency and energy conservation
in their design, layout and orientation.
All major development proposals should demonstrate their sustainability by setting out
the actions that have been taken to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in their design,
having regard to:
1. Reducing the need for energy, reducing CO2 emissions and reducing the heat
island effect through design features that provide natural heating, cooling and
lighting, using landform, building layout orientation, massing and landscaping;
2. Generating the residual energy required through the use of low or zero carbon
energy technologies; and
3. Adapting to the effects of climate change whilst contributing to health and wellbeing.
We will encourage all proposals to demonstrate how they will reduce the energy, water
and materials used in the construction and operation of the new buildings including
the environmental benefits and impacts of the proposal.
It will be important that the design and layout of new buildings does not preclude the
later installation of renewable or low carbon technologies. For example, spacing,
orientation and roof space will be important in the installation of solar energy
technologies. Ensuring good energy efficiency in the fabric of buildings will make the
later installation of heat pumps more viable. Larger schemes also offer the opportunity
to explore the future potential for district heating. The design and layout of new
buildings will also be important in encouraging people to make sustainable choices,
for example, travelling by sustainable modes of transport.
Our sustainable urban extensions provide the opportunity to maximise the potential
for a reduction in carbon emissions through their design and layout. We will encourage
these schemes to provide a 10% reduction in CO2 emissions when compared to the
Building Regulations at the time the detailed scheme is proposed. We recognise the
impact which such an ambitious package could have on viability; however, some of
the best ways to improve environmental performance are through simple decisions on
the layout and orientation of buildings and spaces. We will offer the flexibility for the
scheme to be designed to achieve the best range of these measures. We will support
schemes that compensate for CO2 emissions where reductions are not possible
through the design and construction of a development.
We will support energy efficient buildings and work with our partners to secure funding
and deliver projects that support a low carbon economy across Charnwood. We will
164

Page 184

encourage on-site, near-site and off-site compensatory measures for development,
taking into account their location and opportunities available.
Policy CC4: Sustainable Construction
We will adapt to and mitigate against the effects of climate change, by requiring
all new developments and refurbishments to take account of sustainable
development principles.
We will do this by:
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

encouraging high standards of energy efficiency in sustainable
construction processes including the use of materials with low embodied
carbon and passive cooling and heating, optimal levels of thermal
insulation, passive solar design and locally sourced and recycled
materials;
encouraging the use of renewable and low carbon supply systems and
connection to low carbon heat networks;
minimising construction waste, including designing out waste during the
design stage, selecting sustainable and efficient building materials and
reusing materials where possible;
supporting developments that reduce waste, provide for accessible and
unobtrusive sustainable waste management facilities such as refuse/
recycling/ composting bin storage and allow convenient waste
collections;
requiring that sustainable water management solutions such as
sustainable drainage systems, green roofs and/or rainwater harvesting
systems are incorporated into proposals, where viable;
requiring residential development to meet the Building Regulations
optional water efficiency requirement of 110 litres/per person per day;
encouraging non-residential development in excess of 1,000sqm gross
floorspace to achieve the equivalent of BREEAM 3 credits for water
consumption as a minimum;
combating the heat island effect by encouraging green roofs, green walls,
increased tree cover, waterways and the suitable layout of external
spaces;
requiring the layout, orientation and design of buildings to improve
efficiency of heating, cooling and lighting and to maximise the potential
for daylight and passive solar gain;
encouraging the design and layout of new buildings which enable low
carbon energy generation to be installed from the start where viable, or at
a later stage, including district heating;
encouraging the effective use of land by reusing land that has been
previously developed, provided that it is not of high environmental value;
and
supporting new development that protects environmental resources
including local air quality and our most versatile agricultural land.
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We will expect major development proposals to demonstrate how the need to
reduce emissions has influenced the design, layout and energy source used.

Sustainable Travel
Transport plays an important role in allowing our communities to gain access to jobs
and services and should be considered in the earliest stages of development
proposals. Our vision is that our communities will have better access to jobs and
services, with a choice to walk or cycle safely and that for longer journeys people will
be able to take advantage of the excellent connections by bus or rail in Charnwood.
This vision is a fundamental part of our development strategy, which seeks to direct
development to those locations where there is a genuine choice to walk, cycle and use
public transport to travel to jobs and services.
Our walking and cycle networks have seen significant investment in recent years,
including the Loughborough Town Centre Transport Scheme, which has helped to
secure an increase in the number of journeys made by foot and bicycle. Making areas,
such as Loughborough Town Centre, more accessible by foot and bicycle will also
help revitalise and further improve our local economy. The River Soar and Grand
Union Canal Corridor also provide opportunities for walking, cycling and other leisure
activities.
Part of National Cycle Route 6 connects Birstall in the south of the Borough to
Loughborough and Shepshed in the north, via the Soar Valley villages. This is part of
our network of safe cycle routes which includes the Connect 2 Project in the
Watermead area. There are also plans for a new bridge at Watermead Country Park
which will span the River Soar improving cycling and footpath access along the river
and canal corridor between Leicester City Centre and Birstall, Thurmaston and Syston.
We will continue to work with our partners, including Leicestershire County Council,
Leicester City Council and SUSTRANS to deliver walking and cycling links across the
Borough.
We will expect major developments in the Borough to make provision for improving
and extending our walking and cycle networks and ensuring priority is given first to
pedestrians and cycle movements. We will also explore opportunities for improved
signage, safe well-lit routes and increased connectivity between urban and rural areas.
We will promote the health benefits of walking and cycling for healthier lifestyles and
improved well-being. More people walking and cycling will also mean less congestion
and emissions on our roads, improving air quality for our local communities.
Travel by bus and train is essential for longer journeys which cannot be made on foot
or by bicycle. We benefit from a well-connected bus network in Charnwood which
offers commuters reliable and direct routes between Loughborough, Shepshed and
our smaller settlements and further afield to Leicester, Derby, Nottingham and East
Midlands Airport. There is a Park and Ride at Birstall which provides bus services into
Leicester.
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However, less than half of our community uses a local bus service once a month
because of the congestion on local and inter-urban services at peak periods and poor
interchanges. We also recognise that people are more likely to use buses for their
journeys where there is easy access to half hourly or more frequent services within
less than a 400m walk. However, in some rural areas there is not easy access to bus
services. People are also more likely to use the bus rather than their car if there are
good quality passenger facilities and the bus has priority over the car on congested
routes.
There is a Midland Mainline railway station located in Loughborough, which was
improved in 2012 as part of the Loughborough Eastern Gateway scheme. It is the
busiest station in Leicestershire outside the city and provides excellent local and
national rail connections to Leicester, Nottingham, Derby, Sheffield and London. There
is good parking at the train station and it is also served by local bus services with good
access for walking and cycling. The Ivanhoe Railway Line provides a popular and wellused local passenger rail service and links Syston, Sileby, Barrow upon Soar and
Loughborough with Leicester and Nottingham. The Great Central Railway is a heritage
railway and important regional tourist attraction. There may be potential in the future
for the Great Central Railway to support the area’s quarrying industry once the line is
fully reconnected at Loughborough.

Major growth in housing, employment and jobs is planned at the East Midlands
Enterprise Gateway and at the HS2 hub in Toton to the north of the Borough. A priority
for the local plan will be ensuring that bus and rail services from Charnwood,
particularly those within the Leicestershire International Gateway, to these
destinations are frequent, efficient and reliable.
We know that sustainable travel in rural areas is more difficult due to distances
between homes, jobs and facilities and accessibility to public transport. We will work
with our partners, developers and service providers to support innovative sustainable
travel solutions in our rural areas including demand responsive buses, community mini
buses, car sharing and community rail partnerships.
Policy DS6 expects that new developments will be comprehensive and well-designed,
and located adjacent to existing transport networks. Improving connectivity and
integration between sustainable transport modes and existing transport networks will
ensure that travelling sustainably is an easier option for our community by being fast,
efficient and value for money. We will also help to reduce the need to travel by ensuring
that the right mix of uses in new developments is a priority.
Sense of place is important to our residents and the good design of sustainable
transport infrastructure can have a positive influence on this. We will ensure that this
infrastructure, including bus stops, cycle parking infrastructure, signage, lighting and
charging points for electric vehicles, is well designed and contributes to making places
that are safe, secure and attractive. We will also require developments, where
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possible, to reduce the negative impacts of vehicles such as excessive volumes of
fumes and noise which can also have a negative impact on health and well-being.
We will work with our partners, developers and service providers including bus
operators, Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City Council and Network Rail to
ensure routes are economically viable and that operators are able to make
improvements to transport infrastructure, existing services and provide new services
where these are required. Leicestershire County Council through its Passenger
Transport Policy and Strategy 2018 places the onus on site promoters to come forward
with passenger transport proposals appropriate to the scale and nature of their
development as opposed to seeking contributions through S106 agreements.
Working with our local partners, we will ensure that sustainable transport strategies
are aligned and investment is targeted to the places where it is needed most in our
Borough.
We will support our local communities, through their neighbourhood plans to identify
sustainable travel opportunities suitable for their local area.
Policy CC5: Sustainable Transport
We will support sustainable patterns of development which will minimise the
need to travel and seek to support a shift from travel by private car to walking,
cycling and public transport. We will support major development that:
•

provides excellent accessibility to key facilities and services by walking,
cycling and public transport, including for people with restricted mobility;

•

is informed by a robust transport assessment and travel plan which
considers sustainable travel options at the outset so that they form an
integral part of the development;

•

provides well-lit, safe and attractive walking and cycling routes and
secure cycle shelters;

•

secures, where possible, new and enhanced bus services, including new
bus stops, where development, is more than a 400m walk from an existing
bus stop;

•

ensures sustainable transport infrastructure is well designed, integrated
with the Green Infrastructure and contributes towards making high
quality places;

•

contributes to the infrastructure required to improve the speed, reliability
and attractiveness of public transport including, where appropriate, bus
gates, bus priority measures and bus links; and

•

reduces, as far as possible, the negative impacts on air quality in
accordance with policy EV11.
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We will work with our partners to secure funding for and delivery of sustainable
transport improvements
We will support neighbourhood plans in identifying sustainable travel
opportunities suitable for their local area.

Electric Vehicle Charging Points
We recognise that for some people travel by car will remain the only available or
preferred option for some journeys. The impact of those journeys on CO2 emissions
can be reduced if they are made in low emission vehicles. The Government’s Road to
Zero Strategy has confirmed its ambition for at least half of new cars to be ultra-low
emission by 2030. It is forecast that CO2 emissions from road transport in the UK will
increase by 5% over the plan period; therefore, we need to be proactive about making
a positive contribution to reducing CO2 emissions. We will work with our partners to
deliver an integrated network of affordable electric vehicle charging points in locations
which are safe, accessible and convenient throughout Charnwood. We will also
consider the potential for e-scooter and e-bike charging points.
We require new developments to make provision for electric vehicle charging points
to encourage our residents to switch to low carbon vehicles. We will also work with
infrastructure providers to trial new technologies such as street lamppost charging
points and rapid charging hubs and the timely instalment of cable routing.
Policy CC6: Electric Vehicle Charging Points
We will significantly increase the number of electric vehicle charging points in
the Borough. We will support development that:
•
•

provides an electric vehicle charge point or cabling routing for each new
residential dwelling (including flats) with a dedicated car parking space;
and
provides at least 1 charging point or cable routing per 5 car parking
spaces for new non-residential developments with more than 10 parking
spaces.

We will work with our partners and developers to deliver infrastructure for
electric vehicles and ensure charging points are provided at appropriate
locations.

Environment
Our built and natural environment is fundamental to our way of life. Our communities
and the buildings we use are nestled in a rich setting formed by our landscape and the
wildlife it contains. These, and the relationships between each of them, give us our
sense of place.
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We want our existing and new communities to live and work in a high quality and
healthy environment. Our vision seeks to both protect and enhance our built and
natural environment. A more attractive environment also helps us to attract economic
investment.
We recognise the intrinsic value of the natural environment, its value as natural capital
and the range of ecosystem services that it provides. We also recognise that access
to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation contribute to
health and well-being and to the cohesion of our communities.
Protecting and enhancing the natural environment can help in our efforts to reduce
climate change and to adapt to it. The buildings and townscapes of our built
environment that are of heritage value also perform ongoing functions as homes and
business premises.
Green spaces and wildlife habitats are also present in our towns and villages.
Similarly, parts of the Borough’s built environment and heritage occur in the
countryside as well as in our towns and villages. As such, much of this chapter is
relevant to all development, regardless of where it is proposed.
Neighbourhood plans offer the opportunity for local communities to identify ways in
which the natural and built environment can be protected and enhanced in their local
area. We will encourage neighbourhood plan groups to explore these opportunities.

Landscape
Landscape covers land outside and within the defined Limits to Development and
includes all of the visible features of both the natural and built environments. In
different places the landscape has its own distinctive character that is valued by our
communities. Our Landscape Character Assessment identifies 6 character areas
within Charnwood:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Langley Lowlands
The Soar Valley
The Wolds
Wreake Valley
High Leicestershire; and
Charnwood Forest.

We want to make sure the landscape as a whole and the characteristics of these
character areas continue to be recognised for their distinct quality. Protecting our
landscape character and allowing sustainable development that supports our rural
areas is a delicate balance. The consideration of whether proposals for new
development accord with Policy EV1 will be informed by relevant local landscape
character assessments.
Policy EV1: Landscape
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We will carefully manage development to protect the Borough’s distinctive
landscape. We will do this by:
•
•

requiring new development to protect landscape character and to reinforce
sense of place and local distinctiveness; and
requiring new development to maintain the separate identities of our towns
and villages.

Green Infrastructure
The natural environment and the different types of green spaces that make it up benefit
from a connectivity between these spaces. This network of formal and semi-natural
green spaces across the Borough is known as Green Infrastructure. It is important for
providing habitat and landscape connectivity for wildlife, offering safe and attractive
cycling and walking routes for people, including non-motorised users, helping us to
manage flooding, and countering the heat island effect in urban areas by reducing the
heat retained in buildings and streets.
Our strategically important areas of Green Infrastructure include the National Forest
and the Charnwood Forest Regional Park, River Soar and Grand Union Canal corridor
and the Green Wedges which extend from the Leicester urban area. We have
therefore developed specific policies for these. However, outside these areas other
Green Infrastructure and features of the natural environment continue to play an
important role. Other green infrastructure can also be identified in neighbourhood
plans.

Green Wedges
Green Wedges are a long standing policy designation used by the city of Leicester
and the districts that surround it. The functions of Green Wedges are:
•
•
•
•

to guide development form;
to provide a green lung into the City;
to ensure that as the urban area grows, it is accompanied by open areas for
people and for wildlife and
to safeguard the identities of communities within and around urban areas.

Green Wedges are distinct from other types of open space including Areas of Local
Separation, in that they provide a continuous corridor of land into urban areas
therefore linking town and countryside.
Together with our partners we have a shared methodology for reviewing our Green
Wedges and we have used this to consider which of our networks of green spaces
perform the functions of Green Wedge. We have also considered the opportunity for
Green Wedge to be provided in association with our new strategic developments.
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Our strategy proposes the following Green Wedges as part of our Green Infrastructure
network:
•
•
•

Leicester (Beaumont Leys)/Birstall/Thurcaston/Cropston/Anstey/Glenfrith/
Groby (GW1)
Birstall/Leicester/Thurmaston (Soar Valley North) (GW2)
Leicester Hamilton (GW3).

Our development strategy includes allocations of land within areas of Green Wedge
and development proposals for these sites should be considered against the policy for
the Leicester Urban Area and policies for specific sites.
Policy EV2: Green Wedges
We will work with our partners to manage the pattern of development to protect
areas of Green Wedge defined on the Policies Map to ensure they fulfil their
functions to provide a green lung into the City, and open areas for people and
for wildlife and to safeguard the identities of communities within and around
urban areas.
We will support development in Green Wedges where it:
•
•
•

Is small scale and retains the predominantly open and undeveloped
character of the Green Wedge;
retains and creates green networks between the countryside and open
spaces within the urban areas; and
retains and enhances public access to the Green Wedge, especially for
recreation.

Areas of Local Separation
Our towns and villages are concentrated along the river valleys of the Soar and the
Wreake and around the edge of the city of Leicester. As these towns and villages have
grown the spaces between them have got smaller. Our communities have increasingly
become concerned about their identities as separate places.
Areas of Local Separation are a longstanding local plan designation. They are areas
of open countryside that separate two neighbouring settlements. They are distinct from
Green Wedges as their main purpose is preserving settlement identity, and they are
based on landscape character, the visual appearance of the area and maintaining
connectivity with the wider landscape setting of a settlement.
Areas of Local Separation have been used successfully to guide development in areas
between our towns and villages. The policy has maintained the character and identity
of individual settlements and prevented their coalescence.
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We have reviewed the evidence regarding how existing Areas of Local Separation are
working and whether there is a need for new ones and the following Areas of Local
Separation are identified on the Policies Map:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Loughborough/Woodthorpe (ALS1)
Quorn/Mountsorrel (ALS2)
Mountsorrel/Rothley (ALS 3)
Sileby/Cossington (ALS4)
Sileby/Barrow upon Soar (ALS5)
Thurcaston/Cropston/The Ridgeway Area of Rothley (ALS6)
Wanlip/Birstall (ALS7)
Rearsby/East Goscote (ALS8)
East Goscote/Queniborough (ALS9)
Queniborough/Syston (ALS10)
Syston/Thurmaston (ALS11)
Syston/Barkby (ALS12)
Anstey/Newtown Linford (ALS13)
Quorn/Loughborough (ALS14)
Birstall/Rothley (ALS15)
Loughborough/Hathern (ALS16)

In identifying our development strategy, we have carefully balanced the need for
development against a range of sustainability indicators, and the scope to mitigate
adverse effects. This process has resulted in housing allocations in areas previously
identified as Areas of Local Separation, but these allocations will require careful
planning through their design and layout to minimise the impact on and the physical
and perceptual separation between the built areas of settlements.
Policy EV3: Areas of Local Separation
We will protect the predominantly open and undeveloped character of Areas of
Local Separation defined on the Policies Map.
We will only support development in Areas of Local Separation that:
•
•

preserves settlement identity; and
clearly maintains the physical and perceptual separation between the
built up areas of settlements.

Charnwood Forest and the National Forest
Charnwood Forest is an important and distinctive upland landscape for the region
punctuated by rocky outcrops and fast flowing streams. The landscape is well wooded
including large tracts of ancient woodland. The majority of fields within Charnwood
Forest are rectilinear in shape while some have been enlarged to allow for the
introduction of arable crops. Local stone vernacular is visible in buildings and walls
and there are many sites of nationally and locally valued ecological importance,
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including former quarries, woodland and heath grasslands in the Forest. Historic
estate parklands add the distinctiveness of the landscape and long panoramic views
are possible from numerous parts of the area. Two thirds of Charnwood Forest is within
Charnwood. The remainder is in neighbouring areas of North West Leicestershire
District and Hinckley and Bosworth Borough.
The distinctive geology and land cover within Charnwood Forest results in a rich
ecology, with a wide variety of biodiversity including Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)
priority habitats, supporting a range of threatened species including European
Protected Species. Its significance for ecology and biodiversity is also recognised by
the Charnwood Forest Living Landscape Scheme and the Charnwood National
Character Area Profile.
Charnwood Forest has been identified as a Regional Park and, together with our
partners, we have prepared landscape evidence which defines the boundary of the
Park, and this is shown on the Policies Map. The partnership has been successful in
securing £2.78m of funding from the National Lottery Heritage Fund for a Landscape
Partnership Scheme to create a step-change in the way Charnwood Forest’s heritage
and landscape is explored, understood and cared for. The scheme will run between
2020 and 2025 and will deliver 18 integrated projects. We will support the objectives
of the scheme through the local plan.
The partnership is also pursuing other means to secure the recognition of the
distinctive and unique qualities of the Charnwood Forest Regional Park which may
include a UNESCO Geo Park status in recognition of the special value of the area’s
geology.
Charnwood Forest is fringed by towns and villages as well as being accessible to
residents in the wider sub-region. It experiences significant pressure from visitors with
much of the visitor pressure focussed on a few honey pot sites including Bradgate
Park, Beacon Hill Country Park and the Outwoods all of which are in our Borough.
Similarly, we will support the aims of the Landscape Partnership Scheme to provide a
high quality experience for visitors where this is through new or improved small-scale
tourism facilities or through rural diversification. It is essential that visitor growth is
managed in a way that is compatible with the special and unique character of
Charnwood Forest.
Charnwood Forest marks the eastern extent of the National Forest. The National
Forest seeks to create a National Forest between the ancient forests of Needwood in
Staffordshire and Charnwood in Leicestershire and extends over an area of 200
square miles Originating in the early 1990’s the woodland cover within the National
Forest has increased from the original 6% to nearly 22% by March 2021.
The map below shows the relationship of the Charnwood Forest and the National
Forest. Within the borough, all areas of National Forest are overlapped by the area of
Charnwood Forest, the latter extending over a broader area.

174

Page 194

We will support the National Forest Strategy 2014-2024, and any subsequent National
Forest Strategy, which is to support rural regeneration and to demonstrate the benefits
of a forest close to a large population. We will support the aims of the National Forest
Strategy to create a visitor destination for the National Forest as a whole, whilst
recognising the unique character of Charnwood Forest. We will also support the
Charnwood Forest Regional Park and aims of the National Forest Strategy by ensuring
new developments in the Charnwood Forest area meet the National Forest Planting
Guidelines.
Our vision recognises the importance of Charnwood Forest and it has shaped our
development strategy for homes and jobs, especially around Loughborough and
Shepshed.
Policy EV4: Charnwood Forest and the National Forest
The Charnwood Forest Regional Park and National Forest are defined on the
Policies Map. We will work with our partners to protect and enhance the
Charnwood Forest Regional Park and support the aims of the National Forest
Strategy. We will support development that:
•

•
•
•
•

supports the woodland economy and rural diversification, including
sustainable small scale tourism and recreation opportunities which
protect, and enhance the distinctive landscape character of the
Charnwood Forest;
protects and enhances the biodiversity of the Charnwood Forest Regional
Park, consistent with the aims of the National Character Area profile of
Charnwood;
provides tree planting within the Charnwood Forest Regional Park, in
accordance with the National Forest Planting Guidelines;
provides an improved network of public rights of way within Charnwood
Forest and between nearby settlements including the establishment of a
network of off-road links for walkers, cyclists and equestrians; and
improves accessibility for people with mobility issues including improved
footpaths and parking for people with disabilities.

River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor
The River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor contain significant wildlife habitats
and this is recognised by the Soar and Wreake Living Landscape Scheme. The
corridor also has links to the wider River Soar and River Wreake catchments. Many
people within our communities live close to the corridor and enjoy the opportunities it
provides for walking, cycling, the navigation of boats and other leisure activities.
However, there are nearby villages that suffer from a lack of access to green spaces.
The River Soar and Grand Union Canal Strategy, which was prepared with our
partners, aims to improve and promote a 23-mile-long corridor which runs from Kilby
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Bridge in Oadby and Wigston to the south, through the city of Leicester to
Loughborough Meadows in the north.
The River Soar and Grand Union Canal Strategy identifies hubs at Loughborough,
Barrow upon Soar and Thurmaston for leisure activities. We are supportive of this
strategy and we will improve access to green spaces for our communities by
encouraging improved links between our villages and the River Soar. The Strategy
identifies the need to provide tourism facilities at Watermead Country Park and also
recognises the challenges facing the corridor including its ability to deliver economic
benefits. We will work with our partners to improve the tourism offer and to maximise
the economic benefits delivered along the River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor.
There will also be an opportunity for local communities, through neighbourhood plans,
to identify ways in which the River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor can be
preserved and enhanced.
Policy EV5: River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor
We will work with our partners to protect and enhance the River Soar and Grand
Union Canal Corridor.
We will support development that:
•
•
•
•
•

provides high quality walking, cycling and bridle path links, between the
River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor and our towns and villages,
including for people with reduced mobility;
deliver hubs and other high-quality tourism opportunities linked to the
River Soar and Grand Union Canal at Loughborough, Barrow upon Soar
and Thurmaston;
protects and enhances the biodiversity value of the River Soar and Grand
Union Canal, and the strategically important links to the wildlife network
between them;
protects and enhances water bodies and resources of the River Soar and
Grand Union Canal; and
actively seeks opportunities to enhance the River Soar and Grand Union
Canal Corridor, links to it and its management including its wildlife and
biodiversity.

We will support local communities through neighbourhood plans to identify
ways in which the River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor can be preserved
and enhanced.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Our Borough benefits from a rich and varied range of habitats and species which
reflect our diverse landscape character. Few places in the region are fortunate enough
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to possess the array of habitats provided by the river valleys of the Soar and Wreake,
and the uplands of Charnwood Forest and the Leicestershire Wolds.
Designated and Non-Designated Sites
The ecological interest provided by our natural environment is highly valued by our
communities and should be protected for future generations. The significance of
Charnwood’s natural environment is recognised by statutory designations including 19
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which are identified as being of national
importance. Alongside these there are 5 Local Nature Reserves (LNR) and 218 Local
Wildlife Sites (LWS) which have an important ecological value and contribute to our
Borough’s natural environment.
Geology and geological formations are also an important part of our natural
environment. They help contribute to our sense of place and are important for
aesthetic, education and historic reasons. We have nationally significant sites of
geological interest in the Borough, including statutory geological SSSIs, and 4
Regionally Important Geological Sites (RIGS). The majority of these relate to
Charnwood Forest.
These statutory and local designations are complemented by landscape and habitat
features which have not been formally designated but provide important wildlife
corridors and stepping stones. Undesignated landscape and habitat features, for
example trees, ponds and hedges make an important contribution to Charnwood’s
wider ecological networks and are essential to the continued health of the more
valuable sites. For example, they create a means for wildlife movement and dispersal
through the landscape as well as being habitats with value in their own right, and as
such should be protected and enhanced.
Trees can be important individually and within formal groups, copses and woodland.
Development should seek to protect and enhance these assets for our communities.
Ancient and Veteran trees in Charnwood are also important to us as their age, size
and condition create biological, cultural and visual interest which cannot easily be
replaced. These trees provide ecosystems that support a wide range of other plants
and wildlife, many of which require the special environment created by an old tree.
The loss of such valuable trees and habitats in Charnwood will be resisted unless
there are overriding exceptional circumstances and their loss can be compensated.
Conservation, Restoration and Enhancement
We recognise that there has been a loss of habitats and species in Leicestershire over
the past 50 years, reflecting the national picture. The most threatened priority habitats
and species for conservation at a national level are identified through the England
Biodiversity List. At a more local level the Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland
Biodiversity Action Plan sets out habitats and species of local conservation concern in
Charnwood and the rest of Leicestershire and Rutland.
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We must manage our natural environment to limit damage and habitat fragmentation
and give appropriate support to wider duties, such as the Water Framework Directive.
The existing pattern of development in Charnwood poses very significant challenges
for wildlife, as built development is concentrated from the edge of Leicester along the
Soar and Wreake Valleys up to Loughborough. As growth has taken place the gaps
have narrowed between our settlements, which is a serious concern for our ecological
network because it causes the most significant features to become more isolated from
each other and from the wider landscape. Our development strategy seeks to ensure
that landscape scale habitat connectivity is maintained between the River Soar,
Rothley Brook, Charnwood Forest and the broader ecological network. The diagram
below identifies strategically important links in the wildlife network.
Key Diagram
Managing, enhancing, restoring and creating habitats can help to reverse this decline
and sustain the benefits from our natural environment which we currently enjoy.
Charnwood Forest and the National Forest, along with the floodplain of the River Soar
and River Wreake valleys are recognised as having high value for wildlife because of
the quality of existing habitats. Whilst these areas will be a focus for nature recovery,
other parts of the Borough will also be targeted including the Wolds.
We will work with our partners on nature recovery prioritising areas which support
protected species and contain priority habitats. This will include supporting initiatives
such as the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust’s ‘Living Landscapes’ schemes
for the Charnwood Forest and the Soar and Wreake which aim to restore, recreate
and reconnect fragmented habitats to create a resilient and healthy environment,
accessible and useful for people and wildlife.
Neighbourhood plans also offer the opportunity to protect and enhance sites which are
important for wildlife, biodiversity and geodiversity locally. These sites may already be
locally designated however there may be opportunities to enhance or improve
connections between these or to designate new wildlife sites. We will work with
neighbourhood plan groups to explore these local opportunities.
We have a statutory duty to improve prospects for biodiversity. This means protecting
restoring and enhancing designated sites and local wildlife-rich habitats and wider
ecological networks which provide essential supporting habitat to designated sites..
This landscape scale approach will be an important means of mitigating the impact of
climate change on biodiversity.
Measurable Biodiversity Net Gain
We will improve biodiversity in our Borough by requiring a 10% net biodiversity gain
when development takes place. This should be achieved through a combination of
retaining important features of the site and by making on-site biodiversity
enhancements to ensure an overall 10% net biodiversity gain is achieved, which
contributes to restoring and enhancing the wider ecological networks and biodiversity
of the Borough.
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We may consider biodiversity offsetting where it can be evidenced that on-site
improvements are not possible, may result in piecemeal mitigation on small sites, or
where better opportunities exist to secure net gain elsewhere. In essence this can
allow ecological harm caused by development in one location to be compensated by
habitat enhancement and creation in another where this provides the best opportunity
to enhance and restore biodiversity networks.
Biodiversity net gain means leaving the natural environment in a measurably better
state than beforehand. Biodiversity Impact Assessments (BIA) are used to measure
the impact of development taking account of the proposed mitigation. To achieve net
gain, a development must have a higher biodiversity unit score after development than
before development. A suitable BIA metric should be used to allow the assessment
of biodiversity impact of a given development, and where appropriate the size of
contribution required to offset the ecological impact of that development.
Features provided by development to provide net gain should usually relate as closely
as possible to the impacts that they are proposed to mitigate. Net gains in biodiversity
can be provided for all development proposals from a single dwelling to much larger
strategic developments through a variety of measures, for example:
•
•
•
•
•

ensuring open spaces, landscaping and other areas include areas of wildflower
meadows, urban woodland, community woodland and other biodiversity supporting
features;
sustainable drainage systems which benefit wildlife;
removing barriers to wildlife movement and restoring connections;
planting suitable trees and shrubs in landscaping; and
other features such as integrated bird and bat boxes which can help to enhance
the ecological value of developments and in some cases may be used to provide
specific mitigation for protected or notable species and can, where there is a
specific requirement for such features, result in biodiversity net gain.

To demonstrate that development proposals have met the requirements of Policy EV6,
they will need to be accompanied by an ecological survey, where this is relevant to the
type of development proposed and its relationship with biodiversity and geodiversity
interests. Proposals should also be able to demonstrate how they have been designed
to minimise their impact on ecology. Ecological surveys should be undertaken by a
suitably qualified and/or experienced ecologist and will need to include a Biodiversity
Impact Assessment to measure the net gain achieved on site or loss than would need
to be compensated. The assessment should be proportionate to the scale and impact
of the development.
Policy EV6: Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity
We will conserve, restore and enhance our natural environment for its own value
and the contribution it makes to our communities and economy and ensure it is
resilient for current and future pressures.
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We will ensure that biodiversity, ecological networks and geodiversity interests
are protected, restored, enhanced and resilient. We will do this by seeking 10%
biodiversity net gain and supporting development that:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

protects and enhances national and local priority habitats and species;
protects and enhances irreplaceable habitats including trees, veteran
trees and ancient woodland;
protects and enhances biodiversity networks, including strategically
important links in the wildlife network between our most valuable
habitats;
supports nature recovery particularly in areas which have protected
species and priority habitats;
protects features of geodiversity value and enhances their interpretation;
ensures biodiversity and geodiversity are maintained during
construction; and
improves the water quality of any water body as required by the Water
Framework Directive.

Development proposals should be accompanied an ecological survey including
a Biodiversity Impact Assessment and demonstrate how they have been
designed to minimise ecological impact and provide 10% net gain on site in the
first instance or through biodiversity offsetting, where appropriate.
Development proposals which harm internationally, nationally or locally
designated biodiversity and geodiversity sites and/or Charnwood’s priority
habitats and species will not be supported, unless there are exceptional
circumstances. It must be demonstrated that:
•
•

there is no alternative site available; and
there are clear and convincing public benefits of the development that
significantly outweigh the nature conservation or scientific interest of the
site.

Where exceptional circumstances are demonstrated, we will require adequate
mitigation measures, relocation or as a last resort compensatory measures
providing a 10% net gain in biodiversity value above the habitat lost.

Tree Planting
Trees are an essential part of our environment, individually and in groups they provide
a habitat for wildlife, enhance our natural landscape, help to reduce flood risk, and
offer space for recreation and enjoyment of the natural world. They can also help to
lower temperatures, especially in urban areas, and importantly offset CO2 emissions.
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In Leicestershire the tree population changed significantly in the late 1970s with more
than 200,000 mature trees lost from the landscape to Dutch elm disease. Since then,
the effects of other disorders, the impacts of residential and commercial development,
and changes to farming methods were primarily responsible for a further reduction in
individual trees in the 1980s and 1990s. Today, our evidence tells us that semi natural
and plantation woodlands account for 12.16% of the area of the Borough of
Charnwood. This figure does not include hedgerows, scrub, scattered trees or trees in
urban areas.
More recently there have been some positive developments with the introduction of
tree planting initiatives in areas such as the National Forest to create new woodlands.
Our Borough enjoys the benefits of such initiatives as it contains part of the National
Forest and the Charnwood Forest Regional Park. To take advantage of this we are
proposing to work with our partners to achieve high levels of tree planting across the
Borough, not only within the National Forest and Charnwood Forest, but also in other
rural and urban areas. This will enable us to ensure all our communities benefit from
tree planting and to enhance our Green Infrastructure and ecological networks.
We want new residential developments to make a significant contribution to tree
planting as an integral part of their landscaping schemes. We understand that this may
not be appropriate in every case, for example if there are space constraints or where
tree planting may impact on important landscapes or habitats. In such instances it may
be more appropriate to agree to tree planting elsewhere. The Woodland Trust’s
Emergency Tree Plan for the UK 2020 recommends that for every tree removed, three
more should be planted. This will help to significantly increase tree coverage in
Charnwood and we will be supportive of developments that adopt this approach. For
developments in Charnwood Forest, the National Forest Planting Guidelines will apply.
We will expect developers to follow a sequential approach to tree planting: firstly,
within the development site in accordance with a landscape plan; secondly, where onsite planting is not possible due to the size or characteristics of the site or the impact
upon habitats and biodiversity then planting should take place in the vicinity of the
development, and thirdly, if the opportunities for local planting are limited then tree
planting should take place elsewhere in the Borough through a commuted sum with
priority given to those areas which are deficient in parks and gardens and natural and
semi natural open space. Wherever new tree planting is proposed, consideration
should be given to the proximity of underground sewers to prevent damage to the
sewerage network.
We will encourage our local communities through neighbourhood plans to identify
locations for additional tree planting.

Policy EV7: Tree Planting
We will seek to protect and enhance our natural environment by increasing the
number of trees in Charnwood. We will support developments that:
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•
•
•

retain existing trees where appropriate;
provide new tree planting on site, including replacing any removed nonwoodland tree with at least three new trees; and
apply the latest National Forest Planting Guidelines for development
proposals within the area of the National Forest and Charnwood Forest
Regional Park.

Any new trees planted should be native species suitable for the location and be
of benefit to local biodiversity. We will expect the planting of new trees to take
proper consideration of long term management and maintenance including
impact on highways and sewerage network.
Where on-site planting is not possible due to the size of site, its characteristics
or the impact upon biodiversity, we will encourage trees to be planted at a
suitable location outside the site.
We will encourage Neighbourhood Plans to identify suitable locations for
additional tree planting and to promote tree planting on public and privately
owned land by the wider community.

Heritage
Alongside the importance of our natural environment, the built environment in
Charnwood also contributes greatly towards our quality of life, the enjoyment of our
surroundings and understanding of our history. The heritage assets and historic
environment in our Borough signify Charnwood’s long history and are irreplaceable
resources which contribute greatly to our well-being and sense of place. We recognise
that our historic environment is essential in creating a distinctive, enjoyable and
thriving place in which we live and work. It can help economic growth, attracting
investment and tourism, and provide a focus for successfully regenerating our
Borough.
Our nationally designated heritage assets include nearly 800 Listed Buildings, such as
the Grade I listed Prestwold Hall, Ulverscroft Priory Ruins and the Triumphal Arch at
Garendon Park. There are 21 Scheduled Monuments from the Hill Fort at Beacon Hill
to Bradgate House, the home of Lady Jane Grey. We have three Registered Parks
and Gardens at Bradgate Park, Garendon Park and Prestwold Hall.
We want to protect the listed buildings and other designated heritage assets in our
Borough and ensure that the special architectural and historic interest they represent
are preserved for future generations and continue to reflect Charnwood’s unique
character.
There are 38 Conservation Areas in the Borough, including most of our traditional
village and town centres as well as some Victorian, Edwardian and 1920s residential
suburbs.
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The Conservation Areas in our Borough acknowledge the important contribution of the
historic cores of our towns and villages, along with more recent suburbs, to the high
quality built environment we enjoy. We regularly monitor their character and
appearance through Conservation Area Character Appraisals to identify opportunities
for improvement and ensure that they continue to be of architectural and historic merit.
We also have more than 200 locally listed buildings, which are non-designated
heritage assets of historic or architectural interest identified for their contribution to our
local environment and heritage. Neighbourhood Plans provide an opportunity for local
communities to identify and protect local heritage assets which are of importance to
their local community.
We accept that to fully appreciate our heritage assets it is important we ensure that
their setting is respected. This may include a variety of views of the asset and its
surroundings, and we will seek to ensure that they are not compromised by
inappropriate or unsympathetic development.
Archaeological remains also form part of our historic environment providing evidence
of earlier human activity in Charnwood which should be protected to help understand
our past. Whilst some are recorded through the Leicestershire and Rutland Historic
Environment Record (HER) other sites may yet be discovered but may still be
important.
Some of our buildings and structures of historic importance are at risk of falling into
disrepair as they are no longer required for their original purposes. Alternative uses
can help retain these valued buildings by addressing that risk, but any changes to
them must be carefully considered to avoid or minimise any conflict between the
heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.
Historic England has identified eleven heritage assets at risk in our Borough including
the Triumphal Arch and the Temple of Venus at Garendon Park, along with the Park
itself; Taylor's Bell Foundry; Ulverscroft Priory Ruins; churches at Rothley, South
Croxton and Woodhouse; a Roman villa at Barkby Thorpe, and the Shelthorpe
Conservation Area.
We have worked with our partners to ensure that the development of the West of
Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension addresses the risk to Garendon Park and
its assets. The remaining heritage assets at risk in our Borough will be monitored and
we will proactively seek opportunities for their restoration and re-use, supporting
appropriate development schemes that ensure their repair and maintenance.
We will ensure that our heritage assets and their settings are safeguarded from
inappropriate development whilst the character and appearance of our Conservation
Areas are preserved and enhanced. A development proposal will need to fully consider
the significance of the heritage asset and the impact of the development on the asset.
This should be supported by evidence and the level of detail should be proportionate
to the assets’ importance. Development that has the potential to affect a heritage asset
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or its setting will be expected to demonstrate an understanding of the significance of
the asset and/or its setting proportional to its importance.
Our policy states that we will encourage the sympathetic reuse of our historic assets
and where we consider the loss of a heritage asset to be clearly justified by the benefits
to the public, we will seek to ensure investigation and recording of the asset for the
community.
The reuse of historic assets supports our aim of mitigating the impacts of climate
change by minimising the use of new natural resources and preventing wastage of
existing resources. The sensitive retrofitting of historic buildings and conservation
areas with energy efficiency measures and micro-renewables is a crucial part of their
conservation and ensuring that they have a sustainable future.
Policy EV8: Heritage
We will conserve and enhance our historic environment including our heritage
assets (which include archaeological assets) for their own value and the
contribution they make to the community, environment and economy. We will
support development that:
•
•
•
•

•
•

protects and enhances heritage assets, including non-designated
heritage assets, and prevents harm to their significance and setting;
incorporate Charnwood’s distinctive local building materials and
architectural details to make a positive contribution to the character and
appearance of the area;
has been informed by our Conservation Area Character Appraisals,
Landscape Character Appraisals, Village Design Statements and
Neighbourhood Plans;
support the sympathetic reuse of buildings of architectural or historic
importance, to ensure they continue to make a positive contribution to
the historic environment, and which reinforce local distinctiveness and
sense of place;
conserves, protects and enhances heritage assets at risk through
neglect, decay or other threats; and
sensitively retrofits energy efficient measures and micro-renewables to
historic buildings and in conservation areas, whilst protecting heritage
assets and their setting for the future in accordance with DS6 Design and
CC4 Sustainable Construction.

We will support neighbourhood plans in identifying and protecting local
heritage assets which are of importance to their local community.

Open Spaces Sport and Recreation
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Open spaces are an important resource with multiple benefits for people, particularly
for their health and well-being. As our population increases the pressure on current
provision will mount and we need to ensure that our communities have access to open
spaces which meet their needs, as well as having the opportunity to practice sport and
recreational activities at good quality, well designed accessible facilities. Design has
an important role to play in encouraging people to be more active by improving
accessibility, enhancing amenity and increasing awareness.
We have identified nine types of open space, sport and recreation facilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Parks and gardens – from major parks to small memorial gardens;
Natural and semi-natural urban green spaces – from woodlands to
grasslands;
Amenity green space – often small spaces which improve the local
environment and, in some cases, provide recreational value;
Provision for children and young people – primarily for play and social
interaction;
Outdoor and indoor sports facilities – including playing fields;
Allotments, community gardens and urban farms – for people to grow
produce;
Cemeteries, disused churchyards and other burial grounds – primarily
used for burials but can also provide open space, ecological value and amenity
benefits;
Green corridors – accessible linear spaces for walking and cycling which can
include rights of way, cycle paths, bridleways and towpaths and waterways;
Civic spaces – comprising civic and market squares and village greens.

We have undertaken assessments of our communities’ needs for open space, sport
and recreation facilities, along with opportunities for new provision. This evidence was
used to inform the Council’s Open Spaces Strategy and to inform our standards for
provision of open space and facilities from new development.
New provision can often best serve the community on site as an integral part of the
development but consideration should also be given to the enhancement of existing
provision off site. New development often places greater demand on existing sites and
facilities in the locality, and so in cases where provision on site may be inappropriate,
we will expect a contribution towards enhancing existing provision and/or the provision
of new facilities off-site. We will assess if there is any shortfall in provision created by
new development by taking account of our evidence on supply and demand for open
spaces..
We have used our evidence to develop the following standards of provision set out in
table 9 and will apply these to all major new residential developments based on an
average of 2.4 persons per dwelling. We will apply the open space provision standards
having regard to the type of accommodation proposed.
Table 9: Provision Standards
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Open Space Type
Parks and gardens
Amenity Green
Space

Natural and Semi
Natural Green Space
Children’s Play and
provision for young
people

Accessibility (including
maximum distance to open
space)
1.4ha per 1,000 people 1,200m in the Towns and Service
Centres
400m for either Amenity Green
Space or Parks and Gardens in the
Towns, Service Centres and Other
Settlements
2.0ha per 1,000 people 800m
Quantity per 1,000
population

0.25 ha per 1,000
people of designated
equipped playing
space including
teenage provision

400m for Local Equipped Areas for
Play (LEAPs)
1,000m for Neighbourhood
Equipped Areas for Play (NEAPs)
1,000m for teenage facilities
There should be a full network of
NEAPs, LEAPs and teenage
facilities in the Towns and Service
Centres

Allotments

0.33ha per 1,000
people

Outdoor Sports
Facilities

To be calculated using
the Sport England
Playing Pitch
Calculator, the Playing
Pitch Strategy and
local priorities.

There should be a full network of
LEAPs in the Other Settlements
and Small Villages and Hamlets
where the population is greater
than 200 people and there is an
identified local need.
1,000m

10 minute drive time for formal
provision, recognising that for
some sports i.e. hockey and
athletics the drive time will be
greater.
20 minute drive time for Artificial
Grass Pitches (AGP).

Indoor Sports
Facilities

To be calculated using
the Indoor Built Sports

10 minute walk (800m) to informal
outdoor sports provision i.e.
grassed kick about areas.
No standard set
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Green Corridors
Civic Spaces
Cemeteries, closed
churchyards and
other burial sites

Facilities Strategy or
other local evidence of
needs and priorities. i
Sport England Sports
Facilities Calculator
should only be used to
give a broad indication
.of need
No standard set
No standard set
No standard set

No standard set
No standard set
No standard set

The standards will be applied having regard to the size and the characteristics of the
proposal. The application of our standards will be applied holistically having regard to
not only the quantity of existing provision, but also its quality, to ensure its fitness for
purpose, and that it is accessible to the community it serves.
Table 10 below gives an indication of the types of open space that will be expected for
different sizes of residential proposals.
Table 10: Indicative Types of Open Space and Recreational Provision for
Development Scale
10–99 residential
units (24 to 238
persons)

Typically this might include on-site provision of amenity green
space plus natural and semi-natural green space (as part of public
open space) and off-site contributions towards parks and gardens,
indoor and outdoor sports facilities, provision for children and
young people, canopy cover and allotments.

100-249 residential Typically this might include on-site provision of amenity green
units (240 to 598 space, natural and semi-natural green space, provision for young
persons)
people and/or children’s play and off site contributions towards
parks and gardens, indoor and outdoor sports facilities, canopy
cover and allotments.
250+ units (600
persons +)

Provision for all types of open space, indoor and outdoor sports
facilities and recreation provision in accordance with our
standards and with a presumption for on-site provision in
accordance with our policy.

Because of the benefits provided by open space, sport and recreation facilities, we are
proposing to protect existing areas unless their loss can be justified. Development
proposals which affect playing pitches will require strong justification because of their
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health and recreational value. To ensure that the needs of our communities are met
our approach is to secure the provision, quality and accessibility of open space, sport
and recreation facilities by planning condition or a Section 106 legal agreement. We
will also encourage our communities to protect and enhance locally important open
space, sport and recreation facilities through neighbourhood plans.
We have provided detailed guidance on the maintenance arrangements we would
expect for open spaces, sports and recreation facilities in our Open Spaces Strategy.
Open space sites can be transferred to the ownership of the Borough Council, Parish
Council or through management companies. Where land is transferred to the
ownership of the Borough Council or Parish Council the payment of a commuted sum
to ensure ongoing maintenance will be required. In those cases where on-site
provision is retained and maintained under a management company, we expect the
open space to be managed to a high standard and be available to the whole
community and not restricted to occupiers of that specific development. We will secure
these arrangements in a S106 legal agreement.
Policy EV9: Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation
We work with our partners to meet the open space, sport and recreation facilities
needs of our communities to support their health, well-being and cohesion.
We will support major residential development where they meet the needs
generated by the proposed community and that:
•

•

provide on-site open space, sport and recreation facilities in accordance
with our standards, having regard to the latest assessment of needs and
priorities, the quantity, accessibility and quality of existing provision and
viability; and/or
contributes towards off-site provision in accordance with our standards,
where on-site provision is not possible or desirable.

We will require new and enhanced open space, sport and recreation facilities to
contribute towards healthier and more active lifestyles by:
•
•
•
•

being accessible to the whole community, functional, of high quality and
active design, visible and safe, and including facilities for a range of ages;
enabling links to be created with surrounding recreational networks and
facilities (including public rights of way, cycle paths, bridleways and
towpaths);
providing appropriate and practical landscape design solutions that
reflect the identity and quality of place whilst meeting the current and
future needs of communities in a sustainable and creative way; and
specifying the responsibilities for management and maintenance prior to
commencement of development and, if the site is to be transferred to the
Borough Council or its nominee, agreeing a maintenance payment.
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We will protect our open space, sport and recreation provision identified on the
Policies Map, and any future provision made as part of new development, unless
it can be satisfactorily demonstrated that:
•
•
•

the proposed development is ancillary to the existing recreational use of
the site; or
the provision is surplus to requirements as evidenced by an assessment
of need; or
alternative provision of an equivalent or greater standard will be provided
in an accessible location nearby.

Flood alleviation schemes within areas of open space will generally be
supported, provided they do not have an adverse impact on the primary function
of the open space.
We will support neighbourhood plan groups in protecting and enhance locally
important open space, sport and recreation facilities through Neighbourhood
Plans.

Indoor Sports Facilities
We enjoy a good range of existing sport and leisure facilities in Charnwood; however,
some existing facilities are now ageing, are of a poorer quality, or require long term
replacement and refurbishment. We have set out our priorities for new or enhanced
provision of these facilities through the Action Plan in our Indoor Built Sports Facility
Strategy and these include:
•
•
•
•

retaining existing levels of community accessible sports halls and fitness
provision in the Borough as a minimum, but recognising that these need not
necessarily be the same facilities as at present;
promoting investment into additional swimming pool provision in accordance
with the evidence of need;
encouraging investment in ageing facilities which need to be replaced or
refurbished in accordance with Sport England and national governing body
standards; and
supporting opportunities for participation to be provided in a wider range of
places and spaces particularly at a local level.

To support these objectives, we will seek contributions from new developments
towards new or enhanced provision either on-site or off-site, having regard to viability
and our evidence of need. This should also be supported by information on how
management and maintenance of the facility will be undertaken. We will calculate the
contributions required from new developments using our evidence of needs and
priorities.
We will ensure that any contributions sought are based on a tailored approach to each
development, using our evidence to justify our approach. Where a proven need exists,
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we will encourage pooled contributions to facilitate provision. In assessing whether
new provision is required consideration will be given to the quantity, quality and
accessibility of existing provision in the local area.

Policy EV10: Indoor Sports Facilities
We will encourage healthier lifestyles across our communities to increase the
amount of regular physical activity undertaken through the provision of indoor
sports facilities.
We will seek developer contributions from major development in accordance
with Policy INF1 to support the provision of new indoor sports facilities, or
improvements to existing facilities, based on an assessment of need and our
evidence of quantity, quality and accessibility of provision. We will support the
provision of new indoor sports facilities that are designed to respond to
changing participation trends and opportunities.
Where provision of new indoor sports facilities are located within school and
college sites, public access to these facilities will be sought and secured
through community use agreements.

Air Quality
The Government’s Clean Air Strategy 2019 recognises that clean air is essential for
life, health, the environment and the economy and that we must act to tackle air
pollution which shortens lives. Air pollution can be hugely harmful to our health and
Public Health England estimates that 5% of deaths in Charnwood are attributable to
long-term exposure to particulate air pollution, the same rate as for the country as a
whole.
Older people, the young and those with existing lung or other health conditions, for
example asthma, are particularly at risk, with the potential for reduced life expectancy.
Increasing temperatures can heighten the impact of air pollutants, and so climate
change further raises the importance of addressing air quality issues.
Our evidence tells us that the air quality in Charnwood is very good and compliant with
the National Air Quality Objective standards. These standards are to ensure that those
in our community who are most susceptible to the effects of poor air quality do not
suffer ill health as a result. However, there are four Air Quality Management Areas in
Charnwood in Syston, Mountsorrel and two in Loughborough. These have been
declared because of emissions from transport or local industry and they are at risk of
experiencing air pollution levels above those set out in the UK Air Quality Regulations.
There have been no exceedances of air quality objectives in the Borough in recent
years and our evidence predicts that there will be an improvement in air quality in
Charnwood over the plan period. Therefore, the focus of our approach is towards
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prevention of exceedances rather than tackling pollution when limits have been
surpassed.
There are important links with other policies in the local plan. Our development
strategy seeks to minimise the need to travel by private car and CC5 Sustainable
Travel aims to see a modal shift to sustainable modes of transport. These policies
along with our policy for electric vehicle charging points seek to reduce emissions from
vehicles. The policies in our environment chapter seek to protect and enhance
aspects of our natural environment which is important for the absorption of air
pollutants. A proactive rather than reactive approach will help us to improve air quality
across the whole of the Borough.
Some developments may require an air quality assessment where there is the risk of
a significant air quality effect, either from a new development causing an air quality
impact or creating exposure to high concentrations of pollutants for new residents. The
purpose of the assessment will be to determine the predicted impact of a development
on local air quality, public health and/or the local environment, to help determine the
appropriate level of mitigation from a development.
An assessment will be required for proposals of:
•
•

10 or more dwellings (or a site area of more than 0.5 hectares) or more than
1,000sqm for all other uses or a site area greater than 1 hectare and
the development has more than car 10 parking spaces or the development will
have a centralised energy facility or other centralised combustion process.

Assessments will need to be proportionate to the nature and scale of development
proposed and the potential impacts (taking into account existing air quality conditions),
and because of this are likely to be locationally specific
We recognise the importance neighbourhood plans can play in helping to improve air
quality locally whereby our communities can identify measures suitable to their local
areas.
Policy EV11: Air Quality
We will expect developments to support our aim to improve air quality in the
Borough. We will support development that:
•
•
•
•

does not lead to a significant impact upon, and deterioration of, local air
quality resulting in unacceptable effects on human health, local amenity
or the natural environment;
does not impede the achievement of any air quality objective(s),
particularly in locations currently or historically declared as Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMAs);
does not introduce a significant new source of any air pollutant;
does not expose its users or occupiers to concentrations in excess of air
quality objectives;
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•
•

is designed to minimise the potential for air pollution to become trapped
close to the ground; and
is supported by an air quality assessment, where appropriate

We will encourage neighbourhood plans to identify suitable air quality
management measures to help improve air quality in their local area.
Burial Space
As our population grows we will also need to ensure that sufficient space is available
for burials in the future. The Borough Council has assessed how best to meet its long
term need for burial space and has identified a new 9.1ha site at Nanpantan which will
help us to provide for the needs of the Loughborough area. Phase 1 of the cemetery
was granted planning permission in September 2020.
Elsewhere in the Borough our evidence shows that burial provision is likely to be
sufficient to deal with the likely demand for burials at most locations for at least twenty
years taking into account the number of deaths, the populations served by the burial
grounds and increasing population as a result of housing growth.
The cemetery allocation lies within an area of sensitive landscape at the edge of
Charnwood Forest Regional Park, and is visible from areas of higher ground, notably
from the Outwoods. The layout and landscaping of later phases of the cemetery will
need careful consideration so that they are integrated into the surrounding landscape,
with particular attention given to views of the cemetery from areas of higher ground.
Policy EV12 Burial Space
9.1ha of land are allocated at Nanpantan for burial space.
Proposals for new cemetery space should minimise the impact of development
on the landscape by making use of additional planting that uses native species
and naturalistic schemes to enhance the relationship between the development
and its wooded setting and helps to create a vegetated appearance to the edge
of the built form of Loughborough.

Infrastructure and Delivery
Infrastructure includes all services and facilities necessary to support development
including essential utilities such as gas and electricity, water supply and sewage
treatment, broadband and transport. Green infrastructure is also an important part of
delivering sustainable development, including providing open space and recreation
facilities, while community infrastructure including schools, health centres, and
community buildings provide the framework of physical facilities needed to support
and sustain a community.
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We will ensure that development provides infrastructure to facilitate and deliver the
plan’s development strategy. This strategy has been based on an assessment of the
infrastructure needs of individual site allocations to ensure that development is
sustainable. We have worked in partnership with infrastructure providers and delivery
agencies to assess requirements and ensure that all development proposals are
supported by appropriate on site and off site infrastructure.. We will continue to work
closely with these bodies to ensure the timely delivery of infrastructure and the Council
will work with parish councils through a process of continuous engagement and
ongoing liaison to understand community needs while also ensuring a close alignment
with the neighbourhood planning process.
An Infrastructure Schedule is included as an Appendix to the local plan, setting out the
infrastructure required to support our development strategy. In addition, our
Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be regularly updated as more evidence becomes
available and investment decisions are finalised. We will also continue to work closely
with infrastructure providers to ensure their future investment plans take account the
development strategy and are aligned to support growth in the Borough.
We will assess each planning application to ensure that the impacts of the proposed
development can be mitigated and the policies of this plan are fully implemented. We
have not introduced a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and will continue to secure
developer contributions through Section 106 Legal Agreements to mitigate the impacts
of development. Our decisions will be taken in accordance with the Government’s CIL
Regulations 2010 (as amended), which state that a planning obligation within a legal
agreement should be:
•
•
•

necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
directly related to the development; and
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

In accordance with the regulations new development cannot be used to fund an
existing shortfall in infrastructure; it can only be required to address the needs arising
from new development itself.
We will work with infrastructure providers to consider whether development proposals
require infrastructure which can only be provided through pooling contributions from a
number of different developments. This will apply to a range of infrastructure including
education, health, local and strategic road improvements and flood protection and
resilience schemes.
Education
We have worked closely with the Local Education Authority to assess the current
capacity of schools and their ability to cater for new growth, and to determine where,
and how, additional capacity to support growth should be provided. Whilst the
provision of secondary school and early years places can be achieved through
appropriate individual site contributions having regard to the adequacy of local
provision, our development strategy will require significant new and expanded primary
school provision which cannot be achieved without a coordinated approach. To
provide certainty for communities, developers and providers, the sites required to
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contribute have been specified in Policy DS3. This does not preclude other sites
contributing to these new and expanded schools or prevent Leicestershire County
Council and Charnwood Borough Council agreeing an alternative approach to
education provision to take account of the timing of delivery, for example.
The sites identified in Policy DS3 do not account for all the primary school provision
required by our development strategy. All development sites will be required to
contribute to education provision in accordance with Policy INF1 and having regard to
Leicestershire County Council policy on developer contributions.
Health
Our engagement with the Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) has shown that
there are capacity constraints in terms of primary care health provision at some
locations due to rising numbers of patients which has been exacerbated by the ageing
population and the difficulty of recruiting doctors and medical staff.
New development will be expected to contribute to the reasonable costs of enhanced
service provision. Improvements are most likely to be in the form of extensions to
existing premises to provide more treatment rooms and ancillary facilities or
modifications to improve the patient experience. The funding and delivery of entirely
new GP practices will be supported where necessary. Planning decisions will be
informed by continued joint working and evidence of need including the Estates
Strategy prepared collectively by Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland CCGs.
Power
Western Power Distribution has advised the Council that there are currently no known
capacity constraints which would limit the implementation of the plan. We will continue
to work closely with them to ensure that the capacity of the system is sufficiently robust
to cope with any changes arising during the plan period. For example, our evidence
points to significant changes in demand arising from the move to low carbon energy,
such as the anticipated growth in electric vehicles, supported by local plan Policy CC6
for new electric vehicle charging points. We are also aware that availability of supply
can change within a short space of time, as new connections take place, and
significant developments such as the Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park
could result in high levels of electricity demand. We will work closely with the
developers and Western Power Distribution to ensure that any capacity issues are
addressed.
Water
Severn Trent Water has advised that water supply is not expected to be a constraint
to development because the water supply network is pressurised and therefore has
flexibility to provide for new connections. There will however be a need for
improvements to capacity at some waste water treatment works that could otherwise
be a constraint to growth, including Wanlip (where improvements are programmed)
and Shepshed (where capacity improvements are likely to be needed towards the end
of the plan period). We will continue to work closely with Severn Trent Water to ensure
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that growth needs are addressed, and the implementation of major capital investment
takes place in accordance with the trajectories of housing growth.
Broadband
Superfast broadband is a critically important infrastructure now commonly referred to
as the ‘fourth utility’ alongside electricity, gas and water supply. We want Charnwood
to be a well-connected borough in order to reduce the need to travel, support higher
levels of home working and inward investment and improve economic
competitiveness. Leicestershire County Council’s support for enhanced broadband
coverage, ‘Superfast Leicestershire’ is focussed on areas not served by commercial
operators. The greatest need is likely to remain in rural areas in the east of the Borough
where in the region of 1,000 premises remain unconnected. We will continue to
support the full roll out of superfast broadband to achieve the Government’s target of
a full fibre UK wide network and ensure that all of our businesses and communities
are able to take advantage of the opportunities that it presents.
Viability
The local plan’s policy requirements together with local and national standards have
been assessed to consider the impact they are likely to have on development viability.
The assessment demonstrates that our policies are realistic, and that the total
cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the plan. We
will expect applicants to share with us the full results of any site specific viability
appraisals so that the process for assessing the deliverability of infrastructure is fair
and transparent.
Policy INF1: Infrastructure and Developer Contributions
We will work with infrastructure providers, developers and partner
organisations to ensure the delivery of new and improved infrastructure
necessary to support our development strategy and maintain sustainable and
healthy communities. We will support development that:
•
•

•

is supported by robust evidence of the infrastructure needed to mitigate
impacts and support sustainable development;
contributes to the reasonable costs of on site, and where appropriate off
site, infrastructure, needed to mitigate the impacts of the development
through the use of Section 106 Legal Agreements, or in the case of
highways, Section 278 Legal Agreements; and
contributes to the reasonable costs of any infrastructure required to
mitigate the impacts of the development strategy including through
pooling of developer contributions where the impacts can only be
addressed in a comprehensive way.

We will seek to enter into planning performance agreements with promoters of
strategically important sites to ensure a programmed approach to determination
and implementation.
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We will relate the type, amount and timing of infrastructure to the scale of
development, its viability and the impact it has on the site and surrounding area.
Where viability is identified as a barrier to delivery, we will expect all promoters
of major development to enter with us into an open book viability appraisal.

The Local and Strategic Road Network
Our priority is to improve the sustainable transport offer in our Borough and Policy
CC5 will help achieve this, but we know that our communities will still need to make
some journeys by car, for example our evidence tells us that nearly 64% of people
who live in Charnwood make their journey to work by private cars.
Charnwood benefits from good accessibility, with the local road network connecting
into the strategic road network of the M1 motorway and the A46. The A6 runs through
the centre of the Borough providing access to destinations north and south. The
Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan identifies the importance of key
transport corridors including the A46 Corridor which is also identified as a pan regional
strategic priority by Midlands Connect. Aligning growth and transport infrastructure
along this corridor will be an important strategic priority and the Borough Council is
supporting a partnership agreement to ensure a coordinated approach.
The key strategic and local routes in Charnwood benefit the local economy; however,
congestion along these roads has an impact upon business efficiency and reduces the
attractiveness of the Borough for inward investment. Our development strategy will
place more pressure on the network, and we have worked closely with Leicestershire
County Council, Leicester City Council and Highways England to understand what the
impacts will be and what measures are required to mitigate that impact.
Our evidence tells us that by 2037 the highway network in the Borough will be close
to capacity in some areas with the development which is already committed in
Charnwood and the surrounding areas. To ensure that the development provide for in
this plan and in other districts does not have a severe impact on the highway network
we will require mitigation measures and a wider strategic programme for highway
improvements to be developed with our partners.
We will expect development to mitigate the impact of additional traffic by improving
accessibility, encouraging travel by sustainable modes of transport and through the
necessary highway improvements. Development should not have an unacceptable
impact on highway safety, and assessment of the impacts needs to include
consideration of the cumulative impacts of growth and the need for pooled
contributions to ensure that the network remains robust. Consideration will be given to
the cross-boundary implications arising from development and, where applicable, the
potential for co-ordinating developer contributions with those of neighbouring
authorities to mitigate impacts will be investigated. Proposals for highway
improvement works, including those to the strategic road network, will be required to
conform to the relevant design standards.
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We will continue to work with key stakeholders including Leicester City Council,
Leicestershire County Council, Highways England and Housing Market Area partner
authorities, to develop strategies to support growth, minimise the impacts of our
development strategy on the local and Strategic Road Network and maximise the
delivery of transport infrastructure to meet the needs of our residents and businesses.
Policy INF2: Local and Strategic Road Network
We will work with Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City Council
Highways England and wider HMA authorities to mitigate the transport impacts
of our development strategy and improve the efficiency of our local and
strategic road network.
We will support development that:
•
•

•

is supported by a robust transport assessment of the impact of the
development on the road network, including any cumulative impacts;
provides the necessary infrastructure to mitigate the impacts of the
development with infrastructure which supports sustainable transport
choices (including walking, cycling and the use of public transport)
prioritised before any improvements to the local and strategic road
network; and
contributes to the reasonable costs of measures required to mitigate the
cumulative impacts of the development strategy upon the local and
strategic road network, in accordance with Policy INF1.
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Appendix 1 - Monitoring
It is important that our local plan can be implemented and that the delivery and
effectiveness of its policies against our objectives and timescales are monitored to
ensure that our spatial vision for Charnwood is being delivered.
Our profile of Charnwood at the start of this plan is compiled from statistics and
information which comes from our evidence base, helping us in identifying the issues
which are important for the future of our Borough. The profile has provided a clear
picture of how Charnwood looks now and has provided the foundation for our vision
of Charnwood which this local plan will seek to deliver.
We will carry out monitoring of the local plan each year to determine how successfully
it is working. If any part of the local plan is not delivering as we intended, or if
circumstances have changed significantly then we will consider changes to our
policies to support the successful delivery of new development and growth.
We have based the framework for monitoring the local plan on its policies, which in
turn were prepared to meet the plan’s vision and objectives. Our performance
monitoring framework is set out in the following table and details how we intend to
check the delivery of the policies contained in the local plan and the spatial vision
which the policies seek to implement. The framework identifies the key indicators for
each policy that will be used to monitor the delivery of our local plan objectives. It
shows the strategic relationship between policy and objectives and how we will monitor
the successful delivery of our objectives.
Each year we produce an Authority Monitoring Report (AMR), formerly the Annual
Monitoring Report, which provides data and information on how our policies are
performing and what effect they are having on Charnwood. The report looks at the
progress of plan preparation; the duty to cooperate; development needs; delivery of
local plan policies; infrastructure delivery; neighbourhood planning; and developer
contributions. We will use our monitoring framework to set out in our AMR how well
policies are achieving their objectives; whether the targets in our local plan are being
met; and whether there have been any unintended consequences which we have
identified.
Managing Delivery
Our supporting text for each policy sets out how it will be delivered, with most policies
delivered through the development management process. We will ensure that we
continue to provide a high quality and efficient service to assist in the timely delivery
of sustainable development.
We recognise that the delivery of housing and economic growth, together with the
provision of essential infrastructure, is vital for us to deliver our vision for the Borough.
A key aim for our local plan is to ensure that sufficient homes are being built or in the
pipeline to meet our identified need. We have prepared a housing trajectory to
accompany our local plan which shows how we expect our strategy to deliver the
houses we need to meet our housing requirement.
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We will check the number of houses that are being delivered each year against our
trajectory and the housing requirement. This will enable us to consider the implications
of any shortfall or surplus of housing and will be reported through the AMR.
Our trajectory has been produced using information from a variety of sources. It takes
into account projected completions from sites which have planning permission,
including our sustainable urban extensions. We have worked with the developer
interests involved to agree projected rates of delivery and phasing of infrastructure to
inform our trajectory.
We will also use our AMR to report two further tests related to the delivery of new
homes which have been introduced by the Government, the Housing Delivery Test
and the Five Year Land Supply Assessment. The tests look at housing completions
over a three year rolling average and at the supply of housing sites that could be built
in the next five years. We will use these tests to further inform the success of our
strategy in delivering the homes our community needs .
Charnwood Local Plan Monitoring Framework
Baseline data for each monitoring indicator will be determined as part of the first
Authority Monitoring Report following adoption of the local plan.
INDICATOR
DS1 - Development Strategy
Total number of homes completed in
accordance with housing need
Number of homes completed related to
provision in the trajectory
Number of homes completed at the Leicester
Urban Area

Number of homes completed at
Loughborough Urban Centre

Number of homes completed at Shepshed
Urban Area

Number of homes completed at Service
Centres
Number of homes completed at Other
Settlements

Number of homes completed at Small
Villages and Hamlets

TARGET
At least 17,776 homes by 2037.
Maintain a Five Year Land Supply and meet
the Housing Delivery Test.
As an overall proportion, 37.8% of homes
delivered in the Leicester Urban Area by
2037 and in accordance with the housing
trajectory.
As an overall proportion, 31.2% of homes
delivered in the Loughborough Urban Centre
by 2037 and in accordance with the housing
trajectory.
As an overall proportion, 12.0% of homes
delivered in the Shepshed Urban Area by
2037 and in accordance with the housing
trajectory.
As an overall proportion, 14.1% of homes
delivered in the Service Centres by 2037 and
in accordance with the housing trajectory.
As an overall proportion, 4.8% of homes
delivered in the Other Settlements by 2037
and in accordance with the housing
trajectory.
As an overall proportion, 0.1% of homes
delivered in the Small Villages and Hamlets
by 2037 and in accordance with the housing
trajectory.
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INDICATOR
TARGET
Amount of office Employment land (ha)
11.92 hectares by 2037
delivered on employment allocations
Amount of industrial and small-scale
43.55 hectares by 2037
warehouse Employment land (ha) delivered
on employment allocations.
Delivery of the Loughborough Science and
Up to 73 hectares (comprised of 31 hectares
Enterprise Park
for phase 3 and 42 hectares for phase 4)
Delivery of up to 4,500 sqm of comparison
Delivery of Baxter Gate/ Pinfold Gate
retail on allocated site
Opportunity site by 2037
DS2 - Leicester and Leicestershire Unmet Needs
No indicator – policy is a commitment relating to local plan review
DS3 - Local Plan Allocations
Progress on the delivery of allocated housing Delivery of sites in accordance with
sites above 250 dwellings.
trajectory. Housing delivery also monitored in
DS1.
DS4 – Employment Sites
No indicator – delivery of employment allocations monitored in DS1.
DS5 - High Quality Design
Number of independent design reviews
Reviews undertaken to support the delivery
undertaken
of Sustainable Urban Extensions.
LUA1 - Leicester Urban Area
No indicator - housing delivery and allocations monitored in DS1.
LUA2 - North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
Number of homes completed on the North
3,205 homes total by 2037
East of Leicester Sustainable Urban
Extension
Amount of employment land delivered as part 13 hectares by 2037
of the North East of Leicester Sustainable
Urban Extension
Progress on the delivery of community
3 primary schools, 1 secondary school, 1
facilities as part of the North East of Leicester local centre
Sustainable Urban Extension
LUA3 - North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
Number of homes delivered on the North of
1,950 homes by 2037
Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
Amount of employment land delivered as part 15 hectares by 2037
of the North of Birstall Sustainable Urban
Extension
Progress on the delivery of community
1 primary school, 1 local centre
facilities as part of the North of Birstall
Sustainable Urban Extension
LUC1 - Loughborough Urban Centre
No indicator - housing delivery and allocations monitored in DS1.
LUC2 - West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
Number of homes delivered on the West of
3,200 homes by 2037
Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
Amount of employment land delivered as part 16 hectares by 2037
of the West of Loughborough Sustainable
Urban Extension
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INDICATOR
TARGET
Progress on the delivery of community
2 primary schools, 1 local centre
facilities as part of the West of Loughborough
Sustainable Urban Extension
LUC3 - Loughborough and Science and Enterprise Park
No indicator – progress is monitored in DS1.
SUA1 - Shepshed Policy
No indicator - housing delivery and allocations monitored in DS1.
SC1 - Service Centres
No indicator - housing delivery and allocations monitored in DS1.
OS1 - Other Settlements
No indicator - housing delivery and allocations monitored in DS1.
C1 - Countryside
No indicator - housing delivery and allocations monitored in DS1
H1 - Housing Mix
No indicators – data not readily available to monitor this effectively.
H2 - Housing for Older People and People with Disabilities
Number of units completed for specialist
No target
accommodation (sheltered/ retirement
housing, extra care housing)
H3 - Internal Space Standards
No indicator – it is considered that 100% of relevant applications would meet the policy
unless material considerations justify otherwise.
H4 - Affordable Housing
Number and percentage of new affordable
30% on greenfield sites and 10% on
homes completed.
brownfield sites
No target
Amount of developer financial contributions
secured for affordable housing (commuted
sums)
H5 – Rural Exception Sites
Number of rural exception sites granted
No target
permission and number of such dwellings
completed.
H6 - Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
Number of self-build and custom
Demand indicated self-build and custom
housebuilding dwellings plots delivered.
housebuilding register is increasingly being
provided for.
H7 - Houses in Multiple Occupation
No indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
H8 - Campus and Purpose Built Student Accommodation
No indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
H9 – Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show people
Number of gypsy and traveller and travelling
4 gypsy and traveller pitches and 4 travelling
show people pitches as part of the North East show people pitches as part of the
Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension
development.
Number of gypsy and traveller and travelling
4 gypsy and traveller pitches and 4 travelling
show people pitches as part of the West of
show people pitches as part of the
Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
development.
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INDICATOR
TARGET
Number of travelling show people pitches as
4 travelling show people pitches
part of the North of Birstall Sustainable Urban
Extension
E1 - Meeting Employment Needs
Number of full-time and part-time jobs
No target
Percentage of people in employment, selfNo target
employed and unemployed
Percentage of employee profiles by
Growth in the proportion of professional/
occupation
knowledge-based sectors
Average wages
Growth in wages
Percentage of qualification attainment by
Growth in the proportion of NQV4+
level
qualifications
E2 - Protecting Existing Employment Sites
Amount of protected existing employment
None.
site land lost to residential development (ha)
E3 - Rural Economic Development
Number of new tourism related facilities
No target
T1 - Town Centres and Retail
Amount of net additional main town centre
16,400 – 24-900 sqm net of new comparison
uses floorspace provided in Charnwood
goods floorspace by 2037.
Number and location of new large
No target
convenience stores (supermarket)
Percentage of vacant units in each
A decline in vacancies
designated centre or primary shopping area
(monitored periodically)
Number of hot food takeaway clusters in
No increase in clusters.
each designated centre or primary shopping
area (monitored periodically)
Number of planning permissions granted for
No target
main town centre uses at out of centre
locations
T2 - Protection of Community Facilities
Number of Assets of Community Value
No target
T3 - Car Parking Standards
No indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
CC1 - Flood Risk Management
Number of planning permissions granted
Zero – matters to be resolved through
contrary to Environment Agency or Local
planning condition.
Lead Flood Authority advice.
Area of land and number of households
No target
within Flood Zone 2 or 3
CC2 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
No indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
CC3 - Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Installations
Carbon dioxide emissions per capita
Net reduction in carbon dioxide emissions
(industry, sector and transport)
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INDICATOR
TARGET
Amount of new energy being provided from
Net increase in low carbon energy provided
renewable or low carbon energy
developments
CC4 - Sustainable Construction
No indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
CC5 - Sustainable Transport
Railway station entry and exits
A modal shift towards increased rail use
Bus usage data
A modal shift towards increased bus use
Amount of new development at Sustainable
100% of new houses to be within 400 metres
Urban Extensions and service centres with
of a local bus service
access to a half-hour frequency public
transport service
CC6 – Electric Vehicle Charging Points
Number of electric vehicle charging points
A net increase in electric vehicle charging
secured through planning condition
provision
Number of public (non-domestic) electronic
A net increase in electric vehicle charging
vehicle charging points
provision
EV1 - Landscape
No indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
EV2 - Green Wedges
Area of Green Wedge land lost to residential No target
development (ha)
EV3 - Areas of Local Separation
Area of Local Separation land lost to
No target
residential development (ha)
EV4 - Charnwood Forest and the National Forest
Update of status and strategies related to the No target
management of the Charnwood Forest and
the National Forest
EV5 - River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor
Update of status and strategies related to the No target
management of the River Soar and Grand
Union Canal Corridor
EV6 - Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Number of Local Wildlife Sites
No net reduction of Local Wildlife Sites
Number of Sites of Special Scientific Interest No net reduction of Sites of Special Scientific
(SSSI) in favourable and unfavourable
Interest (SSSI)
condition
Number of Local Nature Reserves and
No net reduction of Local Nature Reserves
number of which that have a management
plan.
Number of Regionally Important Geological
No net reduction of Regionally Important
Sites
Geological Sites
Area of Ancient Woodland
No net reduction of Ancient Woodland
Amount of developer financial contributions
No target
secured for biodiversity projects
EV7 - Tree Planting
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INDICATOR
Canopy cover by area and percentage of
Borough
EV8 - Heritage
Number of Listed Buildings
Number of Historic Parks and Gardens

TARGET
No target

No net reduction of Listed Buildings
No net reduction of Historic Parks and
Gardens
No net reduction of Scheduled Monuments
No net reduction of Conservation Areas
No net reduction of Non Designated Heritage
Assets

Number of Scheduled Monuments
Number of Conservation Areas
Number of Non Designated Heritage Assets
(identified on the local list and neighbourhood
plans)
Number of Heritage Assets at Risk
Reduction in Heritage Assets at Risk
EV9 - Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation
Area of open spaces by type (ha)
No target
Loss of designated protected open spaces to No loss
other uses
EV10 - Indoor Sports Facilities
Amount of developer financial contributions
No target
secured for sport facilities
EV11 - Air Quality
Number of Air Quality Management Areas
No target
and with a management plan
EV12 – Burial Space
Amount of new burial space granted planning No target
permission
Delivery of 9.1 hectares of burial space
No target
identified at Nanpantan
INF1 - Infrastructure and Developer Contributions
Amount of developer financial contributions
No target
secured by type
INF2 - Local and Strategic Road Network
No Indicator - it is considered that 100% of applications would meet the policy unless material
considerations justify otherwise.
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APPENDIX 2 – HOUSING & EMPLOYMENT TRAJECTORY
Housing Land Trajectory
SHLAA
Ref
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2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Commitments Urban Centre
- Loughborough/Shepshed

294

586

492

158

29

30

Commitments Leicester
Urban Area - Birstall,
Thurmaston, Syston

36

26

55

Commitments Service
Centres – Anstey, Barrow
upon Soar, Mountsorrel,
Quorn, Rothley, Sileby

258

312

340

Commitments Other
Settlement– Estimated
completions from
commitments

42

22

36

Commitments Small Village
or Hamlet– Estimated
completions from
commitments

4

6

21

4

TOTAL ALL – Estimated
completions from
commitments

634

952

944

347

176

72

ALLOCATIONS Urban Centre
- Loughborough/Shepshed

0

0

0

26

348

746

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

TOTALS

1589

117

185

147

42

1284

100

35

3125

787

205

526

398

296

373

324

176

80

50

23

0
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SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Southfields Road Car Park,
Loughborough

PSH245

Carillon Court Shopping
Centre Derby Square

SH084

Part of Baxter Gate
Opportunity Site,
Loughborough

PSH488

Market Street

72

PSH489

Southfields Council Offices,
Southfield Road

53

SH048

Former Limehurst Depot

PSH021

Extend Park Grange Farm,
Loughborough

PSH25
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SH102

33

33

43

43

100

210

110

163
40

40

33

50

50

50

50

50

50

Nanpantan Grange, Land
south west of Loughborough

25

40

40

40

40

20

PSH133

Land to r/o Snells Nook Lane,
Loughborough

25

40

40

15

PSH255

Land south of Loughborough

65

90

50

50

PSH267

Land off Beacon Road

PSH313

Park Grange Farm, Newstead
Way

25

110

72

25

30

TOTALS

30
15

138

50

42

422

205

120
40

90

90

90

60

50

23

723
30
15
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SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

SH034

138-144 Knighthorpe Road,
Loughborough

SH056

Former Petrol Station,
Pinfold Gate, Loughborough

SH060

Former Main Post Office,
Sparrow Hill, Loughborough

PSH487

Devonshire Square

39

PSH291

Land at Tickow Lane (Phase
2), Shepshed LE12 9LY

22

13

TOTALS

13

26

26

16

16
39

44

44

44

44

44

44
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PSH352

21 Garendon Road, LE12
9NU

SH121

32 Charnwood Road,
Shepshed

15

PSH024

Land off Fairway Road

25

40

35

PSH138

Land fronting Ashby Road &
Ingleberry Road, Shepshed

25

40

40

40

6

PSH293

Land North of Hallamford
Road and West of Shepshed

25

40

40

40

40

40

25

PSH404

Land west of Tickow Lane

22

44

44

44

44

44

44

PSH405

Land to the west of of the
B591/Ingleberry Rd & north
of Iveshead Lane

25

40

40

40

29

44

7

44

20

394

7

15

207

100
151

250
14

300

174

SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Land south of Ashby Road
Central

25

24

PSH062

Land at Tickow Lane,
Shepshed

25

40

40

PSH149

20 Moscow Lane, Shepshed

25

24

PSH174

Land at Oakley Road,
Shepshed

40

40

PSH322

Land rear of 62 Iveshead
Road

26

42
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PSH483

PSH348

25

Land to rear of 54 Iveshead
Road,
ALLOCATIONS Leicester
Urban Area - Birstall,
Thurmaston, Syston

49

40

40

5

190

49

28

133

68

5

0

0

0

0

TOTALS

5

195

340

305

259

237

180

217

95

90

90

90

90

10

2198

90

90

90

90

90

10

960

PSH069

Land South East of Syston

25

50

65

90

90

90

90

PSH144

Land at Gynsill Lane &
Anstey Lane, Glenfield

20

40

40

40

40

40

40

PSH189

Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane,
Thurmaston

25

40

40

PSH287

Queniborough Lodge

25

40

208

260

105

40

27

132

SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

TOTALS

Rear of Manor Medical
Centre, Melton Road,
Thurmaston

PSH124

Land at Melton Road, Syston

PSH191

Works opposite 46 Brook
Street, Thurmaston

7

7

PSH192

Works adjacent 46 Brook
Street, Thurmaston

5

5

PSH411

Land off Birstall Meadow
Road/Long Meadow Way

SH141

Brook Street, Syston

PSH460

Park View Nursery Site off
Gynsill Lane, Glenfield

10

20

PSH463

Land off Cliffe Road/Henson
Close, Birstall

25

40

40

9

PSH070

Barkby Road, Syston

25

40

40

40

40

40

PSH441

Land north of Barkby Road
Syston

25

40

40

40

40

10

PSH476

Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby
Lane

15

24
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SH163

20

10

20

21

31

15

15
15

15
30

114
40

5

270
195

39

209

SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

ALLOCATIONS Service
Centres – Anstey, Barrow
upon Soar, Mountsorrel,
Quorn, Rothley, Sileby

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

0

14

25

239

410

360

342

226

180

43

19

0

0

0

0

0

PSH482

Fairhaven Farm, Anstey

25

22

PSH343

East of Loughborough Road,
Quorn

25

40

PSH388

High Leys Farm / Manor
Farm, Anstey II
High Leys Farm / Manor
Farm, Anstey I

PSH389

Land off Groby Road, Anstey

PSH242

Land adjoining 84 Melton
Road, Barrow upon Soar

PSH391

Land to south of Melton
Road, Barrow upon Soar

PSH392

Land off Melton Road,
Barrow upon Soar

PSH461

Land off Willow Road,
Barrow upon Soar

PSH484

Land off Cotes Road, Barrow
upon Soar

PSH353

Rear of the The Maltings
High Street, Sileby
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PSH387

36

25

25

TOTALS

1858

47
10

75

18

38

38

38

34

76

94

85

38

30

110
53

22

366

18

18

40

40

25

25

40

40

15

40

40

40

40

30

25

40

40

40

40

13

124

130

120

215

35

220

13

210

SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

25

40

40

40

40

40

3

TOTALS

PSH439

Land off Barnards Drive,
Sileby

PSH64

Land off Kendal Road, Sileby

SH129

36 Charles Street, Sileby

11

11

SH132

9 King Street, Sileby

14

14

PSH261

Homefield Road, Sileby

25

30

55

PSH053

Land south of Rothley

15

25

40
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PSH477

Rothley Meadow
development

PSH492

971 Loughborough Road,
Rothley
ALLOCATIONS Other
Settlements

5

14

228
19

24

25

39

9

0

0

0

0

9

206

301

171

59

40

38

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

815

PSH260

Land to rear of Derry's
Garden Centre, Cossington

25

40

40

19

PSH412

Land off Melton Road, East
Goscote

25

40

40

40

PSH305

Land to the rear of 89
Loughborough Road,
Hathern

25

4

29

PSH413

Land off Zouch Road,
Hathern

25

25

50

211

124

40

38

223

SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

TOTALS

The Leys, Hathern

6

PSH042

Land at Threeways Farm,
Queniborough

25

PSH446

Land off Melton Road,
Queniborough

PSH100

Land off Gaddesby Lane,
Rearsby

25

22

47

PSH376

Land off Old Gate Road,
Thrussington

25

35

60
30
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SH033

6
40

35

100

25

30

55

PSH147

Hoby Road, Thrussington

30

PSH047

The former Rectory & Land
at Thurcaston

5

Wymeswold NP housing
requirement
TOTAL ALL – Estimated
completions from
ALLOCATIONS

0

25

35

26

31

60

0

14

51

988

1797

1623

1186

901

694

633

438

266

170

140

113

Estimated completions from
WEST OF LOUGHBOROUGH
Sustainable Urban Extension

10

120

180

210

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

180

Estimated completions from
NORTH EAST OF LEICESTER
Sustainable Urban Extension

75

175

250

275

200

200

200

200

200

200

200

200

200

250

250

212

10

9024

3200

250

3325

SHLAA
Ref

CHARNWOOD BOROUGH

2020/
2021

2021/
2022

2022/
2023

2023/
2024

2024/
2025

2025/
2026

2026/
2027

2027/
2028

2028/
2029

2029/
2030

2030/
2031

2031/
2032

2032/
2033

2033/
2034

2034/
2035

2035/2
036

2036/
2037

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

130

175

175

175

150

150

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

85

Estimated completions from
NORTH OF BIRSTALL
Sustainable Urban Extension
TOTAL ALL – Estimated
completions from
Sustainable Urban
Extensions
Estimated total completions

TOTALS

1950
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0

85

425

605

660

625

600

600

580

580

580

580

580

580

630

515

250

8475

634

1037

1383

1003

1824

2494

2223

1786

1481

1274

1213

1018

846

750

770

628

260

20624

Estimated cumulative
completions

634

1671

3054

4057

5881

8375

10598

12384

13865

15139

16352

17370

18216

18966

19736

20364

2062
4

Annualised housing
requirement

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

1105

Cumulative requirement

1105

2210

3315

4420

5525

6630

7735

8840

9945

11050

12155

13260

14365

15470

16575

17680

1878
5

MONITOR - No. dwellings
above or below cumulative
requirement

-471

-539

-261

-363

356

1745

2863

3544

3920

4089

4197

4110

3851

3496

3161

2684

1839

MANAGE - Annual
requirement taking account
of past/projected
completions

1105

1134

1141

1124

1133

1075

946

819

711

615

521

406

283

142

-60

-476

-951

Apr-20

Apr-21

Apr-22

Apr-23

Apr-24

Apr-25

Apr-26

Apr-27

Apr-28

Apr-29

5 year
supply

6 year
supply

7 year
supply

8 year
supply

9 year
supply

10 year
supply

11 year
supply

12 year
supply

13 year
supply

14 year
supply

213

18785

5.07

6.67

7.70

8.04

8.46

7.98

6.88

5.84

5.03

4.40

5 YEAR REQUIREMENT

5525

5525

5525

5525

5525

5525

5525

5525

5525

5525

5 YEAR REQUIREMENT + 5%

5801

5801

5801

5801

5801

5801

5801

5801

5801

5801

5 YEAR COMPLETIONS

5881

7741

8927

9330

9808

9258

7977

6772

5832

5101

80

1940

3126

3529

4007

3457

2176

971

31

-700

SURPLUS
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2020-2025

2025-2030

2030-2037

TOTAL

2020-2025

2025-2030

2030-2037

DRAFT ALLOCATIONS Urban Centre Loughborough/Shepshed

374

2753

1026

4153

9%

66%

25%

DRAFT ALLOCATIONS Leicester Urban Area Birstall, Thurmaston, Syston

195

1321

682

2198

9%

60%

31%

DRAFT ALLOCATIONS Service Centres – Anstey,
Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel, Quorn, Rothley,
Sileby

278

1518

62

1858

15%

82%

3%

DRAFT ALLOCATIONS Other Settlements

206

609

0

815

25%

75%

0%

1053

6201

1770

9024

214

Employment Land Trajectory
Site Ref

LP Ref

PSE452

ES1

PSE110

ES2

Site Name

Parish/
Settlement

Greenfield/
Brownfield

Land off Sileby
Road

Barrow Upon Soar

Brownfield

North of Birstall
Sustainable Urban
Extension

Wanlip

The Warren

East Goscote

Brownfield

PSE134

ES4

West of
Loughborough
Sustainable Urban
Extension

Loughborough

Greenfield
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ES3

ES5

Dishley Grange

Loughborough/
Hathern

2020/
21

2021/
22

Greenfield

PSE343

PSE345

2019/20

2022
/23

1

2023/
24

2

2

2024/
25

2025/
26

2026/
27

2027
/28

1

PSE346

ES6

Land at Rothley
Lodge

Rothley

Brownfield

2.25 (B8)

PSE347

ES7

Land at
Loughborough
Road

Rothley

Greenfield

0.79 (B8)

PSE24

ES8

Land off Fairway
Road

Shepshed

Greenfield

2029/
30

2030/
31

2031
/32

2032/
33

2033/
34

2034/
35

2035/
36

2036/
37

2037/
38

2038/
39

total

2

2

0.3

0.3

2

1.75

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

12.75

0.25

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

2.25

1.95

3.95

1

Greenfield

2028/
29

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

0.5

12

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

4

1

1

1

1.4

5.4

1

1

1

0.6

3.6

3.35

3.35

2.2

2.20

1

1.75

1.5

4.25

0.25

0.5

0.75
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Site Ref

LP Ref

PSE114

ES9

PSE210
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Total

ES10

Site Name

Parish/
Settlement

Greenfield/
Brownfield

Watermead
Business Park
Phases 2 & 3

Syston

Greenfield

North East of
Leicester
Sustainable Urban
Extension

Thurmaston

2019/20

2020/
21

2021/
22

2022
/23

2023/
24

2024/
25

2025/
26

2026/
27

2027
/28

2028/
29

2029/
30

2030/
31

2031
/32

0.5

1

0.5

0.5

2

1.5

1.5

2

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

1

1.8

1.5

1.5

1.5

0.2

0.5

0.5

0.5

Greenfield

2032/
33

2033/
34

2034/
35

2035/
36

2036/
37

2037/
38

2038/
39

total

9.5

2.5

2

2

11.3

1.7

Industry/
warehouse

3.35

2.2

2

6.75

8.95

3.75

4

6.2

6.5

6

4.5

5.5

3.5

1.5

1.5

0.5

0

0

0

66.7

OFFICE

0

0

0

0.25

1.8

1.25

2

1.8

2

2

1.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0

0

0

15.1

TOTAL

3.35

2.2

2

7

10.75

5

6

8

8.5

8

6

6

4

2

2

1

0

0

0

81.8

2020/
21

2021/
22

2022/
23

2023/
24

2024/
25

2025/
26

2026/
27

2027/
28

2028/
29

2029/
30

2030/
31

2031/
32

2032/
33

2033/
34

2034/
35

2035/
36

2036/
37

2037/
38

2038/
39

Office
accumlative
total

0

0.5

0.5

0.25

2.05

3.3

5.3

7.1

9.1

11.1

12.6

13.1

13.6

14.1

14.6

15.1

Industry /
warehouse
accumlative
total

2.2

5.55

7.55

14.3

23.25

27

31

37.2

43.7

49.7

54.2

59.7

63.2

64.7

66.2

66.7
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APPENDIX 3 - INFRASTRUCTURE SCHEDULE
Location
and
Infrastructure Category
Sustainable Urban Extensions
(North East of Leicester) Sustainable Urban Extension
Highway Works and Junction Improvements

Sustainable Transport Measures

Education

Health

Open Space and Recreation

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery Timescale
Delivery
20212026

Main road via East Thurmastonfrom Barkby Thorpe Lane
to King Street and Hamilton Lane

£16,000,000

Essential

Link to Sandhills Avenue

£5,800,000

Essential

Link road from North East Leicester SUE

£7,200,000

Essential

Capacity enhancements at A607 Barkby Thorpe Lane
and Troon way / Barkby Road roundabouts

£1,275,000

Essential

Bus Service Subsidy Cap
(Additional contingency of £1,095,000)
Travel Packs and Travel Passes

£1,687,000

Essential

3 On Site Cycle Routes and
5 Off Site Walking and Cycling Schemes
3 New Primary Schools:
Primary School 1: 2FE 420 pupils on 1.93ha of
land
Primary School 2: 2FE 420 pupils (or 3FE 630
pupils) on 2.86ha of land
Primary School 3: 1FE 210 pupils on 1.93ha of
land

£1,484,647
£1,042,379
Primary
School 1:
£5,350,000
Primary
School 2:
£5,350,000 (or
£7,599,000)
Primary
School 3:
£3,100,000
Up to
£16,727,200
£873,494

Essential

Secondary School on a site of 6.03ha (also land for a
relocated Roundhill Academy)
Expansion of existing healthcare facilities (or healthcare
facility within the District Centre which could cost up to
£1,386,082).
Green Infrastructure:
48ha of Parks including a Destination Park
(including 1 NEAP and 1 LEAP)
61ha of Natural and Semi Natural Green Space
6ha of Amenity Green Space
4ha of Allotments.
Orchards
Play Facilities comprising 7 sites for children and 7 sites
for young people
Outdoor Sports Facilities on 28ha of land for formal and
informal sports
Indoor Sports Facilities comprising a 4-court sports hall

Essential
Essential

Essential

-

Essential with
means of
delivery to be
determined
Essential

-

Essential

-

Essential

-

Essential

√

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies

LUA2
INF1
INF2

√

√
√
√
LUA2
CC5
INF1

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

LUA2
INF1

Direct provision
by developer

√

√

LUA2
EV9
EV10
INF1

Direct provision
by developer
Direct provision
by developer
Direct provision
by developer
Direct provision
by developer or
S.106
S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

LUA2
ES12
INF1
LUA2
INF1

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions

√

LUA2
INF1

Burial Space

Burial Space on 0.6ha of land either within or outside
the site

Community Facilities

Community Centre Facilities comprising the community
hall, police facility and library hub

£1,900,000

Essential

Libraries

Provision and or enhancement of existing library
facilities and temporary library facilities

£237,140

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

√

LUA2
INF1

Civic Amenity

Waste collection and processing at Mountsorrel civic
amenity site
Police Force Contribution

£209,250

Essential

√

√

√

£1,842,980

Essential

√

√

√

1.1ha of prepared and serviced land for 4 pitches for
gypsies and travellers and a parcel of land for 4 plots for
travelling showpeople

-

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer

LUA2
INF1
LUA2
INF1
LUA2
H8

Primary Access
A6 Junctions 1 and 2 and two-way connection to
Rothley
A6/A46 Interchange
Junction improvements

£5,400,000

Essential

√

£3,200,000

Essential

A6 Corridor Highway and Junction improvement works
Birstall Park and Ride Junction
Hallam Fields North
Greengate Lane
Bentley Road
Hallfields Lane / Cossington Lane Works

£200,000

Essential

Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106

£500,000

Essential

√

Red Hill Circle Highway Works

£300,000

Essential

Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106

Policing
Land for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling
Showpeople
North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension
Highway Works and Junction Improvem North of
Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension ents

Essential

Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions

20262031
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√

√

LUA3
INF1
INF2

√
√

√

Location
and
Infrastructure Category
Sustainable Transport Measures

Education

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

20212026
Bus Service Subsidy for services to and from Leicester
for 5 years
Measures include:
Off Site Public Rights of Way Improvements
Broadnook Bike Rental Scheme

£150,000

Essential

£512,101

Essential

Travel Planning Measures Including travel plan, travel
packs and travel passes

£52 per
dwelling for
travel packs
£1,438,480
£8,361,216

Essential

£6,843,653

Essential

£1,011,680

Essential

Early Years Facility at a location to be agreed for up to
162 preschool children
Primary School on 3ha of land for 3FE but initially
constructed to cater for 2.73FE
Secondary School Contribution for 378 pupils at the
Cedars Academy, Birstall
Special Education Needs

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions

√

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

√

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer or
S.106 developer
contribution
Direct provision
by developer

√

Health

Healthcare within Community Resource Centre or off
site

Up to
£1,172,468

Open Space and Recreation

Green Infrastructure comprising:
54.7ha of Natural and Semi Natural Green Space
18.4ha of Parks and Amenity Green Space
1.54ha of Allotments
Children and Young People’s Play Facilities comprising at
least 5 LEAPs and 1 NEAP
Artificial Grass Pitch (AGP) on 3.2ha of land (to be
transferred to Cedars Academy subject to a CUA) and
Outdoor Sports Facilities including playing pitches.
Junior Football Pitch, Multi Use Games Area, Pavilion
and Car Parking
Community Resource Centre (Broadnook Hall
comprising (subject to demand) the Police Facility, the
Healthcare Facility, the Community Hall and community
facilities

-

Essential with
means of
delivery to be
determined
Essential

-

Essential

-

Essential

£975,000

Essential

£5,000,000

Foxfield Park Pavilion including changing rooms, offices,
community shop, café and library facility.
Library Facilities at Foxfield Park Pavilion and
Community Resource Centre with enhancements at
Birstall and Rothley libraries
Civic Amenity Contribution to fund all or part of a
project at Mountsorrel Civic Amenity Site
Police Facility within the Community Resource Centre

-

Essential with
details of
provision
subject to
assessment of
demand
Essential

£58,850

Essential

£100,756

Essential

-

Essential

0.4ha of land within the application site for Travelling
Show people

-

Essential

Roundabout Access with A6

£1,375,000

Essential

Highway Improvement Works to M1 Junction 23

£1,600,000

Essential

Roundabout Access with A512

£2,600,000

Essential

Dualling of A512

£8,530,000

Essential

Strategic Link Road

£6,200,000

Essential

Hathern Road Access

£1,800,000

Essential

Off Site Footpath Improvements

£1,955

Essential

2 Cycle ways at Clowbridge Drive and Blackbrook and
junction Improvements
2 new Bus Stops on the A512 to the east of the
application site access.
Travel Planning Measures including travel packs and
travel passes for up to 2 adults per dwelling.

£912,555

Essential

£15,896

Essential

£52.85 per
dwelling

Essential

Community Facilities

Libraries

Civic Amenity
Policing
Gypsies and Travellers

Delivery Timescale
Delivery
20262031

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies
LUA3
CC5

√

√

√
LUA3
INF1

√
√

√

√

√
√

√

LUA3
INF1

√

√

√

LUA3
EV9
T3
INF1

Direct provision
by developer
Direct provision
by developer

√

√

√

√

√

√

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

√

Direct provision
by developer
S.106 developer
contributions

√
√

√

S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer
Direct provision
by developer

√

√

Direct provision
by developer,
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer,
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions

√

LUA3
INF1

√

√
√

√

LUA3
H8

West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
Highway Works and Junction Improvements

Sustainable Transport Measures
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LUC2
INF1

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

LUC2
CC5
INF1

√
√

√

√

Location
and
Infrastructure Category
Education
(Provision Subject to Education Delivery Review)

Infrastructure Scheme

Critical
Infrastructure

Cost

Delivery Timescale
Delivery
20212026

20262031

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies
LUC2
INF1

Primary Schools comprising:
Primary School North on a site of 1.7ha for
1.66FE
Primary School North Extension Land comprising
0.5ha of land adjoining the school site to be
reserved
Primary School South on a site of 1.93ha for 2FE
High School Contribution for places at Charnwood
College and Iveshead School
Delivery, triggers and instalments set out in Education
Delivery Review.
Upper School Contribution for places at Charnwood
College and Iveshead School
Delivery, triggers and instalments set out in Education
Delivery Review.
Healthcare Facility on site within the Community Hub or
contribution in lieu of provision

Primary
School North:
£4,960,000
Primary
School South:
£5,350,000

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

√

£5,720,374

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

-

-

-

£3,935, 346

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

-

-

-

£1,606,809

Essential with
provision to be
agreed

√

√

LUC2
INF1

Green Infrastructure comprising:
Garendon Registered Park of 188ha.
Garendon Common and parks.
35ha of Amenity Green Space.
36haof Natural and Semi Natural Green Space.
33.5ha of proposed woodland and 52ha of
existing woodland’
2.5ha of Allotments.
Play Facilities
6 sites for children and young
1 off site contribution for improvements to the
Pear Tree Lane Play Area

-

Essential

Direct provision
by developer or
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer

√

√

√

LUC2
EV7
EV9
INF1

£189,636

Essential

√

√

√

Outdoor Sports Facilities:
Playing pitches on no less than 9ha.
Off road cycling facility.
Parkour facility, outdoor fitness and trim trail,
orienteering course and a minimum of 2 multi
use games areas.
1 artificial grass pitch including tennis courts.
13.8ha for informal sports and recreation.
Towards provision of local library facilities at L’boro,
Shepshed and Hathern
To fund project at Shepshed Civic Amenity Site

-

Essential

Direct provision
by developer
and S.106
developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer

√

√

£96,580

Essential

√

£135,000

Essential

Comprising contributions towards premises, equipment,
vehicles and technology
0.32ha for Gypsy and Travellers and 0.68ha for
Travelling Showpeople

£1,315,710

Essential

-

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions
Direct provision
by developer in
accordance with
S.106
Agreement

To be determined through detailed transport
assessment. Main access is expected to be from A512
Ashby Road with additional access points from Snells
Nook Lane as required.

tbc

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

LUC3
E1
INF2

Walking and cycling routes with site and connected to
wider networks
Enhanced connectivity to bus network and site wide
green travel plan with supporting measures to provide
incentives to sustainable travel
Green Infrastructure, including strategic open space,
wildlife areas, attenuation basins and drainage features,
green networks and all associated structural and general
landscaping.

tbc

Essential

tbc

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions
S.106 developer
contributions

Infrastructure delivery
trajectory will depend upon the
timing of a planning application
and the detailed assessment of
the infrastructure requirements
and their delivery.
As above

tbc

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

As above

Provision for potential primary substation within the
development

tbc

Subject to
demand

S.106 developer
contributions
Western Power

As above

LUC3
CC1
CC2
EV7
EV9
E1
INF1

Leicester Urban Area
Education

See requirements for each location

-

-

-

√

√

√

LUA1
INF1

Health

See priorities for each location

-

-

-

√

√

√

LUA1
INF1

Water and Sewerage

All LUA served by Wanlip WwTW where additional
capacity investment is planned to take place from 2025

-

Essential

Severn Trent
Water

√

AN6 / B12: Leicester Park and Ride service enhancement
facilitating bus to bus interchange and additional
services.

£1,500,000

Essential

S106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding

√

Health
(Subject to Healthcare Needs Review))

Open Space and Recreation

Libraries
Civic Amenity
Policing
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park
Highways

Sustainable Transport

Open Space

Electricity and Gas

Birstall
Transport
package comprises a combination of
measures to address highway capacity and
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LUC2
INF1

√

√

√

√

√

√
LUC2
H8

√

LUC3
CC5

LUA1
CC2

√

LUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

Location
and
Infrastructure Category
sustainable travel focused on interventions
across Birstall

Education

Health

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

20212026
B13: New Bus Lane on A6 southbound towards the Red
Hill Circle junction. and revised 20mph speed limit to
discourage through traffic.

£300,000

Essential

B14: Wanlip Road traffic calming

£180,000

Essential

Primary: Growth could be accommodated.
Secondary: Cedars Academy could accommodate
growth
Served by Birstall Medical Centre and Greengate
Medical Centre.

-

-

Sufficient
capacity at
schools
Essential

AN9: Cycle network improvements across parcel of land
within Anstey Lane, A563, A50 and Gynsill Lane.

£920,000

Essential

S106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding

Primary: Reserve site for 1FE School at Gynsill Lane. or
new school provision within a safe walking distance
from the site Reasonable costs of making this provision
to be shared amongst the developments that it would
serve. Provision dependent upon ongoing discussions
with promoters, Leicester City Council, Blaby District
Council and Leicestershire County Council.
Secondary: Martin High School has potential for growth.
Served by Anstey Surgery.

£4,656,000

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Glenfield
Transport

Education

Health

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.

Syston
Transport
package comprises a combination of
sustainable travel interventions and smallerscale highway capacity interventions at key
junctions and on road links in and around
Syston
package for the broad location of Syton also
includes schemes in Sileby, East Goscote and
Queniborough.
Education

Health

SY3: Syston - Queniborough Road-Barkby Road Junction
Improvement

£500,000

Essential

SY5: Syston - Melton Road – Streetscape enhancement
including traffic management measures.

£90,000

Essential

Primary: Site of 2-3 ha would need to be reserved for a
new 2 FE Primary School on land South East of Syston
HA1). The Reasonable costs of making this provision to
be shared amongst the developments that it would
serve with contributions towards construction cost.
Secondary: Wreake Valley or Roundhill Academy.
Sufficient places at Wreake Valley
Served by Jubilee Practice and County Practice, Syston.

£6,982,000

Essential

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.

Water and Sewerage

Delivery Timescale
Delivery

Capacity improvements requirements to be reviewed in
more detail and implement if required. Served by
Wanlip WwTW where additional capacity investment is
planned to take place from 2025. Kirby Lane Pumping
Station also likely to require capacity improvements to
serve growth.

To be
determined
following more
detailed
assessment of
requirements.

Primary: Potential to accommodate in existing
Thurmaston Primary Schools.
Secondary: Wreake Valley or Roundhill Academy.
Sufficient places at Wreake Valley
Served by Thurmaston, Silverdale and Manor Medical
Centres.

Sufficient
Capacity

S106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
-

-

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

20262031

√

√

√

√

-

√

20312037

-

√

√

√

Local
Plan
Policies

DS3
LUA1
INF1
LUA1
INF1

LUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

√

DS3
LUA1
INf1

√

√

LUA1
INF1

S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding

√

√

LUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

S.106 developer
contributions
with the costs
shared amongst
developments
that it would
serve.
S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding
Severn Trent
Water would
fund and deliver
scheme if it is
prioritised for
investment.

√

√

DS3
LUA1
INF1

√

√

LUA1
INF1

√

√

LUA1
CC2

√

Thurmaston
Education

Health

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Capacity improvements requirements to be reviewed in
more detail and implement if required. Thurmaston
Canal Street pumping station is likely to require upsizing
to serve growth.
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To be
determined
following more
detailed

-

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding
Severn Trent
Water would
fund and deliver
scheme if it is

-

√

√

√

-

DS3
LUA1
INf1

√

LUA1
INF1

LUA1
CC2

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery Timescale
Delivery
20212026

Loughborough
Transport
package comprises a combination of highway
capacity interventions at key junctions and
sustainable travel interventions across
Loughborough

Education

Cost

•

Health

assessment of
requirements

prioritised for
investment.
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions

LO1: A6/A6004 One Ash Roundabout Junction
Improvements

£1,600,000

Essential

LO2: Loughborough Smarter Choices personalised travel
planning

£250,000

Essential

LO3: Loughborough Smarter Choices bus service and
infrastructure enhancements

£400,000

Essential

LO4: Loughborough Smarter Choices cycle hire schemes.

£13,000

Essential

LO5 / SH1: Loughborough-Shepshed - A512 bus service
diversion from Shepshed to Loughborough via the
hospital, Belton Road (industrial estates), railway station
and town centre
LO6: A6004 Epinal Way-Beacon Road Junction
Improvements

£281,000
(Same scheme
as SH1)

Essential

£300,000

Essential

LO7: A6004 Epinal Way-Beacon Road Junction
Improvements

£750,000

Essential

LO8: A6004 - Epinal Way-Warwick Way-Sandringham
Drive-Maxwell Drive - Extend 2 lane flares on Epinal
Way and Warwick Way arms by 30m each

£300,000

Essential

LO9: A6004 - Epinal Way-Alan Moss Rd Junction
Improvements

£750,000

Essential

Primary: Site for a new 2 FE Primary School to be
located on land South of Loughborough (HA15).
Reasonable costs of making this provision to be shared
amongst the developments that it would serve.

£6,892,000

Essential

Secondary: Loughborough Secondary Schools have
capacity and scope to expand schools in Loughborough
area
Served by Dishley Grange, Charnwood, Woodbrook,
Bridge Street, Pinfold, Park View Medical Practices

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Shepshed
Transport
package is the only option put forward for Shepshed
and comprises a combination of sustainable travel
(including bus service and cycle route improvements)
and highways capacity focused intervention (in
discouraging cross-country trips between Shepshed
and Charley Road)

Treatment capacity would need to be increased at
Loughborough wastewater treatment works by about
2030 to cater for growth in Loughborough

Essential.
Timing and
specification to
be determined
following more
detailed
assessment of
requirements

LO5/SH1: Loughborough-Shepshed - A512 bus service
diversion from Shepshed to Loughborough via the
hospital, Belton Road (industrial estates), railway station
and town centre
SH2: A512 Charley Road/Tickow Lane - Junction
Improvement

£281,000
(Same scheme
as LO5)

Essential

£120,000

Essential

SH3: Shepshed-Loughborough - A512 - cycle route
upgrade

£1,380,000

Essential

SH4: Nanpanatan - Nanpanton Road - New off-road
cycle route between Nanpanton and Loughborough

£750,000

Essential

SH5: Nanpantan - Nanpanton Road – Increased bus
frequencies

£250,000

Essential

SH7: Iveshead Road, Shepshed traffic calming

£90,000

Essential
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S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding
Severn Trent
Water would
fund and deliver
scheme if it is
prioritised for
investment.

S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /

20262031

√

√

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies

LUC1
LUC2
LUC3
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

DS3
LUC1
INF1

√

√

LUC1
INF1

√

√

LUC1
CC2

√

√

SUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery Timescale
Delivery
20212026

20262031

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies

local authority
highway funding

Education

Health

SH6/STRAT14: M1 Junction 23 Junction improvements

£1,350,000

Essential

Primary: 3ha site and infrastructure for a new 3 FE
Primary School on land at Tickow Lane (South),
Shepshed (HA32), but contributions to reflect the yield
of 562 pupils and contributions (2 classrooms less than
3FE school) . Reasonable costs of making this provision
to be shared amongst the developments that it would
serve
Secondary: Leicestershire County Council developing
proposals to accommodate growth.
Most new allocations served by Forest House and Field
Street Surgeries.
Forest Edge, Dishley Grange and also Manor House,
Belton in North West Leicestershire also in proximity to
some allocations.

£12,769,000

Essential

Essential.

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Service Centres
Anstey
Transport
package comprises interventions which will
deliver increased highway capacity on key
roads and junctions surrounding Anstey, in
addition to complementary cycle route
improvements which will improve
connectivity between Anstey and north-west
Leicester.

Education

Health

Additional treatment capacity expected to be required.
Severn Trent Design Team to determine extent of
additional requirements.

√

√

√

DS3
SUA1
INF1

√

√

√

SUA1
INF1

√

√

SUA1
CC2

S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

SC1
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

DS3
SC1
INF1

£650,000

Essential

AN2: A46/A50 Junction Improvement

£2,075,000

Essential

AN3: A50/Anstey Lane Junction Improvement

£1,000,000

Essential

AN5: Anstey southern cycle route (and link to Beaumont
Leys)

£603,000

Essential

AN7: Anstey to Glenfield cycle route Cycle Network
Improvement

£750,000

Essential

Primary: Site for a new 1 FE Primary School located on
land West of Anstey (HA43) with a co-ordinated
approach to development across the three land parcels
that make up the site to ensure that it provides land for
the school and the other infrastructure necessary to
support the development as a whole. Reasonable costs
of making this provision to be shared amongst the
developments that it would serve
Secondary: Martin High School has potential to
accommodate proposed growth.
Served by the Anstey Surgery.

£4,656,000

Essential

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
Funding

√

√

√

SC1
INF1

S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /

√

√

√

SC1
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

BA1: Footway improvements to the station from key
development site(s).

£70,000

Essential

BA2: Cycle route improvements to the station from key
development site (s

£1,367,625

Essential

BA4: Cycle parking facilities at station

£13,000

Essential

BA5: High Street-South Street-Bridge Street Junction
Improvement

£50,000

Essential
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√

Severn Trent
Water would
fund and deliver
scheme if it is
prioritised for
investment.

AN1: A46/Leicester Road/A5630 Anstey Lane junction

222

√

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.

Barrow Upon Soar
Transport
package comprises sustainable travel
interventions including footway and cycle
route improvements, in addition to one
highway capacity improvement at key pinch
points - the High Street-South Street-Bridge
Street roundabout

S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions
with the costs
shared amongst
all
developments
in Shepshed
that it would
serve.
S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Education

Health

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Primary: Provide site for a new 1 FE Primary School
located on land at Cotes Road, Barrow (HA49).
Reasonable costs of making this provision to be shared
amongst the developments that it would serve..
Secondary: Humphrey Perkins may require expansion
during the pan period.
Served by Barrow Health Centre, Charnwood Surgery,
Mountsorrel, The Banks and Highgate Surgery, Sileby.

£4,656,000

Critical
Infrastructure

Essential

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Quorn
Education

Health

Additional treatment capacity will be required at Barrow
upon Soar by 2030

Essential.
Timing and
specification to
be determined
following more
detailed
assessment of
requirements

Primary: Quorn St Bartholomew's CoE Primary School is
on a confined site and unable to expand so additional
places will need to be provided elsewhere in Barrow
upon Soar and South Loughborough.
Secondary: Rawlins Academy is at capacity and sites on
a large site, but the current configuration would make it
difficult to extend. Further discussions will be required
so that growth can be accommodated.
Served by Quorn Medical Centre and also the Cottage
Surgery, Woodhouse Eaves, Barrow Health Centre,
Beaumont Road Surgery, L’boro and Alpine House
Surgery, Mountsorrel.

Rothley
Education

Health

Additional treatment capacity will be required at Quorn
by 2030

Primary: Rothley CofE Primary School is at capacity as a
result of past growth. and cannot be extended on
current site. Leicestershire County Council is looking at
alternatives to make provision.
Secondary: 50:50 split between Rawlins and Cedars
Academy
No current provision in Rothley.

Water and Sewerage

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding
Severn Trent
Water would
fund and deliver
scheme if it is
prioritised for
investment.

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

Essential.
Timing and
specification to
be determined
following more
detailed
assessment of
requirements

Severn Trent
Water would
fund and deliver
scheme if it is
prioritised for
investment.

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies

20212026

20262031

√

√

√

DS3
SC1
INF1

√

√

√

SC1
INF1

SC1
CC2

√

√

√

√

SC1
INF1

√

√

SC1
INF1

√

SC1
CC2

√

√

DS3
SC1
INF1

√

√

SC1
INF1

SC1
CC2

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

Essential

Severn Trent
Water

√

S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Served by Highgate Medical Centre, Sileby, Quorn
Medical Centre, Charnwood Surgery, Mountsorrel,
Birstall and Greengate Medical Centres in Birstall.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Served by Wanlip WwTW where additional capacity
investment is planned to take place from 2025

local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.

Water and Sewerage

Delivery Timescale
Delivery

Sileby
Transport
Sileby transport schemes are part of the
broad location of Syston for transport
modelling purposes..

SY6: Sileby - Footway route improvements to the station
from key development site(s).

£300,000

Essential

SY7: Sileby - Cycle route improvements to the station
from key development site(s).

£13,000

Essential

SY9: Sileby - Cycle parking facilities at station.

£13,000

Essential

SY10: Sileby - Swan Street-Highgate Road-Ratcliffe RoadThe Banks – Junction improvement.

£352,000

Essential
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SC1
CC5
INF1
INF2

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

20212026

SY11: Sileby - Ratcliffe Road - traffic calming features
between Cemetery Rd and Peashill Close.

£108,000

Essential

SY12: Sileby - Brook Street-High Street-Cossington Road
- Convert to mini roundabout

£15,000

Essential

Education

Primary: Site for a 0.5 FE extension of Cossington
Primary School located on land to the Rear of Derrys
Garden Centre (HA59). Reasonable costs of making this
provision to be shared amongst the developments that
it would serve
Secondary: Humphrey Perkins may require further
expansion. during the plan period.

c £2,500,000

Essential

Health

Served by Highgate and the Banks surgeries, Sileby and
Charnwood Surgery, Mountsorrel.

Health

Primary: 0.5FE extension to Cossington CofE School (see
above) Secondary: Cumulative effect of developments
in Cossington, Barrow upon Soar and Sileby would
require additional places. Humphrey Perkins may
require further expansion during the plan period
Served by Highgate and the Banks surgeries, Sileby and
Charnwood Surgery, Mountsorrel.

SY14: East Goscote - Broome Lane, north of East
Goscote – traffic calming

£144,000

20312037

√

√

√

√

√

√

Local
Plan
Policies

DS3
SC1
INF1

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

DS3
OS1
SC1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS Capital
Funding

√

√

OS1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions /

√

√

OS1
CC5
INF1
INF2
DS3
OS1
INF1

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
East Goscote
Transport East Goscote tansport scheme is part of
the broad location of Ssyton for transport modelling
purposes.

local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions /
local authority
highway funding
S.106 developer
contributions

20262031

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Other Settlements
Cossington
Education

Delivery Timescale
Delivery

√

SC1
INF1

Education

Primary: Scope for provision of additional places at
Broomfield Primary School who are content to expand.
Secondary: Sufficient places at Wreake Valley Academy

Sufficient
capacity at local
schools

S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

Health

Served by the Jubilee Medical Practice, and the County
Practice, Syston.

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
Practices, NHS
capital funding

√

√

OS1
INF1

Sufficient
capacity at
existing and
planned schools
likely to be
available
Essential

S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

DS3
OSH1
INF1

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

√

√

OSH1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions /

√

√

s.106 developer
contributions

√

√

OS1
CC5
INF1
INF2
DS3
OS1
INF1

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
NHS capital
funding

√

√

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.
Hathern
Education

Health

Primary:. Additional provision in Shepshed and
Loughborough may serve Hathern.
Secondary: Capacity and scope to expand schools in
Loughborough

Served by Dishley Grange, Charnwood, Woodbrook,
Pinfold and Bridge Street Practices.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.

Queniborough
Transport Queniborough transport scheme is part of
the broad location of Syston for transport modelling
purposes.
Education

Health

SY13: Queniborough - Barkby Road traffic calming

£180,000

Primary: Queniborough CoE Primary School is at
capacity and school is on a confined site and unable to
expand without additional land if Academy in
agreement. Additional places could be provided in
Syston schools.
Secondary: Sufficient places at Wreake Valley.
Served by the Jubilee Medical Practice and the County
Practice, Syston.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment.

Rearsby
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Essential

OS1
INF1

Location
and
Infrastructure Category
Education

Thrussington
Health

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

All projects likely to require a combination of local
and national funding form private and public sector
including:
−
S.106 developer contributions
−
Large Local Majors capital funding
−
Regional and Pan Regional prioritisation
−
Highways Agency development funding
−
Road Investment Strategy funding
Note that SH6/STRAT14 included under Shepshed in
the table above.

20262031

20312037

Local
Plan
Policies
DS3
OS1
INF1

Sufficient
capacity at
existing schools

s.106 developer
contributions

√

√

Served by the Banks Surgery, Sileby and the Jubilee
Medical Practice and the County Practice, Syston.

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
NHS capital
funding

√

√

OS1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer
contributions,
GP Practices,
third party
developments,
NHS capital
funding

√

√

OS1
INF1

A46 Corridor is
an investment
priority in
Midlands
Connect
Strategy
A46 Corridor is
an investment
priority in
Midlands
Connect
Strategy
A46 Corridor is
an investment
priority in
Midlands
Connect
Strategy
A46 Corridor is
an investment
priority in
Midlands
Connect
Strategy
Leicester
Western Access
and North
Leicestershire
Extra Capacity
detailed in RIS2
as RIS3 pipeline
Leicester
Western Access
and North
Leicestershire
Extra Capacity
detailed in RIS2
as RIS3 pipeline
Smart
Motorway M1
J19 –J23 is a
Strategic
Growth Plan
priority
Smart
Motorway M1
J.19 - J.23 is a
Strategic
Growth Plan
priority

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

Served by Greengage and Birstall Medical Centres and
Alpine House, Mountsorrel.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment

Strategic Infrastructure
Strategic Transport Projects

20212026
Primary: Broomfield School is content to expand to
accommodate growth in Rearsby.
Secondary: Sufficient places at Wreake Valley.

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available resources
and supports people to access care and treatment
Thurcaston
Health

Delivery Timescale
Delivery

STRAT6: A46 - Smart technology to manage build-up of
traffic flows on A46 between M1 J21a and north of the
Hobby Horse roundabout

£10,000,000

STRAT1: A46/Wanlip Road slip road layout changes.

£1,500,000

STRAT 1 / 2: A46/A607 Hobby Horse Roundabout
improvements with segregated A46 west to east link

£15,000,000

STRAT 13: A46/A6 Loughborough Road Interchange
including lane changes on westbound approach; lane
changes, widening of A6 southbound on exit from the
junction to provide third lane access for Park and Ride.

£4,000,000

STRAT4: M1 Leicester Western Access - Smart
Motorway scheme J21-J21a

£20,000,000

STRAT5: M1 North Leicestershire Extra Capacity - Smart
Motorway Scheme J21a-J23

£75,000,000

STRAT10: M1 Junction 21 - M1/M69/A5460 - Interim
Intervention to introduce a fourth lane on the
eastbound circulatory, signalling and control on M69
approach.

£2,725,000

STRAT3: M1 Junction 21 - M1/M69/A5460 - Free flow
interchange links between M1 and M69

£120,000,000
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tbc

√

tbc

√

INF1
INF2
CC5

APPENDIX 4 – DESIGN

APPENDIX: Design Guidance
This appendix sets out in two parts, design guidance to support Policy DS5 High Quality Design on
the design of development . The first part provides more general guidance on responding to the
landscape, the relationships between the different elements that make up developments and the
design of open spaces. The second part provides more detailed, illustrated guidance on house
extensions, amenity and car parking.
Part 1: General Guidance
A.

Responding to the Landscape

When designing developments on the edge of towns and larger villages a crucial consideration is
making sure that the new built form represents a harmonious extension to the existing settlement
edge. This can be achieved by:
•
•
•
•

•

responding creatively to topographical changes in the landscape;
avoiding private amenity space backing directly onto open countryside;
creating a network of varied amenity spaces and other green spaces, e.g. wildlife corridors,
creating a transition between the Countryside and the development;
retaining existing mature trees, hedgerows and other planting throughout the development
including at the boundary with the Countryside. Solitary existing trees in particular can
become important and distinctive landmarks on new developments, contributing to the
character of a place. Existing groups of trees can also serve as attractive natural buffers that
can soften the impact new development can have on adjacent buildings and spaces;
using building materials on dwellings that assimilate to the colour palette and texture of the
open countryside and the sensitive use of street lighting at the settlement edge.

For developments within smaller villages in the Borough, siting is an important design
consideration. Proposals in these areas should not appear out of place amongst skylines viewed
from open countryside, respecting the existing building scales, mass, rooflines and materials.
B.

Relationships Between Elements

It can be helpful in achieving good design to consider how the various elements that make up a
development combine to create a whole. The following relationship is a fundamental part of this
approach:
•
•
•

The street pattern provides for movement routes and establishes the blocks in
which built development can take place.
Street blocks are divided into individual plots part of which is occupied by built
forms.
Built forms are made up of easily recognisable components such as walls, roofs,
doors and windows which are made of different materials.

Street Pattern
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For large developments proposing a network of new streets, the streets should be organised in a
hierarchy of primary, secondary and minor routes.
Primary routes form the main connections through the development. They will usually be the
widest routes in the scheme, accommodating vehicle, pedestrian and cycle flows in equal measure.
On primary routes, the inclusion of street trees (ideally larger species), planting and street furniture
such as benches can help to avoid the dominance of hard surfaces within the highway corridor.
Secondary routes are narrower than primary routes and should be designed to ensure vehicles
are required to travel at lower speeds. The priority should not be on providing efficient traffic flows
but in encouraging sustainable modes of travel and creating quiet street environments in the
interests of resident amenity. Street parking is more suited to secondary routes and should be
embedded within their design, though it should not overly dominate the street-scene and ideally
should be located on one side and not both. Secondary routes can also incorporate a well-defined
and attractive public realm, by providing planting and street furniture, albeit to a lower extent than
primary routes. They have narrower widths so, in terms of street tree provision, smaller species of
trees may be more appropriate.
Minor routes are pedestrian and cyclist focused and should include measures in place to minimise
the speed of vehicular traffic. These routes should be well connected like other routes but, ideally, they
should create a sense of seclusion and calm from busier routes. Street trees and planting can help
encourage this, as well as consideration of creating surfaces that are shared between vehicles and
pedestrians.
Scale, Mass and Proportion of Built Forms
All new development should be of a scale, mass and height which respects its surrounding context.
Scale is the impression of a building when seen in relation to its surroundings and in relation to
the size of a person. Development should have elements which relate well in size to an individual
human being. The starting point for understanding the most appropriate scale for new buildings on a
site is the size, height and form of the neighbouring ones, as well as the scale of any adjacent public
or private spaces.
Mass refers to the impact of a building’s volume, shape and arrangement on the street scene. It is
commonly referred to as ‘bulk’. Good massing should consider the relationship between the proposed
development and existing buildings and spaces, as well as the character of the street-scene.
Inappropriate development massing may lead to an assortment of problems beyond aesthetics, such
as overbearing impact.
Proportion refers to the magnitude of each part of a building, and of each part of a building to another.
New buildings should feature common components, such as windows and doors, as well as any
other architectural details, which are in proportion with one another and with the features on
neighbouring buildings.
Materials and Detailing
Red brick for walls and clay pantiles or grey slate are the most frequent types of traditional building
materials in many of the Borough’s settlements, particularly ones within the Wolds.
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In t he Charnwood Forest, stone is a common traditional building material, however, this is harder
to replicate, as access to stone for building purposes is limited. Emphasis should be placed on
choosing the type of stones that strongly complement the traditional stonework present on many historic
buildings in the Forest .
Exposing timber on elevations could enhance the relationship between new development and the
woodland character of Charnwood Forest. However, care should be given to the use of timber as a
building material – exposed timber upon dwellings is often low quality and weathers poorly. The
Council will encourage new outbuildings to display timber in their elevations to enhance the forest
character in Charnwood.
In certain locations, the use of contrasting building materials can be a beneficial way of enhancing
the character of a street and introducing a level of variety.
The choice of materials which do not deteriorate in their attractiveness over time is important in
maintaining the quality of a development throughout its lifetime.
C.

Open Spaces and Streets

Public Open Space
Public open space that is attractive, inviting and safe to use can enable opportunities for social
interaction and help facilitate more active lifestyles, both of which are key contributors towards building
a strong sense of place. In light of the Covid-19 pandemic, ensuring access to public open space
has been shown to be of critical importance for maintaining health and well being.
Successful public open spaces can be achieved by:
•
•
•
•
•

integrating them as part of route hierarchy so that they are easy to find and support more
sustainable movement patterns across the development, accommodating pedestrian and
cycling routes as well as serving as spaces for people to participate in activities;
clearly identifying them as part of the street scene, for example by featuring strong landmark
features or characteristic styling (for example, different paving patterns);
ensuring they are well defined spaces in their own right considering matters such as scale and
proportion;
including an appropriate level of greenery, which can help make them more relaxing and
tranquil environments, as well as help towards biodiversity gain on new developments.
making them easily adaptable to accommodate the variety of activity that is likely to take
place within them.

For new public spaces it is important that long term maintenance strategies are considered at an early
stage in the design process, and this should involve discussions with key stakeholders such
Leicestershire County Council as the Local Highway Authority.
Private Amenity Space
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It is important that residential schemes provide an adequate level of private amenity space so that
future residents can maintain more active lifestyles.
Any private amenity space provided on new development should provide an identifiable
demarcation from neighbouring public space, without compromising the aesthetic quality of new
development.
Communal Open Space
Communal open space provides groups of residents a form of amenity space in lieu of private
space on individual plots. Communal open space should be provided with some sense of enclosure
in the interests of maintaining privacy and security, whilst being reasonably overlooked by the
surrounding residences that it caters to.
Opportunities to provide direct access from ground floor dwellings or apartments fronting onto
communal amenity space should be balanced with the need to preserve the private amenity value
of those dwellings through clearly defined boundaries.
Streets
Streets should be viewed as places in their own right and not merely designed to meet highways
standards; developers should pursue opportunities to make them attractive and multi-functional,
which may mean performing roles that are often associated with well-designed public space.
In approaching the design of new streets, developers should consider the needs of the most
vulnerable road users first – pedestrians, then cyclists, then public transport users. Restricting some
streets to pedestrians and cyclists only can increase the amount of connections within a
development, in turn creating better connectivity across the whole community and help encourage
people to pursue healthier lifestyles.
When designing residential development, developers should ensure that it provides a network of
interconnected streets as this will improve the sustainability of the development by allowing residents
and visitors quicker and more varied routes to facilities or public transportation nodes. Streets that
are closed off from neighbouring ones or an over-reliance on ‘cul-de-sacs’ should be avoided as
they do not make the best use of land. However, there is value in implementing cul-de-sacs in
residential development to provide safer environments, reduce traffic flows and create quieter street
environments. Linking cul-de-sacs to other streets via safe and attractive walking and cycling
connections is a recommended approach.
Street furniture
The provision of street furniture such as benches, signage and lighting can accentuate the role
of streets as public space, increasing their functionality as places facilitating social interaction as
well as providing a sense of character to streets.
Street furniture should be provided proportionate to the width of the street, so as not to
unnecessarily clutter the street-scene and potentially detract from the character of the area. Street
furniture should be located where it would not cause danger to people with disabilities for example
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people with visual impairments. It should also be aligned in a linear manner, to minimise obstruction
to traffic flows.
Lighting is a particularly important type of street furniture and a good lighting scheme can encourage
the use of streets throughout the evening and at night-time. Lighting which illuminates buildings can
be a useful means of highlighting a certain building’s status within the street scene, providing visual
interest and legibility at night. Lighting placed in paving can also aid with wayfinding and increase the
visual interest of streets, space and pathways.
Well-designed street furniture should be a principal consideration when designing the street itself,
to ensure that the type of furniture is in keeping with the character of the street. Details of street furniture
should be included as part of a planning application, ideally within a design and access statement or
similar accompanying document.
Highway Safety and Traffic Calming
The following key principles should be considered when designing streets serving new
development:
•
•

•
•

The majority of new residential streets should be designed so that vehicular traffic is
encouraged to go slowly and carefully (i.e. at speeds of 20mph or less).
Designing streets to even lower speeds (10mph or less) may also allow for opportunities to
provide shared surfaces, accommodating all road users without the need to install kerbs. It
may be more appropriate to provide these types of streets on residential schemes with
higher densities, or schemes with a more enclosed street network.
Design concepts that encourage lower traffic speeds, for example through building height to
street width ratios, the presence of street trees and the placement of buildings at corners,
should be considered.
Traffic calming measures including speed humps and raised surfacing should only be relied
on as additional measures to control traffic – they tend to be inappropriate for buses and
may prove hazardous to cyclists.

Walking and Cycling Routes
When providing attractive and safe walking and cycling routes on proposals, developments
should:
•
•
•
•
•

prioritise connections to important community buildings such as schools, leisure centres
and shops and ensure that they are more direct than roads, to help encourage modal shift
from cars and introduce signage where appropriate;
accommodate buildings with active frontages along pedestrian and cycle priority routes, to
provide adequate natural surveillance and encourage vitality;
avoid providing routes that pass to the rear of buildings, as these may not be able to provide
adequate natural surveillance and can become underutilised as a result;
ensure that pedestrian and cycle routes are mostly straight and continuous and do not curve
in ways which may hide people from view;
ensure that pedestrian and cycle routes are well lit, via the provision of street lamps or
feature lighting that is built into the public realm;
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•
•

give attention to the amount of landscaping that aligns pathways, particularly hedges, which
when fully grown can provide hiding spots for criminals.
Ensure routes are well signed to help with wayfinding.

Crime Prevention
Design considerations such as movement patterns, the physical form of buildings and the amount
of activity that is generated within a development can also reduce the risk of criminal activity within
a development through the amount of natural surveillance that results from them.
Natural surveillance provides effective security measures without resorting to other surveillance
features such as CCTV. Natural surveillance can be increased through the placement and layout of
new buildings and open amenity space, and enabling buildings to overlook the public realm and
open space through the placement of windows and building entrances. The level of surveillance of
a space has a direct impact upon how people perceive the space in terms of safety and security.
Entrances to buildings should open upon streets or spaces; if an entrance is hidden from public view,
it could be perceived as unsafe.
Inclusivity
Good urban design can significantly contribute to environments that address the needs of vulnerable
groups, such as elderly people, people with disabilities and children. Examples of features that can
make public spaces more inclusive include:
•
•
•

minimising reflective or shiny surfaces and utilising contrasting colour schemes to highlight
important safety features to accommodate the needs of visually impaired people;
Including ramps and avoiding excessive level changes to cater for wheelchair users and people
with prams and pushchairs;
providing quiet or tranquil spaces or areas (an example being sensory gardens), particularly
on developments which are designed to accommodate elderly people.

Children’s Play Areas
When they are required on new development, children’s and young people’s play space should be
located in parts of the development where natural and passive surveillance can be maximised, for
instance surrounded by homes fronting onto the play space. There should, however, be an
appropriate separation between any neighbouring dwellings and the play space in the interests of
reducing any noise and disturbance. Any streets surrounding the play space should be trafficcalmed and routes to and from the space should be as safe as possible and overlooked by
properties.
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Part 2: Illustrated Guidance
A. House Extensions
The spaces between and around buildings can be important. Extensions which fill the gaps
between houses can change the whole character of the area.
One example is where an extension to a semi-detached house creates a “terracing effect”. Setting
back an extension from the front line of the house and/or using a different roof form can be ways
to overcome this effect. House extensions can affect the appearance and character of both the
property being extended and the surrounding area.

Some streets have a well-defined building line and this can be important to the character and
appearance of the area. A new building which does not follow this line can break up the street scene
and change the fundamental character of an area. For example, building a garage in front of the main
wall of the house is likely to look out of place where there is a line of houses and where garages are
generally sited in rear gardens. What is important is that any new buildings should relate to the form
and appearance of existing buildings.

It is important that any extension respects the basic shape, proportions and size of the existing
property. The shape, pitch and style of roof will be of particular importance.
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Extensions should be designed so that the main property is still the dominant building. The roof
and eave lines should be lower than the existing house. Setting back the extension behind the front
wall of the existing house can often help to achieve a satisfactory design.
The size, style and proportion of new doors and windows are important consideration in the design
of new extensions. If too many openings are included, the balance of the building may be upset, as
there may be too much window area compared to brick work. Windows with different proportions and
patterns of panes on the same wall create an unsettling and unbalanced appearance.
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Windows in the roof can be one useful way of opening up extra floor space. Unless there are existing
dormers in the area, new dormers are likely to be out of character with its surroundings. Rooflights
provide an alternative. If dormers are used, they should be as small as possible. They should match
the window style and roof pitch of the existing property. Dormers should be kept as low as possible.
Dormers which are higher than the ridge line are likely to be unacceptable particularly in prominent
or sensitive locations. In general dormers or rooflights should be kept to those areas which are most
difficult to see.
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B. Amenity
Good design of homes ensures the relationship between neighbouring buildings and land uses is
compatible and harmonious and does not cause unacceptable harm to, or loss of, the amenity enjoyed
by those who live there.
Protecting Occupier Privacy
Protecting the privacy of the occupants of dwellings is an important element of the quality of
residential environments. Proposed development should seek to provide reasonable space between
buildings in order to minimise overlooking. As a general rule, transparent windows should not be
placed on elevations facing windows serving main habitable rooms of dwellings, such as kitchens,
living rooms and bedrooms where this would give rise to overlooking of either property. The use of
obscure glass or rooflight windows can offset the loss of privacy however these types of windows
may not be acceptable choices to serve main habitable rooms if they create poor standards of
amenity for future occupiers. Obscured or roof mounted windows will usually be acceptable serving
ancillary rooms in a home, such as hallways and bathrooms.
For dormer windows, restricting the size of the window and setting back from the eaves can be a
possible solution to protect neighbouring privacy.
Overshadowing and Loss of Light
Access to sunlight (light directly from the sun) and daylight (other diffuse or reflected light) is
beneficial for reducing the need for artificial lighting consumption and providing more natural forms
of heating. New development which significantly reduces the level of sunlight or daylight enjoyed
by neighbouring buildings is likely to result in a loss of amenity to the occupiers of neighbouring
buildings.
For houses, the 45° degree guideline is a helpful measure for considering whether development
(particularly extensions) would cause a loss of daylight to a window. It is not valid for windows which
directly face the extension. For these cases, the 25° degree guideline below should be used.
The figure below shows the application of the 45° guideline, and is explained as follows: Take the
elevation of the window wall and draw diagonally down at an angle of 45° away from the near top
corner of the extension. If the extension has a pitched roof, then the top of the extension can be
taken as the height of its roof halfway along its slope. Then take the plan and draw diagonally back
at an angle of 45° towards the window wall from the extension.
A significant amount of light is likely to be blocked if the centre of the window lies within 45° angle
of the elevation. For patio doors the vertical midpoint of the window is usually taken to be a point
1.6m above ground level. Here the centre of the window lies outside the 45° angle on the
elevation, so the impact of the extension is likely to be small.
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Where a proposed building is close to a facing habitable room window (less than 3 times the height
of the proposed building above the centre of the existing window), the 25 degree guideline should be
used to establish if a material loss of daylight is possible.
A material loss of sunlight can occur when part of the proposed development is within 90 degrees of
a south facing window on an adjacent property and where the height exceeds the 25 degree angle
as indicated below:

The figure below illustrates the circumstances where there is a possible material impact upon sun
lighting. In analysing the sunlight impact on the existing window no check will need to be made for
proposed extension A and new building C, as they lie within 90° of due north of the window.
Proposed extension B should be checked, as should new building D, if the building is above the
25° line described above.
Main living rooms and conservatories may be particularly sensitive to a significant reduction in sunlight
but each case should be looked at carefully as existing obstructions and the presence of other
windows are all important considerations in reaching an overall conclusion.
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Further guidance on planning for daylight and sunlight can be found from the Building Research
Establishment1 and the Council will use this guidance in assessing potential loss of sunlight and
daylight particularly in cases where the loss of either sunlight or daylight is marginal.
Separation Distances Between Dwellings
When considering the layout of dwellings on a site, developers should consider the distance that
separates rear elevations of individual dwellings in the interest of protecting the privacy and avoiding
overbearing impact for both existing and future residents.
The guidance measurements for separation distances are provided below. It is important to note that
these do not serve as strict requirements. The distances will be applied having regard to the wider
design issues and site context but will generally be more important considerations when developing
sites that are close to existing buildings.
Where rear building elevations containing main habitable room windows, the following distances
provide a guide to protect the loss of privacy:
• 21 metres for 2 storey dwellings;
• 27.5m for 3 storey dwellings and above; and
• 27.5m where main habitable room windows above ground floor level would overlook
existing conventional dwellings.
The separation distance should be increased by 1m for every 0.4m difference in floor levels
between dwellings. Single storey back to back development is not so critical in terms of
overlooking although differences in ground levels should be taken into account.
Where elevations containing main ground floor habitable room windows would face windowless flank
walls, the following distances provide a guide to avoid over dominance:
•
•
1

9.5m minimum distance between the two elevations where a flank wall is single storey;
12.5m for 2 storey flank walls; and

Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight A Guide to Good Practice Second Edition 2011
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•

15.5m for 3 storey flank walls.

Single storey flank walls can be sited closer where a hipped roof form is proposed. Where there is
a difference in ground levels the separation distance should be adjusted by
1m for every 1m level variation.
Waste and bin storage
Bin storage areas should be seen as an important design consideration in developments. Both
storage and collection points for bins need to be considered as part of the overall design in order to
reduce amenity issues relating to residents access to bins and the problem of ‘bin blight’ which can
diminish quality of spaces within the development. Developments should demonstrate three key needs
– to provide convenience for both residents and waste collectors, to be safe to use and avoid being
a detracting feature of the character of the .
Ideally, the storage of domestic waste in wheelie bins is best located to the rear of dwellings and away
from the main frontage. However, this may not always be feasible or practical so in these
circumstances, waste storage areas should effectively mask or screen wheelie bins from building
frontages, ideally within purpose built structures embedded into the design of the development.
Car Parking
Poorly thought out car parking can be detrimental to the street scene, make places function less well.
Car parking in the wrong place can cause obstructions to pedestrian and cycle movements and
larger vehicles which may need to access the development, including emergency vehicles and
waste collectors.
When designing the layout of developments , developers should use Leicestershire County
Council’s Highways Design Guide which provides guidance on car parking in relation to the scale of
proposals and the type of development2. As such, accommodating parking should be a fundamental
design consideration at the start of designing schemes.
Many residential developments can accommodate a degree of parking provision on the street but
this needs to be limited to prevent parked vehicles dominating the street scene. Generally, a mix of
on-street and a variety of off-street provision can often be the best approach to successfully
managing parking, particularly on larger schemes.
On street parking
Parking provision on streets should ensure that traffic is able to pass parked cars with adequate
room. For this reason, on-street parking which is not accommodated in parking bays should only be
provided on one side of the street.
On street parking bays

2

For general parking standards, regarding the number of spaces required for different types of residential development, please
refer to the Leicestershire Highways Design Guide – Section DG14: Vehicle parking and making provision for service vehicles.
These are the adopted parking standards which apply to new development in the Borough.
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Parallel parking can be visually intrusive upon the street-scene but with the use of recessed parking
bays incorporating appropriate landscaping and street trees, the impact of vehicles on the character
of building frontages can be softened.

Parking squares
Parking squares can remove parked vehicles off streets and away from dwelling frontages, reducing
the visual impact of parked cars. However, they still need to be in convenient locations. Landscaping
in the form of street trees or planting beds can help break up monotony caused by expanses of
tarmac or paving. Different styles of paving patterns and materials can also help provide a degree
of variation in the street-scene character when providing parking squares, as well as help to easily
distinguish them from other street functions.
Off street parking
Parking provision located off the street should generally be maximised wherever possible.
There are several key methods for accommodating off street parking provision..
Facing dwellings: This approach to parking provision is more likely to be used by residents to
park their cars because they will be visible from within their homes. The provision of spaces in front
of new dwellings should be balanced by appropriate quantities of landscaping so that the frontages
are not dominated by large expanses of tarmac or paving. To help measure this, developers may
want to consider applying a 50/50 approach for larger dwellings in balancing parking spaces with
landscaping:
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Tandem parking spaces serving two neighbouring properties should ideally be separated by
landscaping strips at least a metre in width. These landscaping strips can increase permeability and
reduce large expanses of hard surfacing. Any landscaping strip should serve a clear purpose such
as provide planting or serve as part of a SuDs scheme.

Parking courtyards can effectively remove vehicles from obstructing the street however they need
to be afforded adequate levels of surveillance in order for them to be perceived as safe and therefore
more likely to be used by residents. Simply adding parking areas behind houses without
consideration of whether they will be well overlooked should be avoided.
When providing rear parking courtyards on residential schemes, developers should carefully consider
the layout of the dwellings that surrounds them and make sure dwellings are able to provide both
natural surveillance upon the courtyard and positively contribute to its character.
Although located away from the street itself, rear parking courts can still be afforded characterful
street features such as landscaping, trees and appropriate street furniture. Parking courts should be
afforded similar design considerations to public realm, so that they can be attractive spaces in their
own right.
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Garages: The placement of detached garages should positively respond to the wider layout of
adjacent buildings and the neighbouring street scene – in particular, detached garages serving
dwellings should not extend beyond the building line.
Integral garages can be a better use of space than detached ones but should be designed
appropriately so that they do not serve to overly dominate the host dwelling or wider street-scene.
Integral garages should not take up more than a quarter of the principal or front elevation of a
dwelling. For this reason, integral garages would generally not be acceptable for single storey
dwellings unless a sensitive design solution can be demonstrated.

Additional principles for well-designed parking
• Where there are a number of parking spaces, covered parking spaces can contribute to the
continuity of built form and improve the design quality within parking courtyards.
• The use of permeable paving for parking spaces that would not create excess surface runoff
should be explored, particularly in areas which suffer from surface water flooding.
• Electric car charging points should be discreetly installed and should avoid being placed on
principal elevations. If they are installed in parking areas or to the front of properties,
consideration should be given to their appearance so that they do not appear incongruous
with the character of the surrounding area.
• The storage of bicycles on schemes should not be ignored, especially where car
ownership/use is likely to be lower. Access to cycle parking facilities should be convenient,
secure and adequately provide for visitors. Scope for designated space within the home to
store bicycles should also be explored.
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Glossary
Affordable Housing: Housing for sale or rent, for those whose needs are not met by the market.
Can comprise a range of tenures including social rented, affordable rented and intermediate
housing. Eligibility is determined having regard to local incomes and house prices.
Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) Designated areas where priority action is required in order
to meet air quality objectives by the relevant deadline. The area could be just one or two streets, or
it could be much bigger.
Areas of Local Separation: An area of open countryside that separates two neighbouring
settlements, whose main purpose is preserving settlement identity, and which is based on landscape
character and visual appearance of the area.
Article 4 Direction: A direction which withdraws automatic planning permission granted by the
General Permitted Development Order.
Authority Monitoring Report: A report submitted to the Government by local planning authorities
assessing progress with the implementation of planning policies, formerly the Annual Monitoring
Report.
Biodiversity: Biodiversity is a term commonly used to describe the variety of life on Earth which
encompasses the whole of the natural world and all living things with which we share the planet. It
includes plants, animals, even invisible micro-organisms and bacteria which, together, interact in
complex ways with the inanimate environment to create living ecosystems.
Biodiversity Action Plan: Summarises what is known about the most important areas of green
space and how they provide a place for animals and plants to survive. The BAP identifies the priority
habitats (spaces where plants and creatures live) and species (insects, birds and other animals) in
the Borough, and targets actions to maintain and enhance the wildlife.
Brownfield Land: Land which has previously been developed encompassing vacant or derelict
land, infill sites and land occupied by redundant or unused buildings.
Brownfield Land Register: A register of sites that would be appropriate for residential development,
having regard to criteria in the Town and Country Planning (Brownfield Land Registers) Regulations
2017. The local register comprises two parts - Part 1 comprises all brownfield sites appropriate for
residential development and Part 2 those sites granted permission in principle.
Building for Life 12: Building for Life 12 is the industry standard, endorsed by Government, for
well-designed homes and neighbourhoods so that new developments can be attractive, functional
and sustainable places.
Business Improvement District: An arrangement whereby businesses get together to plan how to
improve their trading environment and the public realm. They decide what improvements they ant
to make, what it will cost them and how they are going to manage the process.
Carbon Footprint: A carbon footprint is the total set of greenhouse gases (including carbon dioxide
(CO2)) produced by the things we do.
Climate Change: Changes in climate due to human activity resulting in global warming and greater
risk of flooding, droughts and heat waves. Climate change adaptation refers to adjustments made
to natural or human systems in response to the actual or anticipated impacts of climate change, to
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mitigate harm or exploit beneficial opportunities. Climate change mitigation refers to action to
reduce the impact of human activity on the climate system, primarily through reducing greenhouse
gas emissions.
Community Infrastructure Levy: The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a levy that local
authorities can choose to charge on new development in their area as a means of funding
infrastructure required to deliver local plans.
Conservation Area: Areas of special architectural or historic interest. Conservation area
designation does not prevent change but is intended to help preserve and enhance the character
and appearance of the area.
Core Strategy: Spatial vision and strategy for the Borough including key policies and proposals to
deliver the vision.
Deliverable: To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, offer a suitable
location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be
delivered on the site within five years.
Designated Heritage Asset: A World Heritage Site, Scheduled Monument, Listed Building,
Protected Wreck Site, Registered Park and Garden, Registered Battlefield or Conservation Area
designated under the relevant legislation.
Design Review Panel: A method of improving the quality of development proposals by offering
constructive, impartial and expert advice to developers and planning authorities.
Developable: To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing
development with a reasonable prospect that they will be available and could be viably developed at
the point envisaged.
Development Plan: Development Plan Documents collectively make up the Development Plan.
Under the Planning Acts the Development Plan is the primary consideration in deciding planning
application.
Edge of Centre: For retail purposes a location that is well connected and up to 300m of the primary
shopping area. For all other main town centre uses, a location within 300m of a town centre
boundary. For office development, this includes locations outside the town centre but within 500m of
a public transport interchange.
Five Year Land Supply: A 5-year land supply is a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to
provide 5 years' worth of housing (and appropriate buffer) against a housing requirement set out in
adopted strategic policies, or against a local housing need figure, using the standard method.
Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA): A geographical area which is relatively self-contained
in terms of economic activity.
Geodiversity: The range of rocks, minerals, fossils, soils and landforms.
Greenfield Land: Greenfield land is land that has never been built on or where the remains of any
structure or activity have blended into the landscape over time. Greenfield land should not be
confused with green belt land which is a term for specially designated land around large built up
areas to prevent settlement coalescence.
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Green Infrastructure: A network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, which is capable of
delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local communities.
Green Wedge: Green wedges are a local planning policy designation that have been used in
Leicestershire since the 1980s whose role is to prevent the merging of settlements, guide
development form, provide a green lung into urban areas and provide a recreational resource.
Heritage Asset: A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest. Heritage
assets include designated assets and assets identified by the local planning authority (including
local listing).
House in Multiple Occupation: A house in multiple occupation (HMO) is where at least 3 tenants
live together in a single dwelling and share basic facilities.
Housing Delivery Test: Measures net additional dwellings provided in a local authority area against
the homes required, using national statistics and local authority data.
Housing Market Area (HMA): A geographical area which is relatively self-contained in terms of
housing demand.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan: A supporting document which includes details of the infrastructure
needed to support the delivery of the local plan.
Land Based Industries: In its simplest and traditional sense the land-based industries are
assumed to refer to farming and forestry with an emphasis on agriculture and horticulture for primary
food production.
Landscape Character Assessment: A tool that is used to help understand, and articulate, the
character of a landscape, helping to identify the features that gives a locality its sense of place and
pinpoints what makes it different from neighbouring areas.
Listed Building: Statutory Listed Buildings are protected for their architectural and historic value as
part of the nation’s heritage. There are nearly 800 such Listed Buildings and structures in
Charnwood including individual buildings and groups of buildings, from modest cottages to stately
houses, and structures such as bridges, monuments and milestones.
Local Development Framework (LDF): A folder of documents which includes all the Council’s
planning documents, for example the local plan and supplementary planning documents.
Local Development Scheme (LDS): A three year project plan outlining the Council’s programme for
preparing the Local Development Framework.
Local Enterprise Partnership: A body designated by the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government, established for the purpose of improving the conditions for
economic growth in an area.
Local Housing Need: The number of homes identified as being needed through the application of
the standard method as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.
Local Nature Reserve: To qualify for Local Nature Reserve status, a site must be of importance for
wildlife, geology, education or public enjoyment. Some are also nationally important Sites of Special
Scientific Interest. All district and county councils have powers to acquire, declare and manage sites.
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Local Plan: The plan for the future development of the local area, drawn up by the local planning
authority in consultation with the community. In law, this is described as the development plan
documents adopted under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The current core
strategies or other planning policies, which under the regulations would be considered to be
development plan documents, also form part of the local plan. The term includes old policies which
have been saved under the 2004 Act.
Local Wildlife Site: Local Wildlife Sites are identified and selected for their local nature conservation
value. They protect threatened species and habitats acting as buffers, stepping stones and corridors
between nationally-designated wildlife sites.
Main Town Centre Uses: Retail development (including warehouse clubs and factory outlet
centres); leisure, entertainment and more intensive sport and recreation uses (including cinemas,
restaurants, drive-through restaurants, bars and pubs, nightclubs, casinos, health and fitness
centres, indoor bowling centres and bingo halls); offices; and arts, culture and tourism development
(including theatres, museums, galleries and concert halls, hotels and conference facilities).
Major Development: For housing, development where 10 or more homes will be provided, or the
site has an area of 0.5 hectares or more. For non-residential development it means additional
floorspace of 1,000sqm or more, or a site of 1 hectare or more, or as otherwise provided in the Town
and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
Masterplan: Strategic plan setting out the overall framework and key principles for the development of
a site.
Mineral Safeguarding Area: An area designated by minerals planning authorities which covers
known deposits of minerals which are desired to be kept safeguarded from unnecessary sterilisation by
non-mineral development.
National Cycle Route: Part of a national network spanning the UK comprising scenic traffic-free
paths, quiet roads and lanes, signed on-road routes and themed long-distance routes.
National Forest: An environmental regeneration project covering 200 square miles of Leicestershire,
Staffordshire and Derbyshire.
National Planning Policy Framework: Sets out the Government’s planning policies for England
and how these are expected to be applied.
Neighbourhood Plan: A plan prepared by a Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood Forum
for a designated neighbourhood area and ultimately adopted by the Council as part of the
development plan. It must be prepared in general conformity with the Council’s local plan.
Open Space: All open space of public value, including not just land, but also areas of water (such as
rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs) which offer important opportunities for sport and recreation and
can act as a visual amenity.
Other Settlements: Villages in the settlement hierarchy which all have a primary school and some
of the other services and facilities required to meet the day to day needs of residents, though they
are less well-served than Service Centres. These settlements are Barkby, Burton on the Wolds,
Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Newtown Linford, Queniborough, Rearsby, Seagrave,
Swithland, Thrussington, Thurcaston, Woodhouse Eaves and Wymeswold.
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Out of Centre: A location which is not in or on the edge of a centre but not necessarily outside the
urban area.
Permission in Principle: An alternative way of obtaining planning permission for housing-led
development which separates the consideration of matters of principle for proposed development
from the technical detail of the development.
Planning Condition: A condition imposed on a grant of planning permission (in accordance with
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990) or a condition included in a Local Development Order or
Neighbourhood Development Order.
Planning Obligation: A legal agreement entered into under Section 106 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990, to mitigate the impacts of a development proposal.
Policies Map: A map identifying land-use designations and allocations.
Priority Neighbourhoods: Parts of the Borough identified as areas of relatively higher need based
on higher levels of social exclusion, deprivation and lower levels of educational attainment. The
priority neighbourhoods in Charnwood are Loughborough East, Loughborough West, Mountsorrel
and South Charnwood (Syston and Thurmaston).
Previously Developed Land: Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the
curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. This excludes: land
that is or was last occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been developed for
minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill, land in built-up areas such as residential gardens,
parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously developed but where the
remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape.
Primary Shopping Area: Defined area where retail development is concentrated.
Priority Habitats and Species: Species and Habitats of Principal Importance included in the
England Biodiversity List published by the Secretary of State under section 41 of the Natural
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006.
Regionally Important Geological Site: Sites selected for their geological or geomorphological
value and their interpretive use for earth science as well as cultural, educational, historical and
aesthetic reasons.
Registered Provider: An organisation providing social housing (for example low-cost rental
properties and low-cost home ownership. Registered providers include local authority landlords and
private registered providers (such as not-for-profit housing associations and for-profit organisations).
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy: Includes energy for heating and cooling as well as
generating electricity. Renewable energy covers those energy flows that occur naturally and
repeatedly in the environment – from the wind, the fall of water, the movement of the oceans, from the
sun and also from biomass and deep geothermal heat.
Rural Exception Sites: Small sites used for affordable housing in perpetuity where sites would not
normally be used for housing. Rural exception sites seek to address the needs of the local
community by accommodating households who are either current residents or have an existing
family or employment connection.
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Scheduled Monument: Scheduling is shorthand for the process through which nationally important
sites and monuments are given legal protection by being placed on a list, or schedule. Historic
England takes the lead in identifying sites in England which should be placed on the schedule by
the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport.
Section 106 Agreement: See Planning Obligation above.
Section 278 Agreement: Where a development requires works to be carried out on the existing
adopted highway, an Agreement will need to be completed between the developer and the County
Council under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980.
Self-build and Custom Housebuilding: Housing built by an individual, a group of individuals, or
persons working with or for them, to be occupied by that individual. Such housing can be either
market or affordable housing.
Service Centre: Large villages with a good range of services and community facilities including
shops, schools and health facilities which serve the more rural parts of the Borough. These
settlements are Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel, Quorn, Rothley and Sileby.
Sequential Test: There are two areas in which a specific logical sequence is applied to taking
planning decisions. For town centres the Sequential Test guides main town centre uses towards
town centre locations first, then, if no town centre locations are available, to edge of centre locations,
and, if neither town centre locations nor edge of centre locations are available, to out of town centre
locations, with preference for accessible sites which are well connected to the town centre. When
dealing with flooding risk, the Sequential Test is used to steer new development to areas with the
lowest probability of flooding. The aim is to steer new development to Flood Zone 1 (areas with a
low probability of flooding). Where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 1, available
sites in Flood Zone 2 (areas with a medium probability of flooding) can be considered. Only where
there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 would sites in Flood Zone 3 (areas
with a high probability of flooding) be considered.
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI): A site identified under the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000) as an area of special interest
by reason of any of its flora, fauna, geological or physiographical features and designated by Natural
England.
Small Villages and Hamlets: Small settlements which have few or no local facilities and most of
do not have a parish council of their own and are served by a parish meeting or form part of a larger
parish. These are Barkby Thorpe, Beeby, Cotes, Cropston, Hoton, Prestwold, Ratcliffe on the
Wreake, South Croxton, Ulverscroft, Walton on the Wolds, Wanlip, Woodhouse, and Woodthorpe.
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA): Part of the evidence base to inform
local planning policies for housing which identifies sites with potential for housing and assesses their
housing potential and when they are likely to be developed. May also include am assessment of
employment land in which case it is called a SHELAA.
Strategic Road Network: Highways England is responsible for the construction and maintenance of
motorways and major trunk roads in England used to move people and freight around the country which
is known as the strategic network of roads.
Strategic Warehousing: Large scale commercial buildings relating to storage and distribution
operations where the individual unit size is over 9,000sqm (or approximately 100,000sqft)
247

Page 267

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): Documents which add further detail to policies in
the development plan. They do not form part of the development plan itself but they are capable of
being a material consideration in planning decisions.
Sustainable Development: Meeting our own needs without prejudicing the ability of future
generations to meet their needs.
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS): A sequence of management practices and control
structures designed to drain surface water in a more sustainable fashion than some conventional
techniques.
Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE): An urban extension which enables sustainable patterns of
living to be built into all stages of planning and implementation including high quality design, wellplanned infrastructure and sustainable transport options facilitating easy access to a wide range of
facilities and services.
Sustainable Transport Modes: Any efficient, safe and accessible means of transport with overall
low impact on the environment, including walking and cycling, low and ultra low emission vehicles,
car sharing and public transport.
Sustainability Appraisal (SA): An appraisal of the social, economic and environmental implications of
a strategy, policies and proposals.
Town Centre: Area defined on the local authority’s policies map, including the primary shopping
area and areas predominantly occupied by main town centre uses within or adjacent to the primary
shopping area. References to town centres or centres apply to city centres, town centres, district
centres and local centres but exclude small parades of shops of purely neighbourhood significance.
Unless they are identified as centres in the development plan, existing out-of-centre developments,
comprising or including main town centre uses, do not constitute town centres.
Transport Assessment: A comprehensive and systematic process that sets out transport issues
relating to a proposed development. It identifies what measures will be required to improve
accessibility and safety for all modes of travel, particularly for alternatives to the car such as walking,
cycling and public transport and what measures will need to be taken to deal with the anticipated
transport impacts of the development.
Transport Statement: A simplified version of a transport assessment where it is agreed the
transport issues arising from development proposals are limited and a full transport assessment is
not required.
Travel Plan: A long-term management strategy for an organisation or site that seeks to deliver
sustainable transport objectives and is regularly reviewed.
Use Class: Planning use classes are the categories in which various uses of land and buildings are
placed and provide the legal framework which determines what they may be used for.
Village Design Statement: Documents prepared by local communities, which give guidance to
developers and individuals to encourage good design of the type that will enhance and protect the
individual character of the locality, without preventing future growth.
Water Framework Directive: A European Union directive which commits member states to achieve
good qualitative and quantitative status of all water bodies by 2015. It provides an opportunity to
plan and deliver a better water environment through river basin management planning.
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1

INTRODUCTION
Background
AECOM has been commissioned by Charnwood Borough Council to undertake a
sustainability appraisal (SA) in support of the new Local Plan (the ‘Plan’).
The new Plan will be a single plan (rather than multiple documents) that covers a longer
time period; reflecting government guidance.
The new Plan is being prepared in the context of new evidence (e.g. the Government’s
standard method for assessing local housing need), the Strategic Growth Plan for
Leicester and Leicestershire and changes to government policy approaches to
affordable and brownfield housing.
The Plan preparation process has been iterative, as has the Sustainability Appraisal.
As a result, there have been several key stages of consultation, each with
accompanying Plan documents and Interim SA Reports.
At the current stage, the Council has developed its Pre-Submission version of the Local
Plan. At this point, it is necessary to prepare a full SA Report, which appraises the
Plan and brings together all previous stages of sustainability appraisal.
The contents of an SA Report are prescribed through the SEA Regulations, which can
be summarised as follows:


Scoping: Gathering information about the Plan area, identifying key issues and
setting methodologies.



Appraisal of alternatives: Establishing and appraising the reasonable
approaches that can be taken to deal with key Plan issues (i.e. Housing and
Employment growth and distribution).



Appraisal of the Plan: Undertaking an appraisal of the whole Plan.



Mitigation and Enhancement: Recommendations are made throughout the
SA process to respond to negative effects and to maximise the positives.



Monitoring: Indicators are identified to monitor the Plan effects (in particular
any significant effects).

This SA Report includes consideration of each of these key steps, in line with the
guidance set out in the National Plan Policy Guidance.
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Overview of the plan area
1.2.1 Charnwood is one of seven Leicestershire districts located around the city of Leicester
(which form the Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area).
1.2.2 As illustrated on figure 1.1 below, Charnwood (demarked by a red boundary) directly
borders Leicester to the south, whilst Nottingham and Derby are within relatively close
proximity to the north and provide sources of employment.
1.2.3 The borough is well connected with access to both the M1 motorway to the west and
Midland Mainline Railway Line to the east. Given its strong links with key centres of
population, and cross border features such as the Charnwood Forest, there is a need
to consider the Plan in its wider context.
1.2.4 Like many parts of the UK, there is pressure for housing development to support a
growing, aging and changing demographic.
1.2.5 Charnwood’s main centre of population and employment is Loughborough, which is
home to a renowned university and is a key location for economic growth. A range of
smaller settlements are dotted across the Borough, with several service centres
situated along the Soar Valley along the A6, and Anstey in the southwest of the
borough. A larger number of smaller settlements are located within the plan area, with
relatively large areas of countryside.
1.2.6 The Charnwood Forest is a key natural feature within the Borough which forms part of
the larger National Forest than runs across North West Leicestershire and Hinckley
.and Bosworth.
Figure 1.1 - The Local Plan area
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Overview of the new Local Plan
1.3.1 The new Local Plan will set out the amount and the location of new housing and
employment development to meet its assessed need for development, and core
policies to support the spatial strategy and ensure sustainable growth.
1.3.2 There is a vision and strategic objectives already established for the Adopted
Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy (2011-2028). However, new Local Plan vision
and objectives have been established to reflect the latest issues and evidence.
A Vision for Charnwood 2037

In 2037 Charnwood will be one of the most desirable places to live, work and visit in
the East Midlands.
Development will have been managed to improve the economy, quality of life and the
environment.
Charnwood will be recognised for the role Loughborough plays in the region’s
knowledge-based economy.
Our strong and diverse economy will provide more employment opportunities for local
people including higher skilled, better paid jobs in high technology research and
manufacturing, sports, tourism, creative and cultural industry clusters.
Growing businesses will have been retained, new investment secured and
entrepreneurialism encouraged. The Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park and
Loughborough University will be at the heart of Loughborough’s brand as a centre for
excellence. Business and technological links with the city of Leicester will have been
strengthened through major employment developments in the south of the borough.
Our landscape and the special buildings, heritage and biodiversity it contains will be in
a good state. Our picturesque villages will have retained their strong sense of identity.
Charnwood will be known for its natural and built environment which provides a place
that people want to visit and explore.
Our communities will have access to a range of green spaces, leisure and recreational
facilities across Charnwood and new parkland in Loughborough and Thurmaston will
be provided. Charnwood Forest will be recognised as a Regional Park. Our water
environment, including the River Soar and River Wreake, will be improved for wildlife
and people, including continued mitigation of flood risk, and a regenerated Watermead
area will bring environmental benefits to its surrounding communities and welcome
visitors. We will work with nature to provide a more resilient response to climate change
and associated flooding and will provide a more sustainable environment for all to
enjoy. Charnwood will be recognised for delivering growth to a high design quality that
provides healthy, inclusive and safe places for our communities. Charnwood will be a
place that promotes health by design with developments that have the connectivity and
open spaces where active travel is desirable.
The demand for housing will be focused on Loughborough to support its role as the
social, cultural and economic focus for the Borough, the edge of Leicester to support
the central city and at Shepshed to support its continued regeneration. This will include
sustainable urban extensions at West of Loughborough, Birstall and Thurmaston, as
well as other planned areas of growth, which will incorporate good quality design and
reflect our strong local distinctiveness.
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Our communities will have access to homes to suit their needs. In particular, there will
be provision of affordable housing including in rural communities. Issues previously
associated with houses in multiple occupation will have been managed and social
cohesion will have improved.
Growth at Loughborough will be managed to respond to its rich history and relationship
with Charnwood Forest whilst supporting the town centre as the main economic, social
and cultural heart of the Borough. The town will have benefitted from regeneration
which capitalises on our industrial heritage including the Great Central Railway and
the Grand Union Canal. The town centre will be an attractive, compact and walkable
destination for shopping, leisure, entertainment and culture. It will be a town for all
ages, providing an attractive place to live as well as visit.
Growth at Shepshed will support the Strategic Growth Plan’s proposal for an
International Gateway, secure regeneration that enhances the physical fabric of the
town and makes the most of the surrounding forest and natural environment.
Settlements located within and adjacent to the Forest will be known for their intrinsic
connection with that special landscape. Our other settlements will have an attractive
provision of local shops, culture and leisure facilities and will have retained their
individual identity.
Our communities will have better access to jobs and services, with a choice to safely
and conveniently walk or cycle. For longer trips Charnwood will be known for its
excellent connections by passenger transport. Some trips will no longer be necessary
as an expansive broadband network will make Charnwood one of the best connected
semi-rural boroughs in the country. In turn this will improve local air quality by reducing
car emissions.
Our communities will enjoy a cleaner and greener environment. Charnwood will be
safe and resilient to the impacts of climate change and will be playing its part in
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, particularly through its woodland and forest
character of a mosaic of (internationally important) geology, outcrops, remnants of
heathland and heath grassland.
Our communities will have a sense of ownership and increased pride in development
within their local areas through their engagement with neighbourhood planning.
Communities will feel empowered to engage with planning.
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Scoping

02
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2

SCOPING
Background

2.1.1

The Scoping stage of the SA process is used to establish the key issues that should
be the focus of the appraisal, as well as the assessment methodologies.

2.1.2

A Scoping Report was prepared and published for consultation in January 2017.
Following consideration of the comments received, the scope of the SA has been
determined and has provided the baseline position against which appraisals have been
undertaken.

2.1.3

It should be noted that the scope of the SA is fluid and focused updates are undertaken
throughout the plan making process in light of new evidence.
Key issues

2.2.1

The key issues identified through the scoping process are summarised in table 2.1
below.
Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping
Landscape Character


Pressure on landscape character and condition from habitat fragmentation,
urban intrusion and commercial agriculture intensification in several LCAs.



Maintaining settlement and landscape identity caused by pressure on open
land between settlements particularly within the Soar and Wreake valleys.



The amount of area of relative tranquillity within Charnwood is declining.
There is a lack of tranquillity surrounding Loughborough, Shepshed,
Leicester, the Soar Valley and the M1 corridor.



Infrastructure and development are creating barriers within the Borough,
particularly restricting movement between east to west.



There is a programme of afforestation in the National Forest area of the
Borough, which contributes to LCA objectives for Charnwood Forest.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation


Loss and fragmentation of habitats, leading to potential harm to species due
to development pressure.



Condition of many designated sites (SSSIs) is unfavourable.



Important habitats and species in the Borough are vulnerable to the effects
of climate change.



The Soar Valley and Charnwood Forest are important areas for nature
conservation.
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Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping


The need to achieve biodiversity net gain and reverse losses is a critically
important policy imperative.

Water Environment


The ecological quality of the Borough’s watercourses is generally low, with
several watercourses failing to meet WFD objectives.



Water resources in the Borough experience a moderate level of stress. The
regional water resources strategy aims to reduce water demand and improve
water usage, reducing the impact of water abstraction on the water
environment.



The Borough provides public water supply storage for other areas in the
region.



There is some pressure on water resources from the quarrying and
aggregate industries and agriculture.



Future development may place pressure on existing water treatment facilities
requiring upgrade or expansion of treatment systems to ensure no detriment
to the quality of receiving watercourses.



The rivers Soar and Wreake are the principal sources of flooding in the
Borough.



Climate change is likely to cause a significant increase in flood risk.



Flooding has the potential to mobilise contaminants in the Borough.



There are a relatively limited number of sustainable drainage (SuDS)
schemes in the Borough.

Land


The Borough has a variety of important geological sites.



Good quality agricultural land is at risk from development.



Modern agricultural practices are leading to increased soil erosion.



There are a number of contaminated sites within the Borough, with a cluster
of historic landfills in the Soar Valley.

Historic Environment


There are a significant number of heritage assets in the Borough that need to
be preserved and enhanced where possible.



There are a number of heritage assets at risk, several of which do not have a
plan in place to provide protection and restoration.
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Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping


Heritage assets not legally protected are at risk from development.



Development may adversely affect the setting of heritage assets.

Air Quality


Loughborough, Syston and Mountsorrel suffer from poor air quality in the
AQMAs.



Increased congestion could lead to a degradation in air quality of the
Borough.



Longer term trends towards low / zero emission vehicles should contribute to
a drastic reduction in air pollution issues in the longer term.
Climate


The Borough is predicted to have increased summer temperatures,
decreased summer rainfall, increased winter rainfall and increased frequency
of severe weather events.



Increased rainfall and severe weather events increase the flood risk.



Biodiversity may be negatively impacted by climate change, particularly
along the Borough’s watercourses.



There is significant potential for renewable energy generation in the
Borough.



There is increased risk to public health due to increased summer
temperatures and increased flood risk.



Increased population and increased development may increase the
Borough’s overall greenhouse gas emissions.

Population


The population of the Borough is increasing and Charnwood has a very high
population density in the urban areas. This is increasing pressure on
community services and facilities, and housing provision in the Borough.



High student population in Loughborough leads to high concentrations of
houses in multiple occupation in certain wards within the town.



Educational attainment levels in the Borough are slightly lower than the
national average.



There are pockets of deprivation, with five of Leicestershire’s 10 most
deprived areas within the Borough.



Crime and community safety is a cause of concern for the local population.



Domestic abuse incidents have increased in the Borough.



The Borough has the highest NEET rate in Leicestershire.
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Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping
Human Health


There is considerable variation in life expectancy between people living in
the least deprived and most deprived areas of the Borough.



The Borough has higher than the national average levels of adult and child
obesity.



There is a falling number of smokers and smoking-related deaths in the
Borough.



The Covid19 Pandemic has resulted in new patterns of living and working
and may have exacerbated health inequalities between certain populations.

Local Economy


The local economy has been relatively strong, with a lower than average
unemployment rate. The implications of Covid19 and Brexit are not fully
understood, but is likely to have an adverse effect on the local economy in
the short term.



Scientific and high-technology industries are growing in the Borough,
providing economic diversification.



Average salary rates are less than the national average.

 There is a significant difference between male and female average salaries.
Material Assets


There is a lack of accessibility and public transport infrastructure in rural
areas such as The Wolds.



Car use is increasing and the number of cars is predicted to grow
significantly in the future, which will place additional pressure on the road
transport network serving the Borough.



There is a relative lack of footpaths in the east of the Borough.



The cycle network is improving, particularly in Loughborough and the Soar
Valley.



Some rural areas suffer from limited accessibility to services.



There is a deficiency of parks and open spaces in Loughborough.



There is a lack of accessibility to open space, particularly in Shepshed and
some rural service centres.



Green infrastructure, including green wedges, are under pressure from
development.

Waste and Minerals
9
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Table 2.1: Key sustainability issues identified through scoping


Whilst Charnwood has a relatively high rate of recycling and composting,
more than 50% of waste is not treated in these ways.



Future population growth is likely to place increased pressure on waste
management systems and facilities.



There continues to be significant mineral extraction in the Borough.
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SA Framework
2.3.1

Table 2.2 sets out the fourteen SA objectives that have been established as a result of
the scoping process (i.e. by establishing the key issues that need to be addressed
through the SA process). Each SA objective is supported by a list of sub-criteria and
potential indicators for monitoring.

2.3.2

The SA Framework forms a basis for the appraisal of all elements of the Plan, and any
reasonable alternatives. Essentially, the SA seeks to determine how the Plan performs
in relation to each of the SA Objectives and whether the proposals would lead to a
significant effect on the baseline position associated with each SA Objective.

2.3.3

The supporting appraisal criteria are devised to help guide the appraisal process and
prompt thought and discussion about the key issues for each objective. However, they
are not intended to be answered one-by-one for every single element of the plan.

Table 2.2: The SA Framework (topics, objectives and supporting questions)
SA objectives

Appraisal Criteria

Potential Indicators

1. Landscape Protect and
enhance the
integrity and
quality of the
Borough’s urban
and rural
landscapes,
maintaining local
distinctiveness and
sense of place.

- Protect and enhance landscape
character in accordance with
management objectives.
- Maintain settlement identity and
prevent coalescence.
- Protect and enhance areas of
tranquillity.
- Promote schemes designed to
promote the diversity of
landscape and built character
into new development.
- Minimise detrimental visual
intrusion.
- Minimise light pollution.

- Change in quality of
landscape character and
condition.
- The condition and quality
of new characteristics
introduced to the
environment.
- Percentage of open
countryside.
- Change in areas
designated for their
landscape value.

2. Biodiversity and
nature
conservation Protect and
enhance
biodiversity,
habitats and
species

- Protect and enhance
designated sites including
SSSIs, LNRs and LWSs.
- Protect and enhance priority
habitats and species.
- Contribute to the protection and
creation of new BAP habitats.
- Avoid habitat fragmentation and
increase connectivity of
habitats.
- Enhance community
engagement with biodiversity.
- Encourage the protection and
provision of green and open
spaces.

- Condition of designated
sites.
- Planning/applications
refused/granted in
designated sites, green
wedges and wildlife
corridors.
- Percentage of land
designated as nature
conservation sites as a
result of Local Plan
policies.
- Completed development
that has resulted in the
loss or creation/restoration
of BAP habitats.
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SA objectives

Appraisal Criteria

Potential Indicators

3. Water Quality Protect and
improve the quality
and quantity of the
water in the
Borough’s surface
and groundwaters.

- Contribute to the achievement
of WFD objectives.
- Encourage sustainable and
efficient management of water
resources.
- Protect and where possible
improve drinking water quality.
- Improve water quality in the
Borough’s watercourses.
- Enhancement and recreation of
natural watercourses.
- Increase the use of SuDS.

- Water quality of the
Borough’s watercourses.
- Number of pollution
incidents.
- Number of SuDS schemes
installed.
- Number of schemes
contributing to the
achievement of WFD
objectives.
- Percentage of waterbodies
achieving ‘Good’
ecological status.

4. Flood Risk –
Reduce the risk of
flooding to existing
communities and
ensure no new
developments are
at risk.

- Minimise the risk of flooding to
people and properties.
- Promote and increase the use
of SuDS that result in Greenfield
or better run-off rates.
- Only development appropriate
to the Flood Zone shall take
place.
- All new development takes
account of the 2016 Climate
Change allowances.

- Number of developments
accompanied by a Surface
water Management Plans.
- Number of SuDS schemes
installed.

5. Land - Protect
the Borough’s
soil resources.

- Reduce soil erosion and protect
and enhance soil quality and
quantity.
- Minimise the loss of Grade 2
and Grade 3a ALC land.
- Reduce contamination of soils
from development, industry or
agriculture.
- Promote the use of brownfield
land for development where
possible.
- Increase the remediation and
regeneration of contaminated
land.

- Area of greenfield land
affected by development.
- Areas of ALC grading 2
and 3a lost to
development.
- Number of land
remediation schemes.

- Maintain and improve local air
quality.
- Promote measures that will
remove the occurrence of
AQMAs.
- Reduce the impacts on air
quality from transport.
- Mitigate against the uses that
generate NO2 or other
particulates.

- Rate of transport modal
shift across Borough.
- Exceedances of air quality
objectives.
- Nitrogen dioxide, sulphur
dioxide and particulate
emissions.
- Population living in
AQMAs.
- Number of complaints
received regarding odour
nuisance.

6. Air quality Improve local air
quality
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SA objectives

Appraisal Criteria

Potential Indicators

7. Climate change
- Reduce the
impacts of
climate change
and reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions.

- Deliver schemes that promote
habitat and species resilience
and adaptability to the effects of
climate change.
- Promote measures that
minimise greenhouse gas
emissions.
- Minimise the likely impacts of
climate change through
promotion of appropriate
adaptation measures in new
development.
- Promote the development of
renewable energy generation.
- Promote water efficiency
measures in new development.
- Reduce waste and increase
reuse, recycling and energy
produced of waste.
- Promote measures that reduce
the need to travel and travel
distances.
- Promote measures to reduce
the need to travel by car.
- Promote use of public transport.

- Greenhouse gas
emissions.
- New development
achieving ‘good’, ‘very
good’ or ‘excellent’
BREEAM or EcoHomes
rating.
- Proportion of total
electricity consumption
from renewable sources.
- Energy and water use per
household.
- Condition of designated
sites.
- Waste to landfill, recycling
and composting rates.
- Peak traffic flows.
- Number of public transport
services and cycle routes
created.
- % change in number of
people using public
transport.

8. Historic
environment Conserve and
enhance the
historic
environment,
heritage assets
and their
settings.

- Conserve and enhance
designated heritage features.
- Maintain and enhance the
character and distinctiveness of
Conservation Areas and
settlements.
- Promote high-quality design.
- Promote heritage based
sustainable tourism.
- Provide for increased access to
and enjoyment of the historic
environment.
- Provide for increased access
and enjoyment of the historic
environment.
- Promote heritage-led
regeneration.
- Increase the social benefit
derived from the historic
environment.

- Planning permissions
granted/refused that affect
the setting of a designated
heritage asset.
- Loss or damage of
heritage assets.
- Number of heritage assets
on the Heritage at Risk
register.
- Number of locally listed
heritage assets at risk.
- % change in number of
visits to historic sites.
- Number of planning
applications where
archaeological
investigations were
required prior to planning
approval.
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SA objectives

9. Population –
Reduce poverty
and deprivation

10. Population Promote healthy
and active
lifestyles in the
Borough

11. Population Improve access
to affordable
housing and
ensure an
appropriate mix
of dwelling sizes,
types and
tenures within
local
communities.

Appraisal Criteria

Potential Indicators

- Increase community
engagement and decisionmaking.
- Increase racial and gender
equality and community
cohesion.
- Reduce poverty and social
exclusion.
- Reduce crime and the fear of
crime.

- Local and sub-regional
measurements of
deprivation.
- Life expectancy between
wards.
- Crime rates.
- Self-reported measure of
people’s feeling of safety.
- Rates of participation of
democratic processes.
- Inequality measures, such
as education levels and
wages.
- % BME working age
people in employment.

- Increase access to high quality
healthcare facilities.
- Promote active and healthy
lifestyles.
- Promote recreational and
leisure opportunities and access
to open space.
- Increase regular participation in
physical activities and sport.

- Life expectancy rates.
- Death rates for cancer,
circulatory disease,
accidents and suicides.
- All-age all-cause mortality
rate.
- Obesity levels.
- Number of people
exercising regularly.
- Self-reported measure of
people’s overall health and
wellbeing.

- Provide an adequate supply of
housing.
- Reduce homelessness.
- Make best use of existing
housing stock.
- Provide quality and flexible
homes that meet the needs of
the community

- Number of housing
completions and projected
completions.
- Housing quality in new
housing development
based on Building for Life
Assessments.
- Net additional Gypsy and
Traveller pitches.
- Number of households
living in temporary
accommodation.
- Homelessness rates.
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SA objectives

Appraisal Criteria

Potential Indicators

12. Local economy
- Promote a
sustainable and
diversified
economy, and
improve skills
and employability

- Promote retention of existing
jobs and create new
employment opportunities.
- Increase diversity in the range
of job opportunities.
- Ensure an adequate supply of a
range of sites in terms of types
and quality for employment
uses.
- Improve access to opportunities
for education, learning and skills
training for all sectors of the
community.
- Support the creation of flexible
jobs to meet the changing
needs of the population.

- Amount of completed
retail, office and leisure
development.
- New business registration
rates.
- Employment rates.
- Proportion of economically
active people unemployed.
- Average earnings.
- Percentage of population
that have attained a
qualification of NVQ2 and
above.
- Proportion of 18-24 year
olds enrolled in training,
full time education or
employment.
- % of 16 year olds
achieving 5+ GCSEs
Grade A*-C.
- No. of residents attending
university.
- Business surveys of
staff/skills shortages.

13. Material assets Increase access
to a wide range
of services and
facilities.

- Improve availability and
accessibility of key local
facilities, including healthcare,
education, retail and leisure.
- Promote the development of a
range of high quality, accessible
community, cultural and leisure
facilities.
- Maintain and enhance rural
facilities.
- Increase voluntary and
community infrastructure.

- Number of people with
adequate access to key
services (e.g. hospitals,
health centres, residential
homes, schools).
- Availability and
accessibility of a range of
community, cultural and
leisure facilities.
- Access to services and
facilities by public
transport, walking and
cycling.
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SA objectives

Appraisal Criteria

Potential Indicators

14. Mineral
resources Ensure
sustainable
management of
the Borough’s
mineral
resources.

- Increase the retention of mineral
workings for biodiversity,
landscape and the general
public.
- Reduce the use of minerals and
increase the reuse of material
on and off site.
- Safeguard the existing
development from the
environmental effects of mineral
workings.

- Total aggregates extracted
from within the Borough.
- Amount of mineral
extraction areas
designated for
environmental protection.
- Total aggregates used
within the Borough.
- Environmental incidents
from mineral extraction
facilities.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE ALTERNATIVES

3

Identifying and appraising alternatives
3.1.1

A critical stage of the SA process is the consideration of alternative approaches and
options for delivering the objectives of the Plan.

3.1.2

Appraisal of reasonable alternatives allows for a fair comparison of different strategies,
policy approaches and site options to be undertaken. The findings of appraisal can
then help to inform decisions about the Plan approach.

3.1.3

An important aspect of an effective SA is to help stakeholders (i.e. businesses,
communities, developers, statutory bodies) understand the benefits, constraints and
opportunities associated with different strategies, policy approaches and site options.

3.1.4

The Regulations1 are not prescriptive in how this should be undertaken, stating only
that the SA Report should present an appraisal of the plan and reasonable alternatives
taking into account the objectives and geographical scope of the plan or programme.

3.1.5

The key issues dealt with by the Plan relate to the following elements.

3.1.6

1

-

Housing growth and distribution

-

Broad approaches to employment land delivery

-

Site specific options

The following chapters deal with the alternative approaches that have been identified
and assessed for each of the Plan elements listed above.

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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Alternatives appraisal:
Housing
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4

ALTERNATIVES APPRAISAL: HOUSING GROWTH
Background

4.1.1 Setting the strategy for the amount and distribution of housing and employment
development is a crucial element of the plan-making process.
4.1.2 A robust approach to plan-making should involve testing different approaches as to
how the plan objectives can be achieved. Therefore, there is a need to examine the
evidence behind housing and employment needs and understand the implications of
meeting such needs in a range of different (but reasonable) ways.
4.1.3 The spatial strategy will draw together conclusions from different elements of the planmaking process (including SA findings) that relate to housing and employment (as well
as other important factors).
4.1.4 An initial set of reasonable alternatives were consulted upon from April to June 2018;
supported by an interim sustainability appraisal report –this consultation was called
“Towards a Local Plan for Charnwood”.
4.1.5 Following on from this consultation, a refined list of reasonable alternatives was
identified in September 2018 for the purposes of testing through evidence and through
sustainability appraisal. This section sets out the process of identifying the
alternatives, a summary of the findings and the rationale for selecting or discounting
the different alternatives.
The reasons for selecting the options
4.2.1 Before commencing the alternatives development process, it was necessary to
establish some key issues and principles that would shape the development strategy
for Charnwood (listed below). This is important, as reasonable alternatives (options)
for housing growth must be deliverable and contribute to the achievement of the Plan
vision and objectives.
• Government Policy.
• The emerging Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire – Which
promotes Charnwood Borough Council to meet its housing needs through
managed growth on the edge of city, Loughborough and a ‘northern gateway’
strategic focus (though this would be a longer-term strategy).
• The Charnwood Borough Council Cabinet vision for Charnwood.


Evidence about the services and facilities in settlements in Charnwood and the
role and functions they perform

• The need for homes and how this compares to the availability of land and
opportunities for new supply.
• The economy and the need for new employment land, the prospects for existing
employment sites, opportunities for new employment provision.
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4.2.2 Taking these factors into account, an important starting point was to look at the level
of growth that should be delivered and the places that this could reasonably be
delivered.
4.2.3 It is considered less meaningful to test growth scenarios without an understanding of
where this growth would be located. Therefore, the options have been identified by a
consideration of both growth and distribution approaches at the same time. Each
element is discussed below individually, before drawing both together to identify the
options that have been tested through the SA process.
Housing Need
4.2.4

The starting point for identifying growth options for the Towards a Local Plan for
Charnwood in April 2018 was the objectively assessed housing need identified in the
Housing and Employment Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA). This is a figure
of 24,850 dwellings for Charnwood Borough. Taking away existing commitments,
completions and already allocated sites that are expected to be delivered in the plan
period (16,679), this leaves a ‘to be found’ figure of 8,100 new homes over the plan
period. The first growth option is therefore to plan to meet this level of need through
the allocation of land to deliver 8,100 homes.

4.2.5

It is considered unreasonable to provide for housing land below this level as there is
no evidence to suggest that there are substantial constraints to the delivery of the
objectively assessed needs.

4.2.6 A second growth option has been identified that would provide land for the delivery of
15,700 homes. This higher provision scenario is informed by Council commissioned
evidence about delivery factors, which suggests that a greater number of development
opportunities could provide a high degree of flexibility to maximize the likelihood of
meeting objectively assessed housing needs.
4.2.7 This reflects the need for flexibility in the instance that allocated or committed sites
may not come forward as anticipated, as well as accounting for lead-in times and buildout rates. This is a reasonable alternative as it helps to understand the effects of
allocating substantially more land to maximize the likelihood of meeting housing needs
within the plan period.
4.2.8 It would be possible to test a very large number of additional growth options lying
between these two housing allocation options (8,100 / 15,700). However, at this stage
it was considered proportionate and appropriate to compare just these two distinct
levels of housing delivery. This allowed for a good understanding of the implications of
land release. The growth options are sufficiently distinct to allow meaningful
conclusions to be reached and to inform debate about the relative merits of such
approaches.
Housing distribution
4.2.9 The options development process involved two key steps. It is useful to describe both
to provide the context within which the reasonable alternatives have been established.
4.2.10 Initial work to identify strategic options for the distribution of new housing development
had to take account of the land known to be available through the Charnwood Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment.
4.2.11 The options have been presented according to the amount of growth being allocated
to different tiers in the Charnwood settlement hierarchy. At the top of the hierarchy are
21
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those settlements/ sites which adjoin the Leicester Urban area. Loughborough and
Shepshed are in the second tier of the settlement hierarchy.
4.2.12 The middle tiers of the hierarchy are Service Centres and ‘Other Settlements’ (in turn)
and at the lowest tier of the hierarchy are small villages and hamlets.
4.2.13 A large number of options could be explored, but there is a need to ensure that options
are meaningful, discrete and deliverable. It is also necessary to limit the number of
alternatives that are tested and presented for consultation to aid in the decision-making
process. Too many options can make it difficult for stakeholders to engage.
4.2.14 With these factors in mind, the following approaches to distribution were identified as
reasonable by the Council.
Table 4.1: Approaches to the distribution of housing
Distribution
Strategy

Leicester &
Loughborough
focus

Leicester &
Loughborough +
Service Centres

Description / Assumptions
Development focussed on key urban areas firstly at the
edge of Leicester Urban Area (edge of Leicester, Birstall,
Thurmaston and Syston) and then the Loughborough Urban
Area (Loughborough and Shepshed).
Development capacity maximised at higher level in
settlement hierarchy before capacity taken at next
settlement tier.
Development focused on Leicester, then Loughborough,
with remainder of development focussed on Service
Centres. Development capacity maximised at Leicester in
settlement hierarchy before capacity taken at next
settlement tier. Remainder of housing distributed between
Loughborough/ Shepshed and Service Centres to reflect
hierarchy.

Settlement
Hierarchy
distribution

Development focused on Leicester, then Loughborough,
with remainder of development focussed on Service
Centres. Development capacity maximised at Leicester in
settlement hierarchy before capacity taken at next
settlement tier. Remainder of housing distributed between
Loughborough/ Shepshed, Service Centres and Other
Settlements to reflect hierarchy.

Proportionate
Distribution

Housing distributed across settlement hierarchy in
proportion to the population of each settlement hierarchy
tier.

Leicester &
Loughborough +
New Settlements

Development at Leicester and New Settlements maximised,
remainder focussed at Loughborough.

Leicester &
Loughborough +
Service Centres +
New Settlements

Development at Leicester and new settlements maximised,
with remainder of development distributed between
Loughborough and Service Centres to reflect hierarchy.
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Large Standalone
new settlement

A development strategy based around new settlements is
brought out as an alternative to be considered, as this
strategy has been favoured by some respondents to
consultations on the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy.
However, a reliance on this approach alone is considered to
be an unreasonable approach to the delivery of housing
within the plan period.

4.2.15 Other broad approaches to distribution were identified but subsequently dismissed as
unreasonable. The outline reasons for this are presented below:
Focus on growth at smaller settlements: This approach was dismissed as
unreasonable as it would not reflect the settlement hierarchy and would not meet the
Plan Objectives that seek to achieve growth in key locations.
Focus on a large standalone settlement: Responses to consultations on the
Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy suggested a new standalone settlement as a
means of meeting the borough’s housing need. Evidence suggests however that a new
settlement option is unlikely to deliver housing before 2030 and therefore unlikely to
meet housing need in the period covered by the new local plan; the option therefore
may not be considered to be a reasonable alternative.
Given the long lead in times for a standalone new settlement the option may only
represent a longer-term strategy for Charnwood’s development needs beyond 2036.
If a new settlement is considered to be an appropriate strategy for meeting the
borough’s development needs in the longer term it would be addressed in future plans
and there would need to be a long lead-in time. Despite being considered
unreasonable, the option for a standalone new settlement was included within the
sustainability appraisal to recognise previous consultation responses to the
Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy and was intended to inform public debate on
how Charnwood meets it development needs both up to 2036 and beyond.
Combining growth and distribution alternatives
4.2.16 In order to give the appraisal context and meaning, the two growth scenarios were
combined with each of the six high-level spatial options. This is to enable a broad
understanding of effects to be identified for each of the spatial options, and how these
effects would differ should the level of growth be higher or lower.
4.2.17 This combination resulted in ten discrete options that were tested in the SA (see table
4.2 below). Two of the distribution alternatives (B1 and B5) were not reasonable at the
higher level of growth, as there is insufficient land capacity identified for these to be
delivered.
4.2.18 A further scenario was identified to explore the potential for a large standalone
settlement. This is not related to either Scenario A or B with regards to growth or
distribution, and therefore, is considered as a distinct scenario.
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Table 4.2: Initial high-level options for housing growth
Housing land delivery
Scenario A
(8100)

Scenario B
(15,700)

Scenario C
(8,810-10,810)

Leicester & Loughborough
focus

Option A1

/

/

Leicester & Loughborough +
Service Centres

Option A2

Option B2

/

Settlement Hierarchy
distribution

Option A3

Option B4

/

Proportionate distribution by
settlement size

Option A4

Option B4

/

Leicester & Loughborough +
New Settlements

Option A5

/

/

Leicester & Loughborough +
Service Centres + New
Settlements

Option A6

Option B6

/

/

/

Option C1

Distribution Strategy

Standalone new settlement

4.2.19 For each of the options in table 4.2 above, an indicative amount of growth was
apportioned to different levels of the current settlement hierarchy for Charnwood to
enable an appraisal of potential effects at the settlement level as well as for the
borough as a whole.
4.2.20 These housing figures are different depending upon the focus of each distribution
strategy; but also take account of the availability of deliverable land. For the options
that involve new settlements, assumptions were made about the broad locations that
these could be located at.
4.2.21 Appendix A sets out the distribution for each high-level option in Towards a Local Plan
for Charnwood in April 2018 and includes a map for each approach to outline the broad
locations for growth. At this stage, specific sites for allocation were not identified.
Refining the spatial options
4.2.22 From September 2018, the Council considered a range of factors to help refine the
initial high-level options into a discrete set of more location-specific options for
modelling and detailed testing (ahead of selecting a preferred strategy).
4.2.23 Of critical importance is the need to ensure that options can deliver the key vision and
objectives of the Plan (which in turn need to satisfy the tests of soundness set out
within the NPPF).
4.2.24 With this in mind, the Council considered the performance of the initial high-level
options against a range of key factors / pieces of evidence including the SA,
deliverability, conformity with the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan,
and the Charnwood Vision.
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4.2.25 The Council also considered consultation responses, and no further reasonable
alternative options for development were proposed to those contained within the
‘Towards a Local Plan for Charnwood’ consultation document.
4.2.26 Taking account of the findings of the assessment, the Council identified three
distribution strategies for further transport modelling and appraisal.
4.2.27 The four distribution strategies are hybrids, developed from the better performing parts
of the initial options identified and assessed.
4.2.28 It is acknowledged that the new NPPF states that the Governments Standard
Methodology ought to form the basis for calculating objectively assessed housing
needs. However, the guidance on its use was not published in its final form at the time
that these options for Charnwood were being refined.
4.2.29 Using the draft standard methodology identifies a need for 1,045 homes a year
between 2016 and 2026 in Charnwood. This is sufficiently similar to the HEDNA
recommendations and given that the guidance could lead to changes in how the
standard framework is applied; the Council consider it reasonable to continue to test
housing growth at the two scenarios of 8100 and 15,700 homes.
4.2.30 Table 4.3 sets out the four different approaches to distribution, which have been tested
against the two housing growth scenarios. This gives a total of seven refined options
that have been appraised through the SA.
Table 4.3: Refined options for housing growth
Housing land delivery
Distribution Strategy

Scenario A (8100)

Urban Concentration A

Option 1

Scenario B (15,700)

Option 5
Urban Concentration B

Option 2

Dispersed Settlement
Hierarchy Distribution

Option 3

Option 6

Urban Concentration and
New settlement

Option 4

Option 7

4.2.31 These options are broken down in detail in Appendix C, setting out the broad indication
of housing that each settlement could accommodate, taking account of:
 Land availability;
 The need for a mix of sites;
 The proposals in the Strategic Growth Plan; and
 Local priorities of protecting important landscapes and settlement identity.

4.2.32 Where appropriate, large strategic sites have been identified as key components of
growth at certain settlements, allowing for a more location-specific assessment to be
undertaken in the SA.
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Appraisal of the spatial strategy options
4.3.1 Two stages of appraisal have been undertaken to establish the implications of the
spatial strategy options. The first tested the initial high-level options, as set out in table
4.2. (Appendix B) Then, following a period of options refinement, a second stage of
appraisal was undertaken, as set out in table 4.3. and (Appendix D)
4.3.2 Following the appraisal of options at these two stages the Council established a
preferred approach (a hybrid of the refined options). The strategy set out in this
preferred option was influenced by the SA findings at previous stages (notably the
refined options stage).
4.3.3 Further appraisal work was undertaken to demonstrate (on a consistent basis) how the
hybrid option compares to the options that have been tested throughout the plandevelopment process. A summary of the reasons for identifying the hybrid option is
set out at paragraphs 4.4.5 to 4.412. The full appraisal of the hybrid option can be
found in appendix D (alongside the appraisal of refined options).
4.3.4 The findings for both appraisal stages are set out within Appendix B (high level
options) and Appendix D (refined options).
4.3.5 The appendices set out a detailed appraisal of all the options against each of the SA
Objectives. This breaks down the effects at each level of the settlement hierarchy for
Charnwood and how this relates to an overall score for the borough as a whole for
each sustainability objective.
4.3.6 The findings of the detailed appraisals are summarised in this section below for each
stage of options testing.
High-level options (April 2018): Summary of appraisal findings
Summary of effects for Scenario A (8,100 homes)
4.3.7 There are similarities between how each option performed, which is to be expected
given that there are common elements and the level of growth is the same regardless
of distribution.
4.3.8 For example, each of the options is predicted to have a significant negative effect with
regards to the loss of soil, as regardless of distribution it is likely that large amounts of
Grade 2 or 3 agricultural land would be lost. Each option is also predicted to have minor
negative effects with regards to minerals as there would be potential overlap with
Minerals Safeguarded Areas regardless of distribution.
4.3.9 Option A1 is not predicted to have any further significant negative effects, though minor
negative effects are predicted against all of the environmental factors. However, this
option performs most favourably with regards to Climate Change and Deprivation,
being the only option at this level of growth to generate significant positive effects for
these factors. There would also be significant positive effects on the economy and
minor positives for accessibility and health. The positive effects associated with
housing are uncertain though.
4.3.10 Option A2 performs similarly to option 1 with regards to effects upon the environment,
though flood risk is neutral rather than negative. However, whilst positive effects are
predicted for social factors such as health, deprivation, housing, economy and
accessibility, these are less significant for deprivation compared to Option A1. The
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option also performs less well compared to Option 1 with regards to climate change,
but the positive effects associated with housing ought to be more certain.
4.3.11 Option A3 performs more differently compared to options A1 and A2. This option could
generate significant negative effects on landscape, but the negative effects upon air
quality and the historic environment ought to be lower. Similar to Options A1 and A2,
this approach would also generate significant positive effects for the economy, and
minor positives for housing, accessibility and deprivation. However, the effects for
health and wellbeing would only be neutral, and no positive effects would be generated
with regards to climate change.
4.3.12 Unlike options A1-A3, Option A4 does not generate any significant positive effects and
performs the worst of any option in terms of tackling deprivation. It also performs the
poorest with regards to climate change as it could generate minor negative effects due
to the increased likelihood of car travel. With regards to environmental factors, this
option performs better in some respects compared to options A1-A3, as a dispersed
approach ought to better avoid potential effects on biodiversity and air quality.
However, this option would generate a significant negative effect for landscape.
4.3.13 Options A5 and A6 perform similarly, and somewhat different to the other four options.
These two options perform slightly better with regards to environmental factors, with
both being the only options to have neutral effects on water quality, and flood risk.
These two options would also only have uncertain negative effects for biodiversity,
climate change and the historic environment. Whilst these two options would have
broadly positive effects upon socio-economic factors, these would only be minor in
nature.
Summary of effects for Scenario B (15,700 homes)
4.3.14 As a general point, each of the options at the higher level of housing provision are
predicted to perform more positively with regards to socio-economic factors, and more
negatively with regards to environmental factors. In particular, each option would
generate significant positive effects in terms of housing provision and economic
growth. This is due to increased flexibility in housing provision, and the corresponding
increase in homes likely to be available to support economic growth and to provide
investment in infrastructure improvements. Conversely, all four of these options are
likely to perform worse than the six options under Scenario 1 with regards to
environmental protection. In particular, the effects upon air quality, the historic
environment and biodiversity are predicted to be significantly negative for options B2,
B3, B4 and B6. At the lower scale of growth, the effects upon these factors would only
be minor for all of the options.
4.3.15 In terms of comparison between these options, there are many similarities given that
the scale of growth necessitates the release of a greater amount of land in
Loughborough and the Service Centres in particular.
4.3.16 Options B2 and B3 perform the same with the exception that Option B2 could have
significant negative effects upon flood risk compared to a minor effect for Option B3.
4.3.17 Option B4 performs similarly to Options B2 and B3 with regards to environmental
factors, but due to the dispersed nature of some of the growth, a negative effect is
predicted for Climate Change rather than positives (as per Options B2 and B3).
4.3.18 The magnitude of the positive effects would also be lower compared to Options B2 and
B3, with only minor positive effects predicted in terms of deprivation, and greater
uncertainty about positive effects on health and wellbeing occurring overall.
27

Page 303

4.3.19 Despite significant positive effects upon the economy, this approach is also the only
option under Scenario 2 which is predicted to generate minor negative effects due to
an increased amount of growth being located in smaller settlements.
4.3.20 At this scale of growth, Option B6 performs most positively with regards to socioeconomic factors, with significant positive effects identified for deprivation, housing,
economy, accessibility and health and wellbeing (the only option to generate significant
effects on this factor). This option also performs similarly to options B2 and B3 with
regards to negative effects upon the environment. However, the effects in terms of
climate change are potentially negative rather than positive (as per options B2 and B3).
Summary of effects for Scenario C (Standalone new settlement)
4.3.21 The effects associated with Option C1 are difficult to determine accurately as the
location of a new settlement has not been identified. However, a broad assessment of
potential opportunity areas has been undertaken to understand what the effects might
be. Given that the scale of growth is closer to Scenario A than to Scenario B, the effects
are more comparable to the options in this scenario. However, there are differences
across the range of sustainability objectives discussed below.
4.3.22 The primary difference between C1 and all of the other options is the potential for
negative effects with regards to housing. This relates to an overreliance on a new
settlement, which could mean under delivery in housing needs in the short term and
would also provide less choice and flexibility across the borough. Option C1 is also
the least likely to help address deprivation as a new settlement would be totally
removed from existing communities. Similarly, the effects in terms of transport would
be less positive compared to the options that involve development at existing
settlements that have established services and transport links. It is unclear the extent
to which transport improvements would be secured through a large new settlement,
but it is anticipated that car use would be necessary.
4.3.23 With regards to environmental factors, a new settlement is likely to perform relatively
well, with the broad opportunity areas not being particularly sensitive for biodiversity,
water quality, flood risk and the historic environment. However, landscape effects
would be anticipated to be significant in that particular location. A concentration of
growth could also affect air quality depending upon where the settlement was located,
and the transport measures secured.
4.3.24 With regards to land usage, this option would result in a significant loss of agricultural
land (similar to all other options) but would be less likely to have negative effects with
regards to minerals safeguarding.
Comparison of growth scenarios and options
4.3.25 There are clear differences between Scenarios A and B with regards to the generation
of significant positive and negative effects. Whilst scenario A options are predicted to
have fewer significant positive effects, the growth would be accommodated without
generating significant negative effects. Conversely, Scenario B options would
generate more significant positive effects, but at the expense of several environmental
factors. The difference in the amount of housing between the two options is fairly large,
and therefore, a level of growth in between the two options could possibly provide a
better balance between positive social-economic effects and negative environmental
effects.
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4.3.26 The effects related to Option C1 are more in-line with those for the options under
Scenario A, which is to be expected given that the scale of growth is similar. However,
the spatial approach results in some notable differences.
4.3.27 With regards to distribution, the effects at a higher scale of growth are more similar for
each of the options.
4.3.28 This is due to the necessity to release similarly large amounts of land at
Loughborough/Shepshed and the Service Centres, whilst delivering the same amount
of growth at the PUA.
4.3.29 At the lower scale of growth, the differences between the options are greater.
4.3.30 Option A4 is predicted to have the most negative effects, of the lower growth scenarios.
and is also unlikely to generate significant positive effects. Consequently, this option
is considered to perform the poorest under scenario A.
4.3.31 Options A1 and A2 perform the best with regards to social-economic factors as they
generate mostly positive (and some significant) effects. However, these two options
are predicted to have slightly greater negative effects on environmental factors overall
when compared to Options A5 and A6.
4.3.32 Options A5 and A6 have the fewest negative effects overall across the range of
environmental factors but would only generate minor positive effects on socioeconomic factors and perform poorer with regards to climate change.
4.3.33 Option C1 performs relatively well with regards to environmental factors compared to
the options under Scenario A. However, the positive effects of housing, economy,
accessibility and deprivation would be of a lesser magnitude. This is due to the spread
of benefits across the borough being limited and the likelihood that housing delivery
and economic activity in the short to medium term would likely be lower.
The
assessment of Option C1 does demonstrate that a new settlement could be a positive
longer-term strategy, but evidence suggests that a new settlement is very unlikely to
meet housing need in the plan period and other spatial strategies would be more
appropriate up to 2036.
Refined options – Summary of appraisal findings
Summary and comparison of options
4.3.34 Refined options are set out in table 4.3. Option 1 and 2 perform similar, but 2 is slightly
less likely to cause negative effects regarding flood risk, air quality and the historic
environment. Option 2 could potentially be more positive from a housing perspective
and in terms of securing accessibility improvements. The differences are fairly small,
but of the two urban concentration approaches, Option 2 performs marginally better.
4.3.35 Options 3 and 4 are both less negative with regards to landscape and biodiversity
(compared to Options 1 and 2). However, they are both less positive with regards to
socio-economic factors (economy, healthy lifestyles, deprivation) and Option 4 in
particular could generate significant negative effects with regards to heritage and
landscape.
4.3.36 With regards to housing delivery (which is a critical plan objective), Option 3 performs
most positively under Scenario A. However, this option is weaker than the urban
concentration options (1 and 2) in terms of economy and employment, healthy
lifestyles, deprivation, accessibility and climate change.
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4.3.37 Options 5, 6 and 7 each perform worse from an environmental perspective, which is to
be expected given the higher scale of growth. In particular, significant negative effects
could be generated with regards to landscape, biodiversity, air quality and the historic
environment (regardless of the distribution options). The positive effects in terms of
housing, regeneration and the economy are more prominent for each option as well.
but the increased growth also raises the possibility of negative implications for certain
communities.
4.3.38 In this regard, Option 6 stands out due to the fact it generates potentially significant
negative effects in relation to health and recreation (due to potential negative effects
on the Charnwood Forest in particular). There is less to differentiate the higher growth
options from one another as all three involve substantial growth in Loughborough, the
Service Centres, Shepshed and the LUA.
4.3.39 The choice of site locations, coupled with plan policies will help to determine these
effects in greater detail, whichever growth option is pursued.
Summary of the Hybrid option
4.3.40 The hybrid option was developed by the Council taking into account the strengths and
weaknesses of the refined spatial options. The Council also considered alignment with
the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan, local priorities and vision,
evidence and the effect on infrastructure. This option is set out below:
Table 4.4: Range of housing numbers tested
Settlement
Leicester Urban Edge

Range Tested

Proposed Development Strategy

1,000 - 3,000

2,000

Loughborough

800 - 4,000

2,000

Shepshed

500 - 2,200

2,000

Service Centres

600 - 2,100

1,000

0 -1,400

800

Other Settlements
Total

7,800

4.3.41 The Hybrid Option was appraised in a consistent manner to the spatial options to
determine how it performed as a standalone option compared to these initial options.
4.3.42 A key aim was to avoid significant negative effects, which the hybrid option achieves
with the exception of soil resources. All of the options are predicted to have significant
negative effects upon soil, and this is considered unavoidable given the amount of
greenfield land that would be lost. However, the site selection process could help to
minimise the effects by avoiding Grade 2 and 3a land if possible.
4.3.43 From a wider environmental perspective, the Hybrid Option performs better than any
of the options. The distribution of growth ought to allow for negative effects to be
avoided in most settlements, or the potential for mitigation and enhancement to be
secured with regards to biodiversity, landscape character and the historic environment.
With positively prepared policies to support the strategy, positive effects may even be
achieved against these factors.
4.3.44 The approach will allow for sites to be selected that are not at major risk of flooding,
keeping in-line with the sequential approach.
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4.3.45 The picture with regards to socio-economic effects is positive. Whilst the Hybrid Option
does not perform as well as the urban concentration options with regards to deprivation
and accessibility, the effects are still positive for these factors. Furthermore, the Hybrid
Option benefits from the pronounced positive effects upon health and housing, which
are associated with a more dispersed approach to development.
Rationale for selecting the preferred approach at this stage
4.4.1 The Council has prepared a paper that sets out the rationale for the selection of sites
in the context of the development strategy for new homes and employment land. This
provides a commentary on the key steps that were undertaken to support the
identification of a preferred approach, including the SA.
4.4.2 As required by the SEA Legislation, ‘outline reasons’ are provided below as to why the
preferred approach was selected and the reasonable alternative (options) discounted.
4.4.3 The Council has taken an iterative approach to SA and has made it clear that the SA
is a critical piece of evidence in the identification of a preferred development strategy.
However, other factors have played an important part, and have formed a ‘framework'
against which the Council has considered each of the options, including the Strategic
Growth Plan, local priorities and vision, detailed evidence base studies, and
infrastructure.
4.4.4 At the initial high-level options assessment stage, the Council took the decision to
discount certain options. Those options that were taken forward remained the same
in principle, but further detail was added to refine the distribution of growth. Table 4.5
below illustrates how the options have progressed through the plan making and SA
process.
Table 4.5: Progression of options
Towards a Local Plan for
Charnwood (April 2018)

Refined Options for Testing (Aug/Sept 18)

Option 1: Leicester &
Loughborough Focus

Not taken forward.
Though this option
performed well in the SA, it performed less well
in terms of delivery. However, the principles of
this approach are reflected in a refined ‘urban
concentration option’, which is a hybrid of
options 1 and 2.
Option 1: Urban Concentration A (Low Growth
Scenario)

Option 2. Leicester &
Loughborough + Service
Centres

Option 2: Urban Concentration B (Low Growth
Scenario)
Option 5: Urban Concentration (High Growth
Scenario)

Option 3. Settlement Hierarchy
Distribution

Option 3: Dispersed Settlement Hierarchy
Distribution (Low Growth Scenario)
Option 6: Dispersed Settlement Hierarchy
Distribution (High Growth Scenario)
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Towards a Local Plan for
Charnwood (April 2018)

Refined Options for Testing (Aug/Sept 18)

Option 4. Proportionate
Distribution

Not taken forward. This option performed
least well against the assessment framework.

Option 5. Leicester &
Loughborough + New
Settlement

Not taken forward. This option is less
deliverable than the other options as it
focusses a significant amount of development
on a few large sites and a few locations, with
no development in very high market areas.
Option 4: Urban Concentration and New
Settlement (Low Growth Scenario)

Option 6. Leicester &
Loughborough + Service
Centres + New Settlement

Option 7: Urban Concentration and New
Settlement (High Growth Scenario)
Not taken forward. The option is highly
unlikely to make a significant contribution to
housing supply within the plan period to 2036.

Option 7. Large Standalone
New Settlement

Rationale for the Hybrid Approach
4.5.1 Whilst the decisions relating to the preferred development strategy are based primarily
on the assessment of the refined options, clearly the initial high-level assessments
were important as they helped to focus the Councils approach. However, the rationale
presented below is discussed in the context of the refined options (including a higher
hybrid growth options of 11,700 homes).
4.5.2 With regards to housing growth, the Council has concluded (on the basis of the
evidence) that the lower growth scenario is preferable, but that a margin of flexibility
should be built-in to the supply. Several factors support this approach (in favour of a
lower growth scenario).
 The SA and supporting evidence base identifies that a low growth scenario would

cause less environmental harm, whilst being able to deliver required housing
and economic growth in a strong market.
 The SA and supporting evidence base identifies that a higher growth scenario
could cause significant environmental effects and transport impacts will require
significant mitigation, may not be mitigated to a reasonable level and could
prove difficult to deliver in the plan period.
 infrastructure requirements to support a high growth scenario may delay the
delivery of the homes.
 Whilst the higher growth level provides greater flexibility in housing supply, the

Council considers that flexibility can be provided at a lower scale of growth.
 The lower growth scenario reflects the scale of growth proposed within the

Strategic Growth Plan for Charnwood. At a higher scale of growth, there is
potential conflict in this regard.
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4.5.3 For the distribution of housing, the Council recognised that there were pros and cons
for each of the options (which focus growth more or less to particular settlements). It
was considered sensible to therefore seek to achieve beneficial effects, whilst seeking
to avoid significant negative effects.
4.5.4 At the edge of Leicester, this means promoting growth, but taking account of landscape
constraints, so not maximizing development on available land in this location.
4.5.5 With regards to Loughborough and Shepshed, managed growth is proposed as this
reflects the Strategic Growth Plan strategy and takes account of landscape constraints
and potential impacts on infrastructure (particularly transport). This managed growth
avoids the potential significant negative effects that could occur for the urban
concentration options (i.e. Options 1 and 2), but still generates positive effects when
compared to the options that involve low levels of growth in Loughborough and
Shepshed.
4.5.6 The delivery evidence supports a range of sites in terms of the location, size and type
of sites and recognises high market values throughout the settlement hierarchy that
can support delivery through a more dispersed strategy. Taking account of the potential
for environmental impacts, including issues around settlement identity, and the degree
of fit with the Strategic Growth Plan and Council vision, a pure dispersed strategy
(Options 3 and 4) is not considered to be appropriate. However, it was considered that
there is potential for some limited growth of around 1,000 homes across the six Service
Centres and 800 homes across the fourteen Other Settlements.
4.5.7 This amount is considered appropriate to support a deliverable strategy and fits well
with the requirements in the Framework and Neighbourhood Plan Regulations.
4.5.8 Taken together the hybrid approach locates growth in locations which fit well with the
Strategic Growth Plan, reflect the vision and take account of the positive and negative
impacts of growth.
4.5.9

The hybrid strategy formed the basis for site selection and was consulted upon as part
of the Draft Charnwood Local Plan, November 4, 2019 to December 16, 2019. Further
information on the site selection can be found at section 6.
Finalising the Plan Strategy

4.6.1 Following consultation on the Draft Plan in 2019, the Council considered it necessary
to make adjustments to the spatial strategy. The key reasons for this were as follows:


In response to consultation feedback suggesting that a higher level of growth
should be planned for.



To increase flexibility in the delivery of housing needs, which would address
concerns about deliverability.



To respond to changes in the calculation of housing needs, which has increased
since the preferred options stage.

4.6.2 In conclusion, the Council consider that the level of housing growth to plan for should
be slightly higher than proposed in the Draft Plan (19,716). Taking into account the
above factors, the Council have determined that it should plan for the delivery of 19,554
dwellings.
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4.6.3 The aim at this stage was not to establish a totally new strategy. The focus was upon
addressing where additional housing could be delivered most sustainably, whilst
maintaining the broad distribution of growth (which had been tested extensively to
inform the Draft Plan).
4.6.4 To support the decision-making process, additional SA work was undertaken as
follows.
Settlement analysis
4.6.5 Settlement analysis was undertaken, to explore the potential for additional growth to
be accommodated without generating significant negative effects (and to best take
advantage of opportunities for infrastructure development). An Interim SA note was
prepared by consultants undertaking the SA and shared with the Council before the
strategy was finalised. The full Interim SA note is attached at Appendix G of this SA
Report.
4.6.6 In summary, the Interim SA note identified the following implications of further growth
at each level of the settlement hierarchy:
Leicester Urban Area: The scope for further growth in the LUA is limited without
giving rise to significant negative effects upon landscape and settlement character. A
number of smaller sites could help to increase housing choice though (perhaps 200
dwellings), without leading to significant effects, or a large departure from the spatial
strategy.
Loughborough: The scope to increase growth in Loughborough is limited by the
Charnwood Forest to the southwest, settlement identity considerations and biodiversity
connectivity to the south. However, it could be possible to increase capacity on the
proposed strategic sites by a modest amount whilst still retaining a degree of openness
and countryside character. Coupled with several additional smaller site options, it
ought to be possible to accommodate between 300-700 further dwellings without
triggering any significant negative effects.
Shepshed: The scope for increased densities on the proposed sites to the west is
considered low, without giving rise to negative effects on landscape and biodiversity.
Some additional growth could be supported to the south of the settlement, though this
would not be ideally located with regards to walkable neighbourhoods.
Service Centres: The Service Centres differ in their characteristics, and therefore
some could possibly accommodate further growth in a more sustainable way.
Common to each of the service centres is pressure on services such as healthcare
and schools. Therefore, any additional growth would be likely to create negative
effects unless of a scale to support enhancements or (ideally) new facilities. With this
in mind, strategic growth in Anstey could possibly be a suitable location. Whilst there
are some environmental sensitivities, a well-designed scheme with green
infrastructure at its’ heart would create positive effects on social factors. Smaller scale
growth is considered more suitable at the other service centres. In total, 500 additional
dwellings could probably be accommodated across the service centres without
generating significant negative effects, and potentially delivering positive effects in
terms of socio-economic factors.
Other Settlements: An increase of up to 800 dwellings ought to be possible to
accommodate at the ‘Other Settlements’, provided that it is distributed amongst these
locations and not focused in any one settlement. However, this could give rise to some
minor negative effects.
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Standalone settlements each have different characteristics, and the effects are
dependent upon these as well as the details of new communities that would be
developed. Several options already assessed are still considered to be sensitive with
regards to landscape and / or heritage, including “Cotes”, “Thurcaston” and “Barkby”.
A new settlement at Six Hills was submitted, and this too has environmental
sensitivities. Whilst it could have good local accessibility if linked to the proposed Six
Hills Garden Village in Melton, this is not a certainty.
In terms of (a lack of) significant environmental constraints, Hoton appears to be
suitable option. However, there would be a need for a strong green infrastructure
strategy to avoid impacts on settlement character. Accessibility to certain services
would likely remain poor, but existing residents at the Wolds would likely benefit from
better access to a primary school and open green space. In terms of higher order
facilities, residents would most likely need to travel longer distances, which would be
difficult to mitigate.
Additional site assessments
4.6.7 Further site options were submitted to the Council in response to consultation on the
Draft Plan and these new sites were tested through the SA process. See section 6
below for further details.
Appraisal of additional reasonable alternatives
4.6.8 Several consultation responses suggested that the SA should test a housing growth
scenario higher than proposed in the draft Local Plan (7800 in addition to commitments
and completions). Though a higher growth option was tested through the SA (15,700
dwellings in addition to commitments and completions), some respondents considered
that a ‘mid’ point ought to be tested (given that there was a difference of 7600 additional
dwellings between the preferred option and the higher growth option).
4.6.9 A range of growth scenarios were suggested, most of which were somewhere in
between 11,000 dwellings and 12,000 dwellings (in addition to committed
development).
4.6.10 In response, one additional growth scenario was identified which reflects a 50% uplift
on the Draft Plan growth strategy. In total, 11,700 dwellings would need to be found
in addition to commitments and completions under this approach.
4.6.11 The appraisal assumes a similar distribution to the Hybrid approach for the higher
growth option. It was not considered proportionate or necessary to undertake an
appraisal of all the distribution options again at a third scale of growth. The effects of
growth are already well understood in terms of where significant effects would arise.
Further SA work exploring specific settlements was also undertaken at this stage (as
discussed above and set out in detail at Appendix G).
Rationale for the Pre-Submission Local Plan Strategy for New Homes
4.7.1 The rationale for the overall scale and overall distribution is set out above, notably at
paragraphs 4.5 and 4.6, and it is this framework that the Council then used to identify
specific sites that make up its strategy for new homes. The Council has published a
separate topic paper on strategy and site selection alongside this Sustainability
Appraisal report and an outline of the main reasons for the strategy for new homes is
provided here.
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4.7.2 The Council used the outcome of the different stages in the sustainability appraisal
process alongside other factors to identify the strategy for new homes in the PreSubmission Local Plan. The factors included responding to the Leicester and
Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan, the Council’s vision and local priorities in terms
of protecting sensitive landscapes and the identity of settlements, seeking to provide a
deliverable strategy to provide a 5-year supply of new homes and to ensure that new
homes are supported by necessary infrastructure.
4.7.3 Following the consultation of the Draft Charnwood Local Plan, the Council carried out
a number of key tasks including the assessment of new sites and responding to
representations providing alternative evidence concerning specific sites. The Council
carried out further work to understand whether sites which gave rise to significant
adverse impacts could be mitigated. This work led to an understanding of the
capacities of sites having regard to constraints such as landscape sensitivity,
settlement identity, heritage, biodiversity and impact on the functions of green wedges.
The Council also consulted site owners to check whether sites were actively being
promoted for development and removed sites which weren’t.
4.7.4 Following consultation responses from Local Education Authority and the Clinical
Commissioning Groups, there was significant engagement to understand the capacity
of local schools and doctors’ surgeries.
4.7.5 The further assessment of sites combined with the outcome of the interim SA note
(appendix G) informed the capacity for new homes at Leicester Urban Area (2104),
Loughborough (2242) and Shepshed (1878). The level of growth at these locations
was maximized in line with the urban concentration principles of the preferred hybrid
overall development strategy and could be accommodated if new education and
healthcare provision could be delivered alongside the new homes.
4.7.6 The capacities of local primary schools to accommodate new development was
significant in informing the scale of new housing development in Service Centres and
Other Settlements. Secondary school capacity was less of an issue in this respect. The
primary schools at Barrow, Quorn, Mountsorrel and Rothley have very limited capacity
to provide school places arising from new development, and very limited opportunity
to expand, whereas there was some opportunity to expand existing schools in Sileby
and Anstey.
4.7.7 Options where a new school or expanded provision could serve more than one village
were considered for the settlements in the Soar Valley, but because of the wide flood
plain and A6 main road, in most cases it was not possible to ensure safe walking
distance to new schools from a neighbouring village. The exception to this was that
Cossington and Sileby had the opportunity for new education provision to serve the
two villages.
4.7.8 Scales of development of 700 homes were considered at each Service Centre as this
was the minimum amount of new homes needed to make a primary school viable in
terms of pupil numbers. This scale of homes was not available for development at
Quorn, Mountsorrel and Rothley meaning it was not possible to expand these villages
and also provide a new primary school. Capacity at schools outside these settlements
but within a safe walking distance has allowed smaller scale allocations at Quorn and
Rothley. Options for 700 homes at Anstey, Barrow and Sileby were considered, as
were options smaller scales of development at Anstey and Sileby which could benefit
from extension to existing primary schools. Site assessments were used to compare
the sustainability of individual sites to determine whether growth of this scale was
appropriate.

36

Page 312

4.7.9

The overall amount of homes directed towards Service Centres was guided by the
hybrid strategy. Expansion of Anstey and Barrow by 700 homes accompanied by a
new primary school were considered to give rise to the least adverse impacts and best
balance with positive effects, when compared with expanding Sileby by a similar
amount of new homes.

4.7.10 A reduced scale of growth was directed to Sileby with primary education provision
being made in neighbouring Cossington to provide the necessary capacity to serve
these two villages.
4.7.11 New homes (a total of 815) were directed to ‘Other Settlements’ with capacity for
primary school education and where sites new homes could be accommodated without
giving rise to significant adverse impacts. In the case of Wymeswold, where there are
a range of sites with similar overall sustainability effects, it was considered appropriate
to enable the specific site allocations to be made through a Neighborhood Plan.
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Alternatives appraisal:
Employment

05
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5

ALTERNATIVES APPRAISAL: EMPLOYMENT
Background

5.1.1 In order to contribute to the achievement of economic growth aspirations, it is important
that the Local Plan identifies the need for employment land and an appropriate
distribution strategy for meeting such needs.
5.1.2 It is crucial that housing and employment needs are well balanced, and for the plan to
promote a strategy that supports good accessibility to job opportunities for
communities.
5.1.3 This section discusses how the Council has considered the evidence, and explored
potential alternatives relating to developing Charnwood’s strategy for employment.
The reasons for selecting the alternatives
5.2.1 The options for employment land provision have been informed primarily by the
conclusions of the Charnwood Employment Land Review March 2018 and by the
Leicester and Leicestershire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment
2017.
5.2.2 The Employment Land Review shows that there is sufficient land with planning
permission or committed through the Core Strategy to meet the overall quantitative
need for employment land. This evidence does however suggest that there are
qualitative issues to consider such as the location and type of employment land and
the need for flexibility.
5.2.3 Options for employment were considered reasonable if:
- they were consistent with the quantity of employment land recommended
through Leicester and Leicestershire Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment 2017 and / or
- a qualitative demand was identified through the Charnwood Employment Land
Review 2018
5.2.4 In considering these factors, three options were identified as reasonable.
1

Rely on existing employment allocations identified in the Core Strategy and 2004
Borough of Charnwood Local Plan.

2

Identify new employment land to facilitate regeneration and release poorer
quality employment sites for alternative uses.

3

Identify new employment land to respond to demand for large warehousing.

5.2.5 The approach proposed in the Pre-Submission Plan is not fully aligned with any of
these reasonable alternatives. Whilst the same location is involved at Shepshed,
unlike Option 3, the scale of growth is 5ha and the rationale for release is to support
flexibility and the spatial strategy (rather than to attract large scale warehouses).
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5.2.6 For completeness, this fourth reasonable alternative has been appraised in a
comparative way to the initial reasonable alternatives. This provides an understanding
of the sustainability merits of the preferred approach compared to the original options.
Summary of the options
5.2.7 Given the evidence about Charnwood’s need and supply for new employment land,
Option 1 proposes no net additional employment land, whilst Option 2 would involve
limited additional land.
5.2.8 Option 1 represents a ‘business as usual’ strategy relying on existing Charnwood Local
Plan Core Strategy and the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan allocations (in addition
to committed development).
5.2.9 Option 2 would identify limited new employment land (10ha of new employment land)
in order to respond to opportunities for regeneration or to release poorer quality
employment sites.
5.2.10 Employment evidence indicates that there are a number of sites which are in
employment use in Thurmaston which are well occupied and functional but have a poor
relationship with surrounding uses and in some cases are constrained by poor access.
The Employment Land Review identifies a site at Earls Way / Church Hill Road as a
key example of such employment land. However, evidence suggests identifying
around 10ha of new employment land north of the Leicester in the new local plan to
enable the release of these to alternative uses such as housing.
5.2.11 Option 3 would involve identifying 10ha of new employment land to respond to demand
for large warehousing. The Employment Land Review indicates that the Council
should consider whether it is appropriate to identify 10ha of land for large
warehousing. The distribution of large warehousing was not provided through the
Leicester and Leicestershire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment. The
distribution of warehousing will require further discussions with partners under the duty
to cooperate. To inform this work a Warehousing and Logistics study is currently
underway, commissioned by all the Leicester and Leicestershire authorities. This will
provide robust evidence across the wider Functional Economic Market Area, at a scale
in which the large warehousing market operates and enable informed decisions to be
made. The Employment Land Review indicates that this land would need to be
delivered in a single location with excellent access to the strategic road network and is
therefore likely to be most suitable at the northeast of M1 Junction 23, near to
Shepshed.
5.2.12 Option 4 would involve 5ha of employment land, located in Shepshed to support the
wider growth strategy. This is the preferred approach and is therefore a reasonable
alternative. This approach is a mix of Options 2 and 3.
5.2.13 To avoid confusion the appraisal of options focuses on the differences between the
options, in particular Options 2, 3 and 4, rather than considering the likely significant
effects of all the committed and allocated development proposed under Option 1 and
common to Options 2, 3 and 4.
Appraisal of the reasonable alternatives
5.3.1 Appendix E sets out a detailed appraisal of each of the employment options (i.e. the
reasonable alternatives) against each of the SA Objectives. Unlike the housing options
appraisal, the appraisal of the employment options is not broken down by the different

40

Page 316

levels of the settlement hierarchy as there are only small differences in the location of
employment opportunities.
5.3.2 The findings of the detailed appraisals are summarised in this section below, preceded
by a short discussion of the methods used to determine significance.
Visual representation of the effects
5.3.3 Table 5.1 sets out a visual summary of the effects associated with each of the
employment options.
5.3.4 The table has been compiled from the detailed assessments within Appendix E. This
is supported by a discussion of the key effects and the differences between the options.
5.3.5 The significance tables below explain what each score in table 4.4 actually means; and
are primarily used to identify whether effects are positive, negative or neutral and most
importantly whether these effects could be significant.
5.3.6 For each employment option illustrated in table 5.1, one of the following symbols has
been allocated for each SA objective to determine the significance of the effects on a
borough-wide basis.

Effects Significance

Effects symbol

Significant positive effects
Minor positive effects
Neutral effects
Minor negative effect
Significant negative effect

++
+
0
--

Uncertain effects

Effects symbol

Uncertain significant positive effect
Uncertain minor positive effect
Uncertain effects
Uncertain minor negative effect
Uncertain significant positive effect

++?
+?
?
-?
--?

5.3.7 Where there is uncertainty, the nature of such effects has been identified. For example,
an uncertain negative effect would be recorded if there is a chance that negative effects
could occur, but this is dependent upon the precise location of development.
5.3.8 It may still be possible to rule out significant effects though, and so the unknown effect
may be recorded as minor or potentially significant.
5.3.9 A fuller explanation of the methods involved in the appraisals is set out in Appendix
E.
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Table 5.1 Employment options: Summary of appraisal findings

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Landscape Character

0

0

0

0

Biodiversity

0

Water quality

0

?

?

?

Flood Risk

0

0

0

0

Soil Resources

0

0?

-

-

Air Quality

0

0

?

-

-

Climate Change

0

0

0

0

Historic Environment

0

0

0

0

Deprivation
Healthy Lifestyles

0

+?

+

+

0

0

0

0

-?

+?

?

+?

-

-?

+?

Housing

0

+

0

0

Local Economy

+

+

++

++?

Accessibility

0

+?

+

+

Minerals

0

0?

0

0

5.3.10 Option 1 is predicted to have mostly neutral effects as it essentially represents a
‘business as usual’ scenario. However, a minor positive effect is predicted for the
economy given that the approach maintains a positive strategy for economic growth
for the borough.
5.3.11 Options 2, 3 and 4 all involve an additional amount of higher quality employment land,
and so they are predicted to have a greater range of effects compared to option 1. For
option 3, the overall / net level of provision is 10ha higher, whilst for Option 4, there is
a net increase of 5ha. Option 2 does not involve a net increase in employment land,
but would see 10ha of higher quality employment land compared to the current
portfolio.
5.3.12 With regards to landscape and heritage options 2, 3 and 4 are predicted to have neutral
effects, as the sensitivity of the land likely to be involved is relatively low. Similarly, the
effects in terms of flood risk and climate change would be limited from a borough-wide
perspective.
5.3.13 Whilst there could be localised effects on biodiversity and air quality, these are not
anticipated to be significant given the magnitude of growth involved and the prevailing
baseline position. Some positive effects could be anticipated too where new
development enables net gain in biodiversity.
5.3.14 Each option would lead to a further loss of soil resources, which is also a minor
negative effect for options 3 and 4, which involve a net increase in employment land.
Option 2 could involve areas of Grade 2 agricultural land, but there would also be lower
pressure to release greenfield sites for housing, which could offset any loss. For
Option 2, the effects are therefore recorded as neutral but uncertain.
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5.3.15 The effects on water quality are also likely to be minor and localised but could present
more of an issue for Option 2, where some potential sites for higher quality employment
are within close proximity to waterbodies.
5.3.16 With regards to positive social-economic effects, each option is likely to contribute
positively to tackling deprivation through the provision of jobs in accessible locations.
Option 3 is predicted to have significant positive effects with regards to the local
economy on the basis that the type of employment that would be delivered would meet
a specific business demand. The growth is also more likely to be strategic and support
a wider population across the district. Option 4 involves growth in the same location,
but of a lower scale, and so there is more uncertainty about whether significant positive
effects would arise.
5.3.17 Option 2 could potentially have benefits for housing as the release of lower quality sites
from employment use could possibly mean that housing uses become suitable and this
reduces demand for greenfield release.
5.3.18 Overall, options 2, 3 and 4 perform similarly across the range of sustainability factors
and it is likely that minor negative effects could be mitigated. The key differences
between the Options are as follows


There is greater uncertainty related to effects for Option 2, given that specific
sites have not yet been identified.



Option 3 and 4 generate significant positive effects (in relation to local
economy), whilst for option 2 the effects are minor.



Option 2 generates minor positive effects for housing, whilst options 3 and 4
are neutral.



Given a net increase in employment land for Options 3 and 4, these options
perform less well in terms of soil resources.



Whilst Option 1 would not generate any negative effects, the potential for
additional positive effects is limited too.

Rationale for selecting the preferred approach
5.4.1 Option 1 to rely on existing employment allocations identified in the Core Strategy and
2004 Borough of Charnwood Local Plan has not been selected. It is not proposed to
redevelop Earls Way / Church Hill Road Employment site in Thurmaston for housing.
5.4.2 The Council’s Employment Land Review 2018 indicates that “Earl’s Way is occupied
at the moment and before releasing the site the Council would need to ensure that
there is new (or alternative) property for tenants to move into”. Option 2 would involve
some uncertainty in ensuring adequate supply of employment land in the borough and
would also give rise to uncertainty for the occupiers of the industrial estate.
5.4.3 The sustainability benefits of redeveloping the Earl’s Way employment site are minor
and uncertain and would not outweigh the lack of certainty for employment land
provision and for the uncertainty for occupiers of existing employment units.
5.4.4 Option 3 to develop 10ha of additional land for strategic warehousing has not been
pursued. There has been no specific need identified in this location and discussions
with partners under the Duty to Cooperate has not highlighted that there is a particular
43

Page 319

need to develop land in Charnwood for this purpose. Furthermore, work is currently
underway to address the need for strategic warehousing across the FEMA, at a scale
larger than the local authority level to correspond with the scale at which the strategic
warehousing market operates. The site adjacent to the M1 motorway in Shepshed has
now been identified for mixed use development comprising 5ha of employment with
the remainder to be developed for housing.
5.4.5 Option 4 to allocate an additional 5ha of employment land at Fairway Road, Shepshed,
in addition to the employment allocations identified in the Core Strategy and 2004
Borough of Charnwood Local Plan has been selected.
5.4.6 The Employment Land Review indicates a shortage of smaller units in Shepshed with
no sites allocated. The allocation will meet this shortage and provide employment
opportunities for the housing allocated to Shepshed, and that planned for by the
previous plan. No significant new employment provision has taken place in Shepshed
despite housing growth and this provision will help address the employment needs of
local residents. The allocation will also help supplement the provision of employment
land at the west of Loughborough SUE in the short term. There is a desire to regenerate
Shepshed town centre and support its future prosperity. The provision of employment
land at Fairway Road will support the regeneration of Shepshed town centre and
reduce the perception that Shepshed has become a dormitory settlement providing
housing for Loughborough rather than a self-sustaining town in its own right. The
Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan identifies the Leicestershire
International Gateway (LIG) as a strategic development proposal within its overall
spatial strategy, with specific settlements referenced including Shepshed. Growth at
Shepshed will support the SGP’s plans for the LIG and provision of additional
employment land at Shepshed would be considered to accord with this aim.
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Site Options
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6

SITE OPTIONS
Introduction

6.1.1 The Council considers that there is a need to allocate strategic sites for employment
and housing land development in the Plan. This is necessary to ensure that housing
and employment needs will be met in the Plan period.
6.1.2 A key element of the spatial strategy is to maximise brownfield redevelopment, but this
does not satisfy the overall demand for land identified in the evidence. Therefore, there
was a need to consider greenfield sites and whether they can make a contribution to
these needs without having unacceptable effects upon the environment and
communities.
The site options
6.1.3 In order to inform the plan-making process a range of site options have been appraised
throughout the SA process. These are outlined in table 6.1 below, which also
summarises how the site assessments have influenced the decision-making process.
Table 6.1 - Summary of the site assessment process
Source
Calls for sites
undertaken by the
Council between 14th
May and June 7th,
2018, and 4th
November 4 and 16th
December, 2019

Site Data

Site proforma prepared
for each SHLAA site
with data collected
linked to overall
Sustainability Appraisal
Framework objectives.

Input to decision making
Helped to understand the
implications of each of the
strategic spatial options from
the ‘bottom up’.
Helped to guide the allocation of
specific sites with regards to the
preferred spatial strategy.

6.1.4 It is important to note that whilst these are individual site options (and have been
appraised as such), understanding their characteristics, constraints and opportunities
is considered to be helpful in understanding the potential effects of the strategic
options. However, it is also important to acknowledge that the issues identified at a
site-specific level do not necessarily reflect the effects that would occur with strategic
growth in a particular location. For example, site specific issues (such as poor access
to a school) could possibly be dealt with through the infrastructure improvements that
would likely accompany strategic growth (i.e. development at multiple sites).
6.1.5 Each site option has been appraised against the site appraisal framework as set out in
Appendix F..
6.1.6 The findings of the appraisals are summarised below in a series of matrices. Detailed
proformas for each site option, including a map of the site location and boundaries are
contained within Appendix H.
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Site Selection Process
6.2.1 The Council used evidence from each site proforma to follow the approach prescribed
in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) that plans should avoid significant
adverse impacts and where such impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation
measures should be proposed. Where this is not possible compensatory measures
should be considered (para 32).
6.2.2 The Council applied a series of criteria to each site to place sites in one of three
scenarios which reflected the above NPPF approach:
 Scenario A mainly comprised sites which individually avoided significant adverse
impacts on key environmental factors such as landscape, heritage, biodiversity
and flood risk and also sought to locate development close to services such as
a very good public transport service, to schools and to a large food store. It also
included sites that were already allocated by Neighbourhood Plans..
 Scenario B comprised sites which had potential significant adverse impacts, but
these were capable of mitigation. Sites capable of mitigation include those where
they were large enough to masterplan sites to locate built form away from
sensitive environmental receptors.
 Scenario C comprised sites which had had potential significant impacts that were
capable of mitigation (as in Scenario B) but which had a lower threshold for
accessibility to be considered satisfactory.
6.2.3 The site assessment results were used to identify the optimum sites for each
settlement tier in accordance with the preferred overall (hybrid) development strategy:
Settlement

Proposed Development Strategy
Draft Plan

Pre-Submission

Leicester Urban Edge

2,000

2,104

Loughborough

2,000

2,242

Shepshed

2,000

1,878

Service Centres

1,000

1,819

800

815

7,800

8,858

Other Settlements
Total

6.2.4 For Leicester Urban Edge there were no Scenario A sites. Sites in Scenarios, B and
C were included except for three, two of which were large sites with landscape impacts
and the other an employment site. The threshold for access to public transport was
expanded to 1400m to take account of the wider access to a full range of services
available in urban areas compared to less urban settlements.
6.2.5 For Loughborough Urban Area all sites in Scenarios A and B were included. Sites in
Scenario C were included except for one , because of landscape impacts.
6.2.6 For Shepshed all sites in Scenarios A and B were included. Sites in Scenario C were
included except and a site removed near to proposed waste incinerator because of
potential amenity concerns and the threshold for access to primary schools was
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expanded to 1760m as this still constituted an appropriate safe walking distance to
school as determined by the Local Education Authority.
6.2.7 A site for 75 homes had already been allocated through the Quorn Neighbourhood
Plan and this was included in the list of sites for Service Centres. No sites were
allocated in Mountsorrel. Site selection for the other Service Centres was considered
on a settlement by settlement basis following the consideration of how the provision of
new or expanded primary schools could be achieved (see section 4.7). For Anstey,
there were no Scenario A sites. Sites in Scenarios B and C were allocated and the
threshold for access to public transport was expanded slightly to 950m. For Barrow,
the single A site was allocated and there were no B sites. Sites falling into Scenario C
were allocated except for one because of landscape concerns, and the threshold for
access to public transport was expanded to 1300m. For Rothley, there were no
Scenario A or B sites. Sites in Scenario C were allocated except for one because of
landscape impacts. For Sileby there are no Scenario A or B sites. Sites in C were
allocated except for three sites, two for landscape reasons and the other because of
amenity issues.
6.2.8 For ‘Other Settlements’ there were no Neighbourhood Plan allocations and no sites
categorized in Scenarios A and B due to the threshold set for accessibility to secondary
schools and large food stores. Sites in Scenario C were limited to those settlements
served by a good bus service: Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Queniborough and
Rearsby. Just over half of the sites in these settlements were allocated with the least
harmful sites being selected while seeking to spread development between the
settlements. This did not provide enough sites to fit with the overall development
strategy. Additional settlements which were served by less frequent bus services and
had capacity at their primary schools were therefore considered. Three sites in
Thrussington and Thurcaston were allocated in this way. In addition, a housing
requirement was identified for a future Wymeswold Neighbourhood Plan.
Summary of site appraisal findings
6.3.1 Tables 6.2 - 6.18 below illustrate the scores for each site option against the site
appraisal criteria. These have been grouped according to the settlements / broad
locations that they fall within. Sites shaded in blue are those that are proposed for
housing allocation. Throughout the Plan making process several sites that were
initially included in the SA as reasonable site options were removed from the process
as they had received planning permission. Some sites were appraised several times
to reflect updated boundaries and data; only one version of the site appraisal is
included (the most recent iteration).
6.3.2 The aid in the interpretation of the appraisal summary tables below, the following
scoring mechanism should be used. There are two ‘positive scores’, a ‘neutral’ and
two ‘negative’ scores. For a more detailed explanation of how the colours / scores
have been determined, please see the Site Appraisal Framework at Appendix F and
the Site Proformas at Appendix H.

Positive

Neutral

Negative
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5.82

Anstey

21.84

Anstey

20.18

Anstey

PSH387

AECOM201

PSH388

AECOM250

PSH389

AECOM262

PSH460

Land off Groby Road
Park View Nursery
Site off Gynsill Lane

AECOM263

PSH482

Fairhaven Farm

Anstey

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Anstey

AECOM200

Access to Leisure facilities

0.28

SH4

Access to Convenience Store

Anstey

AECOM165

Access to Secondary School

20.43

PSH144

Access to Primary School

1.27

Anstey
Glenfield

Proximity to key routes

Anstey

Land at Gynsill Lane
& Anstey Lane
Albion
Street/Rosebery Road
High Leys Farm /
Manor Farm
High Leys Farm /
Manor Farm

Employment land

237 Bradgate Road

Access to Healthcare

PSH297

Access to greenspace

AECOM124

Regeneration

4.58

Historic environment

Anstey

Wind Energy

PSH2

Transport

AECOM123

Air quality

0.30

Land and soil

Anstey

Land West of Gorse
Hill

Flood Risk

Hollow Road

Water quality

Settlement

SH9

Water Pollution

Site Address

AECOM036

AECOM129

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map
No

Landscape

Table 6.2 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Anstey / Glenfield)

12.14
25.06

6.3.3 The sites within the settlement boundary of Anstey score well overall, especially in terms of accessibility. Sites which have been allocated
are generally on the periphery of the built-up area which perform less well according to accessibility scores, but there are links to facilities
in Leicester which compensate.
6.3.4 Gynsill Land & Anstey Land, Glenfield (PSH144) is proposed for allocation. The site scores well with regards to environmental factors, but
it scores less well in terms of overlap with wind energy opportunities and is not within close proximity to the existing urban area (meaning
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access is not as good as those in the urban area) and scoring relating to the historic environment is not favourable. Whilst there are sites
in the centre of Anstey that perform better in relation to environmental factors and accessibility, they are not of a comparable scale.
6.3.5 The sites which hug the western side of Anstey (PSH387, PSH388 and PSH389) all score well in relation to biodiversity, water quality,
transport and population, but less favourably in relation to overlapping with potential wind energy opportunities. Whilst these sites score
poorly in relation to accessibility, the clustering of sites may lead to the delivery of new facilities which would improve scoring in this regard.
6.3.6 The Park View Nursery site (PSH460) is located away from Anstey and adjacent to the Gynsill Land & Anstey Land site, it scores poorly in
relation to accessibility and access to green/open space as well as overlapping with potential wind energy opportunities. That said, it scores
well in relation to landscape, water quality, land and soil and access to healthcare facilities.
6.3.7 One site to the north of Anstey (PSH482) is proposed for allocation too, it generally has some poor scoring in relation to accessibility,
transport and wind energy, however it has some more positive scores relating to landscape, water quality, land and soil and population.
The smaller sites in the centre of Anstey that score favourably are not of a comparable size.
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AECOM001

PSH8

AECOM040

PSH345

AECOM046

PSH7

AECOM125

PSH178

AECOM234

PSH409

Land east of
Barkby
Hamilton
Grounds Farm
Land west of
Barkby
Land off
Hamilton lane
Land adjacent
Scraptoft

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

5.30

Access to Healthcare

Barkby Thorpe

Access to greenspace

7.49

Regeneration

Barkby

Historic environment

8.87

Wind Energy

Barkby

Transport

4.54

Air quality

Barkby Thorpe

Land and soil

46.09

Flood Risk

Barkby

Water quality

Settlement

Water Pollution

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map No

Landscape

Table 6.3 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Barkby)

6.3.8 There are no site allocations in this location. The sites are all constrained by the historic environment and also exhibit poor accessibility
overall.
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AECOM127

PSH282

Land off Nottingham Road

AECOM219

PSH410

Land at Fishpool farm

AECOM220

PSH321

Land off Cotes Road overlaps

AECOM239

PSH283

123 Cotes Road

AECOM275

PSH462

Land rear of 83 Cotes Road

AECOM276

PSH461

Land off Willow Road

AECOM289

PSH484

Land west of Cotes Road

AECOM292

PSH281

Huston Close/River View

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

PSH242

Access to Leisure facilities

AECOM126

Land to south of Melton
Road
Land adjoining 84 Melton
Road

Access to Convenience Store

PSH391

Access to Secondary School

AECOM111

Access to Primary School

Land off Melton Road

Proximity to key routes

PSH392

Employment land

AECOM110

Access to Healthcare

Land at The Apiary

Access to greenspace

PSH342

Regeneration

AECOM051

Historic environment

Land at Strancliffe Lane

Wind Energy

PSH237

Transport

AECOM047

Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow upon
Soar
Barrow Upon
Soar

Air quality

Cotes Road

Land and soil

PSH177

Flood Risk

AECOM002

Settlement

Water quality

Site Address

Water Pollution

Client
Map No

Biodiversity

Appraised
AECOMID

Site
Are
a
(ha)

Landscape

Table 6.4 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Barrow-upon-Soar)

6.63
16.1
0.79
6.35
6.92
0.74
1.93
8.79
7.44
0.65
37.6
9.78
18.3
2.31
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6.3.9 Two larger sites to the north and north west of the built-up area are proposed for allocation (PSH461 and PSH484), these score relatively
well according to accessibility metrics (with PSH484 scoring better), however are situated on land which could be used for wind energy
generation. The large scale of this site may also lead to additional facilities being delivered, improving the site’s accessibility score.
6.3.10 Two sites to the east / north east of Barrow-upon-soar have been allocated (PSH392, PSH391). These are both relatively unconstrained,
and have reasonable access to services.
6.3.11 PSH237 is a discounted site option which performs similarly to the sites proposed for allocation but has poorer access to services and
presents more constraints in relation to minerals.
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Thurmaston

0.73

Thurmaston

13

Thurmaston

0.27

Thurmaston

0.22

AECOM084

SH166

AECOM091

PSH189

AECOM092

SH163

AECOM093

PSH77

AECOM094

SH168

Wheatleys Road

Thurmaston

1.80

AECOM155

SH155

Church Hill Road

Thurmaston

7.91

AECOM156

SH156

Humberstone Lane

Thurmaston

4.12

Thurmaston

0.43

Thurmaston

0.24

Thurmaston

0.16

Rear of 36-46 Colby
Road
Works opposite 46
Brook Street
Works adjacent 46
Brook Street

AECOM157

SH162

AECOM158

PSH191

AECOM159

PSH192

AECOM160

PSH207

West Thurmaston

Thurmaston

19.3

AECOM161

PSH72

Land off
Birstall/Wanlip

Birstall

1.22

AECOM196

PSH208

West Thurmaston

Thurmaston

3.85

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

5.31

PSH79

Access to Leisure facilities

Wanlip

AECOM073

Access to Convenience Store

3.20

Access to Secondary School

Wanlip

Land off Rectory
Road
Warehouse &
Premises
Land off Barkby
Thorpe Lane
Rear of Manor
Medical Centre
Land at 588/600
Melton Road

Access to Primary School

North of Birstall

Proximity to key routes

PSH80

Employment land

AECOM072

Access to Healthcare

1.82

Access to greenspace

Birstall

Regeneration

PSH241

Historic environment

AECOM050

Wind Energy

0.22

Transport

Thurmaston

Land off Meadow
Lane

Air quality

Mill Lane Car Park

Land and soil

PSH357

Flood Risk

AECOM042

Water quality

Settlement

Water Pollution

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map No

Landscape

Table 6.5 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Birstall, Thurmaston and Wanlip)
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AECOM199

SH167

AECOM265

PSH463

AECOM267

PSH476

Warehouse &
Premises
Land off Cliffe
Road/Henson Close
Woodgate
Nurseries

Birstall
Thurmaston

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Historic environment

Wind Energy

Transport

Air quality

Land and soil

Flood Risk

2.27

Water quality

Thurmaston

Water Pollution

Settlement

Biodiversity

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Landscape

AECOMID

Client
Map No

76.3
20.9
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6.3.12 Several small site allocations are proposed for allocation in Thurmaston (PSH192, PSH191, SH163). These all have relatively good access
to services and facilities and exhibit few environmental constraints. There are several other discounted sites in the urban area that perform
similarly, but some have specific constraints such as flood risk and / or employment use.
6.3.13 PSH189 is a larger site allocation on the urban fringes. This performs relatively well in terms of accessibility and does not exhibit any notable
environmental constraints aside from the land being safeguarded for its mineral deposits. There are discounted site options in this area.
PSH208 is on the urban fringes but performs less well against accessibility factors and is also constrained by flood risk, local green space
and biodiversity. It is also a site which could offer the potential for wind energy generation.
6.3.14 Sites PSH463 and PSH476 are two allocation sites. The Land off Cliffe Road scores poorly compared to some other sites in relation to
accessibility, however it does not have any major environmental constraints. The other site at Woodgate Nurseries (PSH476) scores poorly
against transport and accessibility, however it has fewer environmental constraints when compared to the similar sized site option which
has been discounted (PSH207). It would also be likely to benefit from access to facilities at the nearby SUE.
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AECOM048

PSH182

AECOM049

PSH13

AECOM054

PSH180

AECOM067

PSH188

AECOM068

PSH185

AECOM069

PSH187

AECOM070

PSH296

AECOM071

PSH186

AECOM074

PSH78

AECOM095

PSH158

AECOM118

PSH407

AECOM119

PSH87

AECOM174

PSH163

AECOM175

PSH97

AECOM189

PSH250

Wymeswold

0.19

Walton on the
Wolds

0.49

Prestwold

1.06

Wymeswold

3.44

Hoton

51.22

Burton on the
Wolds

4.12

Burton on the
Wolds

4.71

Wymeswold

4.00

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

5.50

Access to Leisure facilities

Wymeswold

Access to Convenience Store

3.40

Access to Secondary School

Wymeswold

Access to Primary School

5.67

Proximity to key routes

Wymeswold

Land at Bakers
Lane
East Road/Narrow
Lane Wymeswold
Land at Narrow
Lane
Loughborough
Road
The Old Grain
Store
Land North of
East Road
Wymeswold
Airfield
Land adjacent to 6
St Marys Close
Land to east of
Souters Lane & to
sth of Melton Rd
Land off Hoton
Road

Employment land

Narrow Lane

Access to Healthcare

2.23

Access to greenspace

Wymeswold

Regeneration

0.32

Historic environment

Hoton

Wind Energy

9.85

Transport

Burton on the
Wolds

Air quality

3.10

Land and soil

Burton on the
Wolds

Flood Risk

Settlement

Sturdee Poultry
Farms Site
Land near
Fishpond
Plantation
Land at The Dutch
Barn
Narrow
Lane/Bakers Lane

Water quality

Site Address

Water Pollution

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map No

Landscape

Table 6.6: Housing site options assessment (Burton on the Wolds, Cotes, Prestwold, Walton on the Wolds, Wymeswold, Hoton)
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AECOM284

PSH486

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

PSH480

Access to Leisure facilities

AECOM280

Access to Convenience Store

PSH465

Access to Secondary School

AECOM279

Access to Primary School

PSH479

Proximity to key routes

AECOM278

Employment land

PSH470

Access to Healthcare

Cotes

AECOM277

Land at Cotes
Land between
A46 / Paudy Lane
/Berrycott Lane
Land at Lovrin
Equine Stables
Land off Holly
Tree Close
Hawker Business
Park
Land adjacent Six
Hills Garden
Village

Access to greenspace

PSH123

Regeneration

AECOM247

Historic environment

3.86

Wind Energy

PSH289

Transport

AECOM218

Air quality

1.71

Burton on the
Wolds

Land and soil

Wymeswold

Land off
Loughborough Rd

Flood Risk

East Road

Water quality

PSH167

Water Pollution

Settlement

AECOM208

Biodiversity

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Landscape

AECOMID

Client
Map No

128.5
4
86.72

Six Hills
Wymeswold
Hoton
Burton on the
Wolds

3.51
15.69
3.54
230

Six Hills

6.3.15 No specific sites are proposed for allocation in these settlements. Broadly speaking accessibility is very poor in these settlements. An
overall housing target is provided for Wymeswold to help guide neighbourhood planning for this settlement.
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AECOM0
16
AECOM0
18
AECOM0
19
AECOM0
20
AECOM0
22
AECOM0
23
AECOM0
24
AECOM0
38
AECOM0
44
AECOM0
96
AECOM0
99
AECOM1
12
AECOM1
13
AECOM1
51
AECOM1
52

0.32

PSH150

245 Ratcliffe Road

Sileby

0.88

PSH179

Rear of 41 Barrow Road

Sileby

1.29

PSH318

Blossom Farm

Sileby

6.38

PSH346

Land adjoining Peashill
Farm Ratcliffe Road

Sileby

7.68

PSH64

Land at Kendal Road

Sileby

1.34

PSH379

Land adj 230 Seagrave
Road

Sileby

2.91

PSH393

Land to west of Main St

Cossington

2.88

Cossington

12

PSH260
PSH262
SH136

Land to rear of Derry's
Garden Centre
Land off 115 Barrow
Road
The Oaks

Sileby

0.48

Sileby

0.39

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Sileby

PSH111

Access to Leisure facilities

0.73

Access to Convenience Store

Sileby

Land r/o Cossington
Road
Factory at the corner of
Park & Seagrave Roads

Access to Secondary School

0.56

Access to Primary School

Sileby

Proximity to key routes

9 King Street

Employment land

SH132

Access to Healthcare

0.38

Access to greenspace

Sileby

Regeneration

36 Charles Street

Historic environment

SH129

Wind Energy

3.45

Transport

Sileby

Air quality

Land off Holmefied Road

Land and soil

PSH261

Flood Risk

Settlement

Water quality

Site Address

SH135

Site
Area
(ha)

Water Pollution

Client
Map
No

Biodiversity

AECOMI
D

Landscape

Table 6.7: Summary of housing site options assessment (Sileby and Cossington)
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AECOM1
53
AECOM2
29
AECOM2
54
AECOM2
70
AECOM2
72
AECOM2
73
AECOM2
99

PSH475
PSH493

Sileby

PSH353
PSH474
PSH464

Sileby
Sileby
Cossington
Sileby
Sileby

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

11.6

Regeneration

Sileby

Historic environment

Land off Barnards Drive

Wind Energy

PSH439

Transport

0.40

Air quality

Sileby

Land and soil

Barrow Road

Flood Risk

SH138

Water quality

Settlement

Water Pollution

Site Address

Rear of the Maltings site
High Street
Land off Cossington
Road
Land rear of Reservoir
House
Land East of Seagrave
Road

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

Client
Map
No

Landscape

AECOMI
D

0.47
94.1
20.7
33.1
45.2

6.3.16 One of two site options for housing in Cossington (PSH260) has been allocated. It is partly constrained by its impact on the historic
environment and landscape but has some better accessibility scores that the other option and despite its potential negative impacts on
safeguarded minerals, it is a larger site offering a greater delivery of homes in the area.
6.3.17 At Sileby six sites have been proposed for allocation (PSH353, PSH439, PSH64, SH132, SH129, PSH126). These broadly score well in
terms of their accessibility scoring and none have any significant environmental constraints. They generally score similarly to other similar
sized sites which have been discontinued in the Sileby area, and they are effective at avoiding constraints offered on other sites such as
flood risk or existing employment land. Some of the larger sites have not been allocated, they tended to have more constraints and scored
worse according to accessibility metrics (e.g. PSH464, PSH493).
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AECOM07
5
AECOM07
6
AECOM07
7
AECOM07
8
AECOM07
9
AECOM19
1
AECOM26
6

PSH47
8

Land rear of 23 Anstey Lane

Thurcaston

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

3.39

Access to Leisure facilities

Cropston

Access to Convenience Store

Land off Cropston Road

Access to Secondary School

PSH16

Access to Primary School

9.69

Proximity to key routes

Cropston

Employment land

Pastureland off Latimer Road

Access to Healthcare

0.75

Access to greenspace

Cropston

Regeneration

Land off Station Road

Historic environment

Thurcaston

Wind Energy

Land east of Leicester Road

Transport

Thurcaston

Air quality

Land off Thurcaston Lane

Land and soil

1.24

Flood Risk

Thurcaston

PSH23
5
PSH12
0
PSH23
6
PSH23
9

Water quality

The former Rectory & Land at
Thurcaston

PSH47

Site Address

Water Pollution

Settlemen
t

Site
Are
a
(ha)

Client
Map
No

Biodiversity

Appraise
d
AECOMID

Landscape

Table 6.8: Summary of housing site options assessment (Thurcaston and Cropston)

11.3
1
38.6
1

6.01

6.3.18 Only one site has been proposed for allocation (PSH47) in Thurcaston. Whilst it scores relatively poorly in relation to access to healthcare,
public transport, the historic environment and wind energy, these scores are broadly similar across all site options in the area. The site
avoids any major environmental constraints and has some positive scores relating to landscape, water quality and access to green/open
space. The discounted sites have some more consistent issues relating to water pollution, landscape and in some cases accessibility.
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AECOM059

PSH221

Melton Road

Queniborough

3.10

AECOM062

PSH381

Land at Melton Road

Rearsby

4.48

AECOM064

PSH100

Land off Gaddesby Lane

Rearsby

2.47

AECOM065

PSH259

Land off Melton Road

Rearsby

2.21

AECOM066

PSH88

Grange Avenue/Melton Road

Rearsby

2.31

AECOM081

PSH376

Land off Old Gate Road

Thrussington

3.17

AECOM082

SH31

West of Railway Line

East Goscote

2.91

AECOM089

PSH58

Hawley Fields Farm

Seagrave

1.01

AECOM090

PSH151

Big Lane

Seagrave

1.18

AECOM097

PSH130

Land at Hoby Road

Thrussington

0.35

AECOM117

PSH401

Land lying to the South West
of Park Hill Lane

Seagrave

9.98

AECOM185

PSH183

Land at Mere Lane

Queniborough

0.27

AECOM192

PSH147

44 Hoby Road

Thrussington

2.04

AECOM193

PSH71

Land at Old Gate Road/Land
at Thrussington

Thrussington

0.44

AECOM194

PSH46

Land East of Main Street

Ratcliffe on the
Wreake

0.33

AECOM207

PSH252

Land adjacent Rose Farm
Mucklegate Lane

Seagrave

0.77

AECOM209

PSH287

Queniborough Lodge

Queniborough
/ LUA

7.51

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Historic environment

Wind Energy

Transport

Air quality

5.79

PSH316

Land and soil

Queniborough

AECOM058

Flood Risk

Settlement

Land off Barkby Road
Queniborough

Water quality

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Water Pollution

Client
Map No

Biodiversity

Appraised
AECOMID

Landscape

Table 6.9: Housing site options assessment (East Goscote, Queniborough, Ratcliffe on the Wreake, Seagrave, Thrussington, Rearsby)
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PSH445

Land adj. 55 Main Street

AECOM248

PSH446

Land off Melton Road

Queniborough

6.23

AECOM269

PSH469

East Goscote

30.2

AECOM271

PSH468

Land off Broome Lane
Land off Boonton Meadows
Way

Queniborough

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

0.50

AECOM238

Access to Healthcare

10.37

Ratcliffe on the
Wreake

Access to greenspace

Queniborough

Regeneration

Land at Threeways Farm

Historic environment

PSH42

Wind Energy

AECOM231

Transport

17.57

Air quality

East Goscote

Land and soil

Land off Melton Road

Flood Risk

PSH412

Water quality

Settlement

AECOM230

Water Pollution

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

Client
Map No

Landscape

Appraised
AECOMID

17.82

6.3.19 No site allocations are proposed for Seagrave and Ratcliffe on the Wreake.
6.3.20 In Thrussington, two sites out of five site options have been allocated (PSH147 and PSH376). These score broadly similarly to the other
sites in relation to accessibility and environmental constraints, however they both avoid land which is potentially more sensitive in terms of
the historic environment, which is a constraint of two of the site options in the area (PSH71 and PSH130).
6.3.21 One site is proposed for allocation in East Goscote (PSH412). There are two discounted site options. In comparison, the site proposed
for allocation performs better in relation to accessibility and access to public transport. However, it is in a more sensitive location with
regards to landscape and minerals compared to site SH31. The other discounted site (PSH469) scores poorly when looking at access to
green/open space, wind energy and land and soils.
6.3.22 There are five site options in Rearsby. Only one site is proposed for allocation (PSH100). All of the site options perform similarly in terms
of accessibility. In terms of environmental factors, the selected site performs marginally better than the alternatives which are either
constrained by landscape (PSH88) or heritage (PSH259, PSH381).
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6.3.23 There are seven site options for housing in Queniborough. Two are proposed for allocation (PSH42, PSH446). Accessibility is comparable
for all of the site options.. With regards to environmental factors, the sites all perform similarly, with PSH183 and PSH468 performing worse
with regards to biodiversity. Site PSH287 is also allocated, and scores well in terms of accessibility. This is classified as falling within the
Leicester Urban Area.
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AECOM00
4

SH102

AECOM03
1

PSH24
5
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AECOM00
5
AECOM10
7
AECOM03
2

PSH21

Moat Farm

PSH10
6

Nanpantan
Grange
Duke Street
Motors King
Edward Road LE11
1RZ
Land at
Woodthorpe
Knightthorpe
Road
Former Main Post
Office
Cumberland
Industrial Estate

PSH38
5

AECOM11
5
AECOM13
0
AECOM13
1
AECOM13
2
AECOM13
3
AECOM13
4
AECOM13
5
AECOM13
6

PSH25
5
SH34
SH60
SH49
PSH20
2
PSH11
9
PSH32
SH77

Hospital Way
Land at Frederick
Street
Price Shepshed
Factory
Land Used for
Storage

Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h

20.61

Loughboroug
h

0.09

Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Historic environment

Wind Energy

Transport

0.22

Air quality

Loughboroug
h

Land and soil

0.13

Flood Risk

Loughboroug
h

Water quality

Settlement

Southfields Road
Car Park
Carillon Court
Shopping Centre
Derby Square
Extend Park
Grange

Water Pollution

Site Address

PSH25

AECOM10
8

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map
No

Landscape

Table 6.10: Housing site options assessment (Loughborough)

6.25

20.4

48.75
0.35
0.08
0.71
2.28
0.38
1.22
3.03
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AECOM13
8
AECOM13
9
AECOM14
0
AECOM14
1
AECOM14
3
AECOM14
4
AECOM16
8
AECOM17
8

PSH27
PSH13
3
PSH26
7
PSH31
3
PSH28
4

AECOM17
9

SH51

AECOM18
0

SH76

AECOM20
2

PSH24
8

AECOM22
3
AECOM22
4

PSH25
4
PSH25
3

Park Grange Farm
Land south of
Nanpantan Road
Devonshire
Square
Opportunity Site
Land Used for
Storage &
Premises
Land South of
Woodthorpe and
off the A6004
Land adjacent 63
Main Street
Land adjacent 43
Main Street

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Sports Ground off
Leicester Road
Bull in the Hollow
Farm
Land r/o Snells
Nook Lane
Land off Beacon
Road

Historic environment

PSH25
1

Wind Energy

Nottingham Road

Transport

SH81

Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h

Air quality

30 Meadow Lane

Land and soil

PSH17
1

Flood Risk

Loughboroug
h

Water quality

SH84

Water Pollution

Settlement

Part of Baxter
Gate Opportunity
Site

Biodiversity

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Landscape

AECOMID

Client
Map
No

1.08
0.27
1.46
2.22
15.45
7.47
1.52
0.51
4.70

Loughboroug
h

1.30

Loughboroug
h

0.34

Loughboroug
h

24.53

Woodthorpe

0.38

Woodthorpe

0.36
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AECOM25
6
AECOM25
7
AECOM27
4
AECOM28
1
AECOM28
3
AECOM28
6
AECOM28
7
AECOM28
8
AECOM29
3
AECOM29
4

PSH44
7
PSH46
6
PSH46
7
PSH48
1
PSH48
7
PSH48
8
SH48
PSH48
9
PSH30
4
SH091

Cricket Ground
Land off
Watermead Lane
Land off Moor
Lane
Devonshire
Square
Market Street
Former Limehurst
Depot
Southfields
Council Offices
Empress Road
Regent Place
Retail Park

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Historic environment

Wind Energy

Transport

Air quality

Land and soil

Flood Risk

Water quality

Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h
Loughboroug
h

Water Pollution

Settlement

Land off
Leconfield Road

Biodiversity

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Landscape

AECOMID

Client
Map
No

1.68
2.47
30.8
1.83
2.19
3.36
7.55
12.1
0.53
0.19

6.3.24 Neither of the two small sites in Woodthorpe have been allocated.
6.3.25 The sites within the Loughborough urban area all perform broadly well with regards to accessibility, access to public transport, landscape
and environmental constraints. The main constraint is air quality; however, this only applies to two of the sites proposed for allocation, or
exiting employment uses (which applies to several discounted options). Another key consideration is heritage, with several of the sites in
the urban area being within close proximity to designated assets and / or their setting. There are also areas at risk flooding in the town
centre, including on parts of several allocated sites. There will be a need to avoid such areas and / or provide mitigation.
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6.3.26 Several other sites in the urban area perform well with regards to accessibility and a lack of environmental constraints. However, there are
availability issues.
6.3.27 On the urban fringes, large amounts of land are proposed for allocation to the south. These generally perform poorer in respect of landscape
character, land and soil, and overlaps with energy opportunity areas. Accessibility is also poorer overall when compared to the urban area
sites. Of the sites located to the south and south west, many are proposed for allocation. However, site PSH284 has been discounted.
This site has biodiversity and water pollution constraints and overlaps with areas of high wind potential. It does not perform any worse
overall (when considered against the full range of criteria) than the selected site options though.
6.3.28 There are also discounted site options at the urban fringes to the east. A smaller site option in this area (PSH251) performs relatively well
against most criteria, but it is an existing sports pitch. A collection of smaller sites to the east of Loughborough (SH77, PSH32 and PSH304)
score relatively well, although PSH32 and PSH304 are existing employment sites.
6.3.29 The scale and number of sites proposed for allocation at the urban fringes has been influenced by key constraints such as cumulative effects
on landscape character.
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0.28

PSH53

Rothley

2.37

SH112

Walkers Transport

Mountsorrel

0.29

Rothley

12.3

Rothley

2.80

Rothley

9.08

AECOM148
AECOM166
AECOM197

PSH377

AECOM198

PSH145

AECOM226

PSH435

Land off Westfield
Lane
Land at The
Ridings/West Cross
Lane
Land off Homefield
Lane

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Mountsorrel

Land south of
Rothley

SH104

Access to Leisure facilities

2 Granite Way

AECOM146

Access to Convenience Store

0.51

PSH233

Access to Secondary School

Mountsorrel

AECOM145

Access to Primary School

9.76

PSH55

Proximity to key routes

Rothley

AECOM120

Employment land

0.86

PSH288

Access to Healthcare

Rothley

AECOM101

Access to greenspace

0.41

SH111

Regeneration

Mountsorrel

AECOM056

Historic environment

5.72

PSH128

Wind Energy

Rothley

AECOM012

Transport

1.25

PSH161

Air quality

Rothley

AECOM011

Land and soil

0.65

PSH300

Land off Rothley
Road
Land off Wellsic
Lane/Westfield Lane
Land adjacent to
171 Swithland Lane
Land at Woodcock
Farm
Rear of 249-263
Leicester Road
Brickyard Farm
Rothley
South of Wyevale
garden centre
Disused Nursery r/o
263 Loughborough
Road

Flood Risk

Rothley

AECOM010

Site Address

Water quality

0.77

PSH49

Water Pollution

Mountsorrel

AECOMID
AECOM008

Biodiversity

Settlement

Site
Area
(ha)

Client
Map No

Landscape

Table 6.11: Housing site options assessment (Mountsorrel and Rothley)
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AECOM249

PSH400

AECOM296

PSH492

AECOM297

PSH240

Rothley
Rothley
Rothley

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

2.41

PSH428

Historic environment

Mountsorrel

AECOM228

Wind Energy

5.29

Transport

Rothley

Land off Halstead
Road
Land off Brookfield
Road
971 Loughborough
Road
Wyevale Garden
Centre

Air quality

Brooklea Nursery

Land and soil

PSH434

Flood Risk

AECOM227

Water quality

Settlement

Water Pollution

Site Address

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Landscape

Site
Area
(ha)

Client
Map No

6.00
1.00
2.57

6.3.30 No sites have been allocated in Mountsorrel, despite the site options broadly not being considerably constrained by environmental factors.
Most of these sites scored mixed results in relation to accessibility.
6.3.31 At Rothley, two sites are proposed for allocation (PSH53 and PSH492). These site score similarly to many of the discounted sites in the
area in relation to accessibility, with all options scoring poorly in relation to access to secondary schools. The allocated sites avoid any
environmental constraints, however, would result in the loss of some land which could be used for wind energy generation. Some discounted
sites are constrained by flood risk (PSH55 and PSH435) and water pollution (PSH55, PSH435 and PSH400).
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PSH41

AECOM034

PSH320

Land off Leicester Road

AECOM057

PSH184

Beech Farm

AECOM100

PSH40

AECOM181

PSH238

AECOM182

PSH99

AECOM183

PSH257

AECOM184

PSH258

AECOM236

PSH429

Seven Oaks Nursery

AECOM237

PSH430

Land off Markfield Lane

Pastureland at 50 Ashby
Road
Land between 151 and
185 Markfield Lane
Land to the west of
Newtown Linford
Land South of Markfield
Lane
Land North of Markfield
Lane

Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford
Newton
Linford

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Historic environment

Wind Energy

Transport

Air quality

Land and soil

Newton
Linford

AECOM009

Flood Risk

Settlement

Land r/o properties at
Markfield Lane &
Leicester Rd

Water quality

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Water Pollution

Client
Map
No

Biodiversity

Appraise
d
AECOMID

Landscape

Table 6.12: Housing site options assessment (Newton Linford)

8.08
1.11
0.21
2.01
1.09
0.67
10.3
6
12.6
1
0.76
0.79

6.3.32 No sites have been proposed for allocation in Newton Linford. All of the sites have very poor accessibility. The larger site options are also
likely to bring about significant negative effects in terms of heritage.
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AECOM170

PSH343

AECOM186

PSH107

Beacon View Farm

Quorn

3.28

AECOM187

PSH108

Land off
Loughborough Road

Quorn

11.8

AECOM206

PSH399

One Ash

Quorn

1.81

PSH433

Land and property off
Armston Road

Quorn

AECOM244

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

5.71

PSH309

Access to greenspace

Quorn

AECOM164

Regeneration

1.11

Land off Armston
Road
East of Loughborough
Road

Historic environment

Quorn

Buddon Lane

Wind Energy

2.40

PSH44

Transport

Quorn

AECOM147

Air quality

10.26

PSH98

Land and soil

Quorn

AECOM060

Flood Risk

Settlement

Land off Farley Way
(between the present
football club & Beacon
View Farm)

Water quality

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Water Pollution

Client
Map
No

Biodiversity

Appraised
AECOMID

Landscape

Table 6.13: Housing site options assessment (Quorn)

1.42

6.3.33 The site proposed for allocation in Quorn has been identified through the neighbourhood planning process. PSH343 performs relatively
similarly to other site options in relation to accessibility, however it is constrained by flood risk. That said, it avoids potential biodiversity,
water pollution and historic environment related constraints found in the area.
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AECOM01
3
AECOM01
4
AECOM01
5
AECOM03
9
AECOM08
5
AECOM08
7
AECOM10
2
AECOM14
9
AECOM15
0
AECOM16
7

SH124

North of Spring Close

Shepshed

0.50

PSH149

20 Moscow Lane

Shepshed

1.98

PSH141

Former Redland
Roofing Systems Site Ingelberry Road/Ashby
Road

Shepshed

5.60

PSH24

Fairway Road

Shepshed

24.88

PSH155

Plot Nos. 1717

Shepshed

1.25

Shepshed

11.06

Shepshed

0.10

AECOM16
9

PSH138

AECOM17
1

PSH348

Land fronting Ashby
Road & Ingleberry
Road
Land to rear of 54
Iveshead Road

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

16.70

Access to Convenience Store

Shepshed

PSH293

Access to Secondary School

3.60

Manheim Auctions
Charnwood Road
Land North of
Hallamford Road /
West of Shepshed

Access to Primary School

Shepshed

PSH263

Proximity to key routes

0.23

Employment land

Shepshed

Access to Healthcare

32 Charnwood Road

Access to greenspace

SH121

Regeneration

2.64

Historic environment

Shepshed

Wind Energy

Carr Brook House

Transport

PSH157

Air quality

21.15

Land and soil

Shepshed

Flood Risk

Land at Tickow Lane
(Phase 2)

Water quality

Settlement

PSH
291

Water Pollution

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map
No

Landscape

Table 6.14: Housing site options assessment (Shepshed)
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5
AECOM20
3
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AECOM20
4
AECOM20
5
AECOM21
0
AECOM21
1
AECOM24
5
AECOM24
6
AECOM25
8
AECOM25
9
AECOM26
0
AECOM26
1
AECOM30
0
AECOM30
1

PSH62

Land at Tickow Lane

Shepshed

10.88

PSH322

Land rear of 62
Iveshead Road

Shepshed

3.73

PSH174

Land at Oakley Road

Shepshed

7.41

PSH438
PSH436
PSH473
PSH472
PSH471
PSH483
PSH494
PSH495

Land off Ashby Road
West
Land off Ashby Road
Central
Land East of Iveshead
Road
Land West of Iveshead
Road
Land at 34 Brick Kiln
Lane
Land south of Ashby
Road Central
Ingleberry Road
Shepshed
Smaller Ingleberry
Road Site, Shepshed

Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed
Shepshed

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

27.49

Historic environment

Shepshed

PSH404

Wind Energy

9.29

Transport

Shepshed

PSH405

Air quality

0.23

Land and soil

Shepshed

Flood Risk

197 Ashby Road

Water quality

PSH156

Water Pollution

Settlement

Biodiversity

Site Address
Land to the west of the
B591/Ingleberry Rd &
north of Iveshead Lane
Land west of Tickow
Lane

Site
Area
(ha)

Landscape

AECOMID

Client
Map
No

1.11
4.48
4.485
2.420
5.67
19.76
25.74
3.23
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6.3.34 There are 13 sites proposed for allocation in Shepshed, with the majority located at the urban fringes to the south and west of the built-up
area. They generally score well in terms of avoiding environmental constraints, aside from potential water pollution issues at PSH404 and
PSH291 as well as constraints relating to land and soil at site PSH404. The allocations would result in some loss of land which could be
used for wind energy and one site (PSH121) has some heritage related potential issues. The discounted sites show some signs of
biodiversity constraints as well as issues relating to access to green/open space.
6.3.35 Focusing on accessibility, scoring for all the site options in the area is mixed, the central, smaller site (SH121) within Shepshed scores well,
however the peripheral sites score more poorly across all of the site options (those which have been allocated and discounted). The selected
sites generally avoid existing employment land, apart from site SH121.
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Syston

0.74

AECOM029

PSH69

Land south east of Syston

Syston

103

AECOM109

SH150

St Peter's Street

Syston

0.41

AECOM116

PSH102

Land at Glebe Way

Syston

1.73

AECOM121

SH139

1142 Melton Road

Syston

0.19

AECOM154

SH152

Warehouse & Premises,
Unit 5, Wanlip Road

Syston

5.81

AECOM172

PSH356

10 Brookside

Syston

0.15

AECOM232

PSH441

Land north of Barkby
Road

Syston

8.33

AECOM233

PSH70

Barkby Road

Syston

11.1

PSH496

Land between Syston and
Queniborough

Syston

49.7
0

AECOM313

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Brook Street

Access to Leisure facilities

SH141

Access to Convenience Store

AECOM028

Access to Secondary School

0.15

Access to Primary School

Syston

Proximity to key routes

PSH303

Employment land

AECOM027

Access to Healthcare

1.52

Access to greenspace

Syston

Triangle of land bounded
by Albert Street

Regeneration

Land off Victoria Street

Historic environment

SH148

Wind Energy

AECOM026

Transport

1.39

Air quality

Syston

Land and soil

Land at Melton Road

Flood Risk

PSH124

Water quality

Settlement

AECOM025

Water Pollution

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map No

Landscape

Table 6.15: Housing site options assessment (Syston)

6.3.36 One very large site is proposed for allocation (PSH69). There are no comparable alternatives at Syston. This site has landscape constraints,
areas of flood risk, land and soil impacts, potential negative effects on heritage and overlaps with areas of wind potential. On the face of it,
this site therefore performs poorly. The actual effects will depend upon the scale of development though. In terms of accessibility, the site
performs relatively well given its peripheral location and could possibly support onsite facilities.
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6.3.37 Other site allocations are proposed at the urban fringes including PSH124, PSH441 and PSH70. The latter two sites (PSH441 and PSH70)
perform generally well in environmental terms, but have relatively poor access to schools and a convenience store and PSH70 is
safeguarded for minerals. PSH124 is constrained by air quality and the historic environment, but scores well according to accessibility.
6.3.38 The majority of discounted site options are within the urban area. Therefore, the sites perform well in terms of landscape, biodiversity and
most aspects of accessibility. However, certain sites exhibit specific constraints such as flood risk ( PSH356, PSH102, SH150) and
employment uses (PSH356, SH152, SH139, SH150, SH141). PSH102 has some biodiversity and flood risk constraints and has poor access
to primary schools and open/green space.
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AECOM190

PSH82

Land at
Woodhouse
Land at Maplewell
Road
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AECOM225

PSH444

AECOM242

PSH168

112 Main Street

AECOM243

PSH443

Land rear of 64
Main Street

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

Access to greenspace

Regeneration

Historic environment

Wind Energy

Transport

Air quality

Land and soil

0.84

Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves

Flood Risk

Woodhouse

Water quality

Settlement

Water Pollution

Site Address

Site
Area
(ha)

Biodiversity

AECOMID

Client
Map No

Landscape

Table 6.16: Housing site options assessment (Woodhouse)

1.31
3.04
2.75

6.3.39 No sites are proposed for allocation in Woodhouse or Woodhouse Eaves. Broadly speaking, these site options score poorly in terms of
accessibility and could generate negative effects in terms of landscape, biodiversity and / or the historic environment.
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PSH413

AECOM240

PSH305

Mineral Safeguarding Areas

Access to Leisure facilities

Access to Convenience Store

Access to Secondary School

Access to Primary School

Proximity to key routes

Employment land

Access to Healthcare

1.67

Access to Greenspace

Hathern

Regeneration

2.65

Land off Zouch
Road
Land to the rear of
89 Loughborough
Road

Historic environment

Hathern

J R Walton

Wind Energy

0.21

SH33

Transport

Hathern

AECOM177

Air quality

2.42

PSH152

Land and soil

Hathern

AECOM176

Flood Risk

Settlement

Water quality

Site Address
Shepshed Rd
Allotment &
Building Site

AECOM213

Site
Area
(ha)

Water Pollution

Client
Map No

Biodiversity

Appraised
AECOMID

Landscape

Table 6.18: Housing site options assessment (Hathern)

6.3.41 Three of the four site options in this location have been proposed for allocation (SH33, PSH305, PSH413). Given the small size of the
settlement, each of the sites perform similarly with respect to accessibility. Site PSH413 performs less well compared to the other three
options though.
6.3.42 Site SH33 scores positively for landscape, biodiversity, transport and leisure, and therefore exhibits more positive characteristics than the
other three site options. This is the smallest site though and so will deliver fewer homes.
6.3.43 The discounted site (PSH152) performs very similarly to PSH413 and PSH305 (which are comparable in size), but scores negatively in
terms of local green space.
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7

PLAN APPRAISAL
Introduction

7.1.1 This section presents an appraisal of the Pre-Submission Local Plan against the SA
Framework. Effects have been identified taking into account a range of characteristics
including magnitude, duration, frequency, and likelihood.
7.1.2 Combined, these factors have helped to identify the significance of effects, whether
these are positive or negative.
7.1.3 Each of the Plan policies have been considered in the appraisal, but the findings have
been discussed on a ‘whole plan’ basis (rather than commenting on every policy
individually).
7.1.4 This is important as policies should be read in the context of the whole Plan and not in
isolation. Policies can interact with one another to create cumulative effects,
synergistic effects and to help mitigate potential negative effects.
7.1.5 For each SA objective, the appraisal identifies the effects the Plan would have in
relation to the spatial strategy (encapsulating all the proposed allocations for housing
and employment land), and other ‘general development’.
7.1.6 The effects are written in the text as part of the overall discussion. Bold and coloured
text is used to highlight the different effects.
Minor positive effects
Significant positive effects
Neutral effects
Minor negative effects
Significant negative effects
7.1.7 For some predicted effects there may be an element of uncertainty, which has also
been highlighted in the appraisal text.
7.1.8 A list of Plan policies is provided below for reference purposes.
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Development Strategy
DS1

Development Strategy

DS2

Leicester and Leicestershire Unmet Needs

DS3

Local Plan Allocations

DS4

Employment Sites

DS5

High Quality Design

Place based policies
LUA1

Leicester Urban Area

LUA2

North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban Extension

LUA3

North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension

LUC1

Loughborough Urban Area

LUC2

West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension

LUC3

Loughborough Science & Enterprise Park

SUA1

Shepshed Policy

SC1

Service Centres

OS1

Other Settlements

C1

Countryside

Housing
H1

Housing Mix

H2

Housing for Older People and People with Disabilities

H3

Internal Space Standards

H4

Affordable Housing

H5

Rural Exception Sites

H6

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding

H7

Houses in Multiple Occupation

H8

Campus and Purpose-Built Student Accommodation

H9

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

Employment
E1

Meeting Employment Needs

E2

Protecting Existing Employment Sites

E3

Rural Economic Development

Town Centres, services and facilities
T1

Town Centres and Retail

T2

Protection of Community Facilities
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T3

Car Parking Standards

Environment
EV1-EV3

Landscape, Green Wedges and Areas of Local Separation

EV4

Charnwood Forest and the National Forest

EV5

River Soar Grand Union Canal

EV6

Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity

EV7

Tree Planting

EV8

Heritage

EV9

Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation

EV10

Indoor Sports Facilities

EV11

Air quality

EV12

Burial Space

Climate Change
CC1

Flood Risk Management

CC2

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)

CC3

Renewable and Low Carbon Energy

CC4

Sustainable Construction

CC5

Sustainable Transport

CC6

Electric Vehicle Charging Points

Infrastructure
Infrastructure and Developer Contributions
INF1
INF2

Local and Strategic Road Network
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Appraisal findings
Landscape - Protect and enhance the integrity and quality of the Borough’s urban
and rural landscapes, maintaining local distinctiveness and sense of place.
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester urban fringe (Anstey / Thurmaston / Syston)
7.2.1 Several sites have been allocated within Syston, Thurmaston and Birstall alongside
other large development commitments and two Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs)
at North East Leicester and North of Birstall.
7.2.2 The effect on landscape as a result of such development is likely to be reduced given
that urban areas are generally less sensitive to change, and commitments have been
made surrounding the neighbourhoods which already significantly alter the overall
value of the landscape.
7.2.3 In Syston, most of the site allocations are on open greenfield land. The largest site
proposed allocation in Syston (PSH069: Land South East of Syston) has an overall
sensitivity rating of moderate - high and is approximately 50ha in size. Developing this
parcel of land is likely to affect landscape character, with views from Barkby Lane in
particular being altered. The site falls partly into areas identified as an Area of Local
Separation, and parts of the site are also within an area formerly identified as Green
Wedge.
7.2.4 To the south of the site is the North East Leicester SUE, which will already lead to
significant changes to the countryside in this part of the Borough. In combination, these
two sites serve to reduce any ‘gap’ between Thurmaston and Syston.
7.2.5 The setting of Barkby Village as a rural settlement will also be negatively affected by
additional growth in this location at Syston.
7.2.6

Several Plan policies will have a bearing on the effects of development in this location.
In particular Policies EV1 (Landscape), Policy EV2 (Green Wedges) and Policy EV3
(Areas of Local Separation) require development to protect landscape character and
to reinforce local distinctiveness. The Leicester Urban Area Policy (LUA1) supports
development in this area which; ensures Green Wedge functions are maintained,
integrates with the wider landscape setting, responds positively to local landscape
character areas, and enhances wildlife corridors. This should help ensure that
development is designed to minimise impacts. Furthermore, Policy DS5 (High Quality
Design) identifies that strategic or sensitive development proposals will require an
independent design review (determined on a case by case basis).

7.2.7

Other plan policies could have benefits such as those promoting tree planting,
biodiversity net gain, and open space. However, given the scale of change proposed
in this area of relatively high sensitivity, it is likely that cumulatively, a residual
moderate negative effect could remain.

7.2.8

The North Leicester SUE will involve new green infrastructure networks, and so it is
recommended that development on site PSH069 is required to make links to this as
well as wider existing networks.

7.2.9

Smaller site allocations to the north and east of Syston fall within areas of low and lowmoderate sensitivity. With careful layout, design and landscaping, the effects are
predicted to be neutral here.
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Loughborough
7.2.10 The allocated sites in the Loughborough urban area are of low sensitivity, and with
high quality design, development could lead to an enhanced townscape and likely
minor positive effects.
7.2.11 Conversely, the sites proposed between Nanpantan and Woodthorpe could affect the
landscape character in and around Charnwood Forest in areas of moderate and
moderate-high landscape sensitivity.
7.2.12 Allocating large sites in areas that are currently open landscape is likely to have
negative effects. There is a need to ensure that these effects are not significant.
7.2.13 Charnwood Forest is a key asset to the Borough and large-scale development nearby
could have negative implications on character. However, an area of open space will
remain between the development and the nearby Outwoods, and the land affected is
agricultural in nature. A well-designed development could potentially lead to increased
tree cover, as supported through Policy EV7 (Tree Planting), and could improve public
access into the Charnwood Forest.
7.2.14 The site is of such a scale that it ought to be possible to set aside land for green
infrastructure enhancement and community facilities, whilst still maintaining a relatively
low density. The significance of effects could therefore be mitigated.
7.2.15 Policy DS5 (High Quality Design) specifically requires an independent design review
for strategic or sensitive development proposals. Under the policy development is
required to respect and enhance the character of the area, including through design
aspects such as scale, density, massing, height and layout. Development is also
expected to provide attractive amenity spaces.
7.2.16 The Loughborough Policy (LUC1) seeks to ensure that all development provides urban
form which integrates with the wider landscape setting, responding positively to
Charnwood Forest and enhancing the strategic wildlife corridor connections. There
are also site-specific policy requirements for the larger greenfield developments to the
south of Loughborough. The importance of protecting landscape character, views,
ridgelines and maintaining areas of separation are all mentioned. The scale of sites
has also been informed by detailed consideration of landscape and visual impacts.
7.2.17 As a result, it is likely that residual effects will be minor, rather than significantly
negative. Further mitigation and enhancement could be provided through a
commitment to a masterplan / design brief at specific sites.
7.2.18 There is also a SUE located on land west of Loughborough. This will heavily affect the
current landscape character but has already been committed. The site-specific policy
(LUC2) outlines requirements for development relating to the environment, which
includes extending wildlife corridors where appropriate, the restoration of Garendon
Park as a public park, and the provisions of an accessible, comprehensive and highquality network of multi-functional green spaces.
7.2.19 The Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park extension is also proposed in an open
location and extends the urban area of Loughborough closer to Shepshed (as is
happening at the SUE). The effects in combination with all other growth in the area
(both committed and proposed) is therefore negative. The site-specific policy (LUC3)
envisages a new landscaped campus which integrates with the sensitive landscape
and respect’s its character, biodiversity and appearance supported by masterplanning. Furthermore, the policy identifies that 40% of the overall site area is to be
retained for green infrastructure and high-quality green space.
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7.2.20 The policy provisions are likely to reduce the significance of negative effects; however,
residual minor long-term negative effects are still anticipated.
7.2.21 In summary, proposed growth locations in Loughborough are likely to lead to a
negative effect overall. The urban area of Loughborough will come closer to
Shepshed, and urban development will also encroach into Charnwood Forest.
7.2.22 These are potentially cumulative significant negative effects. However, The Plan
policies should help to mitigate effects and promote enhancements in some respects
(for example increased tree cover and the delivery of green infrastructure). As such,
the cumulative effects are predicted to be minor negatives.
Shepshed
7.2.23 Development on allocated sites within the urban area of Shepshed is unlikely to affect
landscape character. Provided that high quality design is achieved (as required by
Policy DS5: High quality design in particular), then the townscape and public realm
ought to be improved by new developments in the urban area.
7.2.24 At the urban fringes, the sensitivity of landscape is mixed. To the west, the majority of
areas are classified as moderate landscape sensitivity, whilst to the south the
classification is mostly low-moderate.
7.2.25 The sites allocated to the south are predicted to have minor negative effects, as
development is on lower sensitivity land. Growth is particularly focused south of Ashby
Road Central within Charnwood Forest and includes former quarry land.. Furthermore,
plan policies will need to be satisfied to ensure that landscape character is protected,
and high-quality design is secured.
7.2.26 To the west of the Shepshed a large amount of development is proposed. In
combination with committed growth in this location, potential development land would
span across the entire western side of Shepshed. Site PSH293 extends development
further into the Countryside also.
7.2.27 All of the allocated sites here are in areas of moderate sensitivity. Whilst effects on a
site-specific level could probably be managed; the cumulative effect of this quantum of
growth is potentially negative. The character of the brook environment would be
altered, as would its relationship with the existing urban fringes.
7.2.28 The Shepshed Policy (SUA1) seeks to deliver development which provides an urban
edge and integrates with the wider landscape setting. Growth is expected to secure
improvements to the public realm, landscaping and heritage settings.
7.2.29 The Plan sets out a requirement for development along the west of Shepshed to
produce a ‘jointly prepared’ biodiversity strategy. This should ensure a coordinated
approach to environmental protection that spans across site boundaries. Whilst the
focus is not on landscape character and continuity, there is likely to be a synergy
between measures that protect biodiversity. Consequently, a residual minor negative
effect is predicted for landscape overall.
Service centres (Anstey, Sileby, Rothley, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar)
7.2.30 At Quorn, the allocated site has been scored low-medium for landscape sensitivity.
The site is not within close proximity to any large committed developments, and in
isolation is unlikely to have a notable effect on landscape character. However, it is
noted that the green gap between Quorn and Loughborough would be ‘interrupted’,
especially when taking into account the growth in Loughborough. On balance, minor
negative effects are predicted.
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7.2.31 In Rothley small allocation sites are proposed which relate well to the existing urban
form. Two small sites will bring the urban edge of Rothley right up to the A6 north of
Cossington Lane. Whist the Road provides an appropriate boundary to the settlement,
the loss of green space here will reduce visual amenity for residents. Minor long-term
negative effects are predicted.
7.2.32 Allocated sites within the urban area of Anstey are of low sensitivity, and so neutral
effects are predicted with regards to landscape and townscape. Three sites are
proposed for allocation to the west of the settlement, which fall within areas classified
as having moderate landscape sensitivity. The Plan contains policies which seek highquality design (Policy DS5), green infrastructure development and to mitigate effects
on the landscape character of Charnwood Forest to the north and the green wedge to
the south. This should help to ensure that significant negative effects are avoided.
However, the loss of greenfield land is likely to lead to residual minor negative effects.
7.2.33 At Sileby, the sites proposed for allocation are predominantly greenfield land, some of
which fall within areas of moderate landscape sensitivity, presenting the potential for
negative effects on character. However, the nature of the surrounding countryside is
already likely to be notably changed by large committed developments. In the context
of these changes, the effects are unlikely to lead to a significant worsening of
landscape character. However, there are likely to be impacts on visual amenity for
specific members of the community, which is a minor negative effect.
7.2.34 At Barrow-upon-Soar one small-scale site is located adjacent to a large committed
development site; therefore, the effects are limited. However, there are two relatively
large sites on either side of Melton Road. These sites at the approach to the settlement
from the north east and can therefore be seen as a gateway location. The sites are
also classified as being within areas of moderate sensitivity. The sites are gently
sloping, and are visible from Melton Road, development is also not that well related to
the settlement and creates a new edge to Barrow-upon-Soar beyond the existing area
(which is quite well defined by Millennium Park. Furthermore, the sites of Willow Road
and off Cotes Road are of moderate landscape sensitivity. Development would
permanently change the character of the urban fringes in this location, and even with
high quality design, there are likely to be residual minor negative effects. Despite the
negative effects, there would still be substantial areas of countryside beyond the new
urban boundary, with no risk of coalescence with nearby settlements.
Other settlements (Queniborough / East Goscote / Rearsby / Hathern / Cossington,
Thrussington, Thurcaston)
7.2.35 Site PSH42 (Land at Threeways Farm) in Queniborough falls within an Area of Local
Separation and is classified as moderate sensitivity. Development here therefore
presents the possibility of negative effects. However, an area of open ‘countryside’ will
remain between Queniborough and East Goscote, including open space between the
proposed allocation and the A607. The land is currently agricultural and has no
defining features, and therefore, the effects of a well-designed development would be
minor. However, it will be important to ensure that ‘rounding off’ doesn’t occur in the
future, as this would reduce the gap between the two settlements. Overall, a minor
negative effect is predicted.
7.2.36 The proposed site at East Goscote (PSH412) is in an area of moderate-high sensitivity,
and so development here is likely to have noticeable permanent effects on landscape
character. Measures will need to be put in place to minimise the significance of effects,
and there are several plan policies that could help to achieve this. The development
is unlikely to lead to coalescence but nevertheless there will be minor negative effects
due to the implications for local amenity.
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7.2.37 At Rearsby one site is proposed (PSH100) within a low-moderate sensitivity
classification, which is a logical extension to the settlement.
7.2.38 Therefore, well designed developments (as purported through the Plan policies) should
ensure that effects are neutral.
7.2.39 At Hathern the sites proposed for allocation are relatively small and fall within areas of
low-moderate sensitivity. Well-designed developments should therefore have neutral
effects with regards to landscape character.
7.2.40 The site proposed for allocation at Cossington (PSH260) is of moderate sensitivity.
The site is relatively flat, and with appropriate landscaping and screening, effects could
be mitigated. However, given its close proximity to Sileby and area of local separation,
residual minor negative effects are anticipated.
7.2.41 At Thrussington, though there is relatively large site (PSH376) proposed for
development, it is categorised as low value, and there is a large amount of screening
from viewpoints. Therefore, sensitive development is likely to lead to neutral effects.
General development
7.2.42 Aside from the allocated sites, development within the borough will be directed to the
urban areas rather than greenfield / urban fringe sites. This ought to help protect the
character of the countryside and its landscape qualities across much of the district.
7.2.43 In particular, no allocations are made at the smaller villages and hamlets, and for some
of the ‘other settlements’ such as Newton Linford, Woodhouse Eaves and Burton on
the Wolds. Given that these areas are sensitive to change, this is a positive approach.
7.2.44 A common theme throughout the Plan is the need to protect the character of the
countryside including green wedges and Areas of Separation (of which new areas are
proposed). This principle is first introduced in Policy DS1 (Development strategy) and
built upon in Policies EV1 (Landscape) EV2(Green Wedges) and EV3 (Areas of Local
Separation) in particular. The policies provide a framework for the protection and
enhancement of the countryside and the maintenance of open space between
settlements. There is also recognition that sympathetic change may be needed to
support rural communities in terms of business diversification and exceptional housing
development. Ensuring that rural communities are viable and support economic
activity is important to the character of the countryside alongside the preservation and
enhancement of the environment.
7.2.45 Other policies that support growth in rural locations (Such as E3: Rural Economic
Development) are unlikely to have negative implications for the landscape as it is made
clear that growth must respect the intrinsic value of the countryside.
7.2.46 Policies that support biodiversity enhancement and open space creation ought to have
synergies with landscape and countryside policies; despite the focus being on other
factors rather than landscape quality as such.
7.2.47 Overall, the policies within the Plan ought to ensure that minor positive effects are
secured in relation to general development.
Overall effects
7.2.48 The strategy generally directs growth away from the most sensitive locations in the
Borough such as within Charnwood Forest and in the smaller settlements. Only a
small amount of the landscape categorised as ‘medium-high’ sensitivity has been
proposed for development.
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7.2.49 Nevertheless, the strategy / site allocations will lead to a substantial loss of areas of
green space and green fields at the urban fringes. In some locations, such as allocated
sites within current urban areas, the sensitivity is low and therefore impacts on
landscape and townscape are predicted to be neutral or positive. However, in others
sensitivity is classed as moderate /moderate-high.
7.2.50 For most settlements, the effects are predicted to be neutral when considered along
the Plan policies that seek to protect and enhance landscape, tree cover and open
space. However, at other settlements, sensitivity is greater and / or the scale of
development is such that residual negative effects will remain.
7.2.51 Greatest concern relates to cumulative development around Loughborough and
Syston. Development to the south west of Loughborough would encroach somewhat
into the Charnwood Forest. Likewise, allocations proposed at Syston add further
development pressure in an area that is already being affected by substantial loss of
countryside. The proposed site is also within a former Green Wedge and proposed
Area of Local Separation.
7.2.52 In response, a range of Plan policies and specific site clauses have been proposed to
manage these effects, as well as limiting the capacity of sites and where development
should occur. This provides some greater certainty that significant negative effects
can be avoided. Consequently, a residual minor negative effect is predicted for
individual settlements, and the Borough overall. Given that these are sensitive
locations, it is possible that significant effects might arise if the Plan policies are not
applied thoroughly. As a result, a degree of uncertainty is still recorded.
7.2.53 With regards to general development, a minor positive effect is predicted as the Plan
directs additional development away from the most sensitive areas as well as
supporting appropriate development in the countryside. Policies that seek to improve
Charnwood Forest and increase tree cover could also help lead to long term
improvements in character in particular.
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Biodiversity and nature conservation - Protect and enhance biodiversity, habitats
and species
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester urban fringe (Glenfield / Thurmaston / Birstall /Syston)
7.3.1 The sites proposed to be allocated are within and adjacent to the Leicester Urban Area,
including within Thurmaston and adjacent to the City boundary. There would also be
substantial growth at Syston.
7.3.2 The sites are either brownfield or on greenfield land that is mostly agricultural in nature.
The majority of the allocated sites are not within close proximity to any of the
designated biodiversity sites and so impacts in this respect are unlikely. However, Site
PSH463 does lie adjacent to the Great Central Railway (Thurcaston to Birstall) Local
Wildlife Site (LWS), located in Birstall. Policy LUA1 (Leicester Urban Area) specifically
requires development to protect and enhance the Great Central Railway wildlife
corridor, as does site specific policy DS3 (HA14), which requires the development and
implementation of a green infrastructure strategy. Alongside the provisions of Policy
EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) seeking a measurable
biodiversity net gain, these policies significantly reduce the likelihood of negative
effects occurring.
7.3.3 The large-scale nature of the Syston site (PSH69) ought to provide the opportunity for
strategic enhancement of green infrastructure, particularly as the current value
appears to be limited. This would currently be driven through Policy EV6 (Conserving
and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity). It would be beneficial to explore
opportunities for strategic enhancements and set these out in a site-specific policy,
such as is required for landscape, heritage and sustainability (through policy DS3
(HA1)).
7.3.4 Overall, the effects in this location are predicted to be neutral / potentially positive if net
gain is applied successfully.
Loughborough
7.3.5 The sites proposed to be allocated within the central areas of Loughborough are distant
from designated sites of nature conservation importance. Most are also brownfield
and not thought to have particular value for biodiversity. Therefore, provided that plan
policies are applied relating to the need to protect and enhance biodiversity, then this
element of the strategy is unlikely to have significant effects. Given the urban location
of these sites and limited space, measures such as green/brown roofs, green walls
and community gardens should be encouraged from the outset so that they are an
integral part of design.
7.3.6 There are two large sites allocated to the south of Loughborough though (PSH255 and
PSH021). These are both within the defined area of Charnwood Forest, but do not
contain wooded areas themselves as such. There are important features nearby
though such as wooded areas within the Charnwood Forest including Mucklin Wood,
and Beacon Hill, Hangingstone and the Outwoods). These are SSSIs and ancient
woodland.
7.3.7 The development sites will not lead to fragmentation of any habitat as such but could
certainly lead to a disturbance to species that use the wooded areas (noise, light,
domestic animals, recreational pressure, and loss of supporting habitats).
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7.3.8 The potential for negative effects should be acknowledged, but there would remain
substantial areas of agricultural land between the woodland and the proposed
development sites, which should act as a buffer. The exception is Mucklin Wood, which
is adjacent to PSH255). The potential for disturbance is therefore higher and there will
be a need to ensure that there are suitable areas of green space between the
developed area and this important habitat. In this regard, policy DS3 (HA15) include
specific requirements to secure provision of an appropriate buffer between built
development and Mucklin Wood. Furthermore, Policies DS3 (HA15 – 18 (Sites
PSH255, PSH021, PSH25 and PSH133)) require the large sites at the edge of
Loughborough to deliver a Green Infrastructure Strategy setting out the provision and
proposed maintenance of a functional ecological network of habitats and corridors
facilitating wildlife movement within and through the site.
7.3.9 Policy EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) seeks to ensure
that effects on biodiversity are avoided and that net gain is secured. Furthermore, the
Plan sets out the need for development to be informed by ecological surveys and an
assessment of impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity where appropriate.
7.3.10 These measures will help to ensure that negative effects are minimised. A clear
infrastructure strategy should also help to generate positive effects in the longer term.
7.3.11 Overall, neutral effects are predicted.
Shepshed
7.3.12 The strategy alongside committed sites involves substantial growth along the western
fringes of Shepshed, adjacent to a range of important wildlife habitats. Whist it should
be possible to avoid the complete loss of any important habitat, there is certainly
potential for short-term and longer-term impacts.
7.3.13 For example, the allocated sites run adjacent to Black Brook, which could affect water
quality and / or disturb species reliant upon the water environment. The allocated sites
PSH404 and PSH62 are also adjacent to ‘Shepshed Cutting’ SSSI and several local
wildlife sites consisting of wooded areas. The Plan requires that sites along the banks
of the Black Brook provide a joint biodiversity strategy that addresses biodiversity
impacts, protection and enhancement, and sets out how net gain can be achieved.
This should mean that significant negative effects can be avoided in this location, and
the residual impact could potentially be positive if ecological networks are
strengthened.
7.3.14 Additionally, a number of sites in the south of the settlement are situated within
Charnwood Forest. Site PSH138 (Land fronting Ashby Road & Ingleberry Road)
alongside Site PSH405 (Land to the west of the B591/ Ingleberry Rd & north of
Iveshead Lane) will see the land between Newhurst Quarry SSSI and Morley Lane
Field LWS/ Morley Quarry LNR/ LWS developed.
7.3.15 Newhurst Quarry SSSI is designated primarily for its geological value, and provided
that development does not obscure views of the rockface (which are unlikely), then
effects are neutral. Morley quarry is accessed for public recreation, and also involves
important geological features and ecological value. An increase in development
nearby (and within Shepshed in general) could put greater recreational pressure on
this site, having negative effects with regards to biodiversity. The creation of new
habitats as part of new developments should help to offset these impacts. For the
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most part, this will need to be achieved through Policy EV6, though there are specific
provisions for PSH138 to ensure ecological connectivity is enhanced.
7.3.16 PSH62 is adjacent to an ancient woodland. Though direct loss of this area will not
occur, and there will be buffers in place, there could potentially be disturbance to
species that rely on the wooded areas and fields surrounding. A such, biodiversity net
gain is sought on site.
7.3.17 Policy SUA1 (Shepshed Policy) specifically requires any further development to
mitigate the adverse effects of development upon the Black Brook as a strategically
important wildlife corridor. Alongside the provisions of EV6, this adds an additional
level of protection and support for the important habitats along Black Brook. .
7.3.18 Provision of a buffer between the developable parts of the sites and the river corridor
is important, as is the need to provide areas of recreation that take pressure off existing
woodland areas, additional benefits for biodiversity could be obtained with site-specific
policy provisions to secure such measures.
7.3.19 The provisions of Policy EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and
Geodiversity) seek to ensure that the resilience of ecological networks is protected and
enhanced, specifically protecting ecological corridors between valuable habitats and
seeking a measurable net gain.
7.3.20 Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted. Plan policies and the need to secure
net gain will minimise effects, but certain impacts may be unavoidable such as
disturbance to habitats (both to the south and the west of the settlement). In the longerterm, positive effects could be generated if successful biodiversity strategies are
implemented.
Service centres (Anstey, Sileby, Rothley, Quorn, Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel)
7.3.21 At Quorn, the one allocated site is not in a particularly sensitive location and negative
effects are therefore unlikely taking into account the provisions of Policy EV6
(Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) including the requirement
to achieve net gain.
7.3.22 Aside from the site allocated to the west of Barrow upon Soar (PSH484), sites
proposed for allocation along the River Soar corridor (a Local Wildlife Site) are
relatively limited. This is positive in terms of reducing development pressures on the
integrity of this river corridor. At Barrow upon Soar, site PSH 484 is adjacent to the
River Soar corridor local wildlife site, and also contains the Railway Fields local wildlife
site. There is potential for development to put recreational pressure on habitats in the
River Soar and Grand Union Canal, as well as increased noise and light pollution.
There is also potential for drainage issues to affect the integrity of wildlife sites. In
response, the Council has stipulated (through policy DS3 (HA49)) that a biodiversity
and drainage strategy needs to be prepared, and that development should ensure that
surface water runoff will not detrimentally affect the Local Wildlife Sites. This should
help to ensure that the effects are not significantly negative.
7.3.23 At Anstey, Sheet Hedges Wood SSSI is unlikely to be significantly affected by growth
given its distance from the proposed allocation sites. The threat from domestic animals
is considered low given that their range (for example cats) is typically much lower than
400m. The effects in terms of disturbance is also considered unlikely given the buffer
zone between the site and the SSSI. There are some hedges and trees on/around the
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site that could have some value, but there is no reason that these could not be
protected and enhanced (as required through policy EV3 and DS3).
7.3.24 Bradgate Park and Cropston Reservoir SSSI is nearby to Anstey and likely to attract
visitors from new development in Anstey (and further afield). However negative effects
are unlikely as the park already receives 500,000 visitors each year and has a
management plan in place.
7.3.25 Adjacent to Site PSH388 (High Leys Farm/ Manor Farm) in Anstey is an area of priority
habitat (woodland), which could be expanded as an element of enhancement / net
gain. Though policy DS3 (HA43) requires a green infrastructure strategy to be
prepared, the focus appears to be upon landscape and townscape character, rather
than explicitly mentioning biodiversity enhancement. EV6 can be applied to sure net
gain, but it would be helpful to provide a clear steer in the policy towards the need for
ecological networks to be enhanced across the different phases of development.
7.3.26 Overall, the effects of development in Anstey are considered likely to be neutral. .
7.3.27 At Sileby, the allocated sites are not likely to have an effect upon designated sites.
The majority of housing is proposed at one large site, which is agricultural in nature.
The ecological value of the site is unlikely to be significant, and general planning
policies ought to ensure that any issues are identified and dealt with. Therefore, neutral
effects are likely (positive if successful net gain is implemented on site).
7.3.28 Overall, when taking the site-specific policies into consideration alongside EV6, the
effects in these locations are predicted to be neutral / potentially positive if net gain is
applied successfully.
Other settlements (Queniborough / East Goscote / Rearsby / Hathern / Cossington)
It is likely that the level of growth proposed could be accommodated in each of the
‘other settlements’ without having significant effects on biodiversity. There are no
major constraints associated with the site allocations in these locations and the scale
of growth (individual and cumulative) is unlikely to lead to major disturbances.
7.3.29 Several of the sites are adjacent to areas of woodland that could have local value for
wildlife (for example at East Goscote and Hathern).
7.3.30 At Thrussington, site PSH 147 is close to a local wildlife site, which has potential to
support Great Crested Newts. The supporting policy for this site (DS3 (HA67)) requires
an impact assessment to ensure that drainage systems do not adversely affect the
village pond wildlife site, whilst also seeking to maintain and enhance the habitat value
of the site.
7.3.31 The application of broader plan policies (notably EV6) should help to minimise negative
effects and potentially achieve enhancement in biodiversity value.
7.3.32 Overall, the effects in these locations are predicted to be neutral / potentially positive
if net gain is applied successfully.
General development
7.3.33 In relation to other non-strategic development there are several policies within the Plan
that will help to protect and enhance biodiversity.
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7.3.34 In particular, Policy EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity)
sets the framework for the consideration of ecology and geodiversity in new
developments. As well as applying to the site allocations it will also apply to other
development (e.g. windfall), and its intention to secure net gain is therefore a positive
effect. The policy seeks to ensure that development protects and enhances ecological
corridors and the connections between them to the benefit of biodiversity.
7.3.35 Policy EV7 (Tree Planting) adds additional benefits by supporting an increase in
wooded areas and tree cover to the benefit of local biodiversity.
7.3.36 Policy CC2 (Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs)) adds further consideration of
wildlife by seeking SUDs that provide benefits for wildlife ‘where possible’. This should
also provide some minor benefits in combination with Policy EV6 (Conserving and
Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity).
7.3.37 Whilst not specific to biodiversity, Polices EV2 (Green Wedges), EV3 (Areas of
Separation) and EV1 (Landscape) which seek to protect and enhance the countryside
and ‘green networks’ is likely to have indirect benefits in terms of the protection of
biodiversity.
7.3.38 Additionally, Policy EV11 (Air Quality) specifies the link between air quality and its
effect on the natural environment and seeks to protect the environment of the Plan
area from adverse pollution sources coming forth through development.
7.3.39 Several policies seek to achieve regeneration in Shepshed and Loughborough, which
are positive strategies in terms of shifting the focus away from the urban fringe (for ad
hoc developments).
7.3.40 There are also several policies that support rural diversification and tourism, but these
are framed in the context of the strategy for Charnwood Forest (which seeks to protect
and enhance its natural characteristics). It is therefore considered unlikely that
development will lead to negative effects. In particular, Policy EV4 (Charnwood Forest
and the National Forest) requires ‘sustainable small-scale tourism and recreation
opportunities which protect and enhance the distinctive landscape character of the
Charnwood Forest.’
7.3.41 Overall, the general development policies are predicted to have minor positive
effects in relation to biodiversity and geodiversity
Overall effects
7.3.42 The effects related to the spatial strategy / allocations are mixed. For the most part,
the effects are predicted to be neutral or potentially positive if development
management policies are applied effectively.
7.3.43 With site specific guidance, it is more likely that positive outcomes would be achieved.
This is evident for a selection of development locations such as at Shepshed (along
Black Brook), Barrow upon Soar, and South of Loughborough where there are specific
requirements to address biodiversity and ecological connectivity through the
development of a green infrastructure and / or biodiversity strategy.
7.3.44 At Loughborough, the proximity to the Charnwood Forest could potentially give rise to
minor negative effects, but there is a need for development to be informed by a green
infrastructure strategy, which should neutralise effects.
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7.3.45 At Shepshed, it is possible that significant negative effects could arise given that a
large amount of development runs alongside Black Brook (a local wildlife site) and
certain sites are adjacent to SSSIs. In recognition, the Plan identifies the need to
secure a biodiversity strategy for the allocated sites along the Black Brook to reduce
the significance of effects and support long-term net gain.
7.3.46 At Barrow upon Soar, there is a need to protect and enhance local wildlife sites and
surrounding biodiversity which should help to mitigate effects.
7.3.47 Though there is a need for a landscape strategy for the sites at Anstey, there is no
explicit mention of the need to enhance ecological connectivity and value. As such,
positive effects are less certain.
7.3.48 Temporary minor negative effects are likely in most greenfield site locations due to
disturbance associated with construction. In the longer term though, effects ought to
be neutral or positive (with the achievement of net gain).
7.3.49 At a borough-wide level neutral effects are predicted overall, reflecting the broadly
neutral or minor positive effects at most settlements. Whilst there could be some minor
negative effects in the short term associated with construction (particularly at
Loughborough and Shepshed where large areas of greenfield are affected), the need
for development to be informed by green infrastructure / biodiversity strategies should
mean that positive effects are achieved in the longer term. The need to achieve net
gain should guide this process too. The Plan seeks to ensure net gain is secured on
site for most of the allocated sites, which is positive in terms of maintaining connectivity.
However, this might not always be the most cost-effective way of achieving
enhancements to biodiversity.
7.3.50 In relation to other elements of the Plan, largely neutral effects are predicted. There
are also some minor positive effects being generated through a focus on
improvements in the Charnwood Forest and the need for biodiversity net gain.
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Water Quality - Protect and improve the quality and quantity of the water in the
Borough’s surface and groundwaters.
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester urban fringe (Glenfield / Thurmaston / Birstall / Syston)
7.4.1 The large site at Syston (HS6) is intersected by Barkby Brook. Development therefore
has the potential to lead to pollution / sedimentation during construction phases.
Provided that routine mitigation is implemented and SUDs are in place (in line with
Policies CC2 Sustainable Drainage Systems and CC1 (Managing Flood Risk), then
the effects are not likely to be significant. Furthermore, Policy EV6 (Conserving and
Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) seeks to ensure protection of water quality
as it performs an important role for biodiversity.
7.4.2 The Watermead Regeneration Corridor involves support for employment provision in
an area of waterbodies and on land that is at risk of flooding. This presents the risk of
business activity affecting water quality through surface water run-off and drainage
(which could be exacerbated in times of flooding). However, the uses are not likely to
be particularly hazardous, and the policy also seeks to achieve environmental
improvement, including specifically for water quality protection and enhancement. This
ought to help mitigate potential negative effects, so the residual impact is likely to be
neutral or only minor negative effects.
7.4.3 It is assumed that there is sufficient headroom at nearby wastewater treatment plants
to accommodate growth (or upgrades are possible).
Loughborough
7.4.4 Wood Brook runs through the large site to the southwest of Loughborough (PSH106),
and further along, allocated sites in the town centre are also in close proximity to the
Woodbrook, part of which is culverted underground. Development therefore has the
potential to lead to pollution / sedimentation during construction phases. Provided that
routine mitigation is implemented and SUDs are in place (in line with Policy CC2
Sustainable Drainage Systems), then the effects are not likely to be significant.
7.4.5 Furthermore, Policy EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity)
seeks to ensure protection of water quality as it performs an important role for
biodiversity.
7.4.6 It is assumed that there is sufficient headroom at nearby wastewater treatment plants
to accommodate growth (or upgrades are possible).
Shepshed
7.4.7 There is a large amount of development proposed adjacent to Black Brook, which could
see some short-term impacts, particularly during the construction phase.
7.4.8 The currently open and rural nature would be replaced by built-up development which
can increase run off likelihood into the watercourse also.
7.4.9 As a result, minor negative effects are identified. Conversely a change in use from
active agriculture could help to reduce nitrates (which are the main source of diffuse
pollutants).
7.4.10 Application of Policy EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity)
and Policy CC2 (Sustainable Drainage Systems) should both help to minimise water
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pollution as they seek to implement green infrastructure enhancements and contribute
to Water Framework Directive objectives. Therefore, the overall impacts are likely to
be neutral or potentially positive in the longer term.
7.4.11 It is assumed that there is sufficient headroom at nearby wastewater treatment plants
to accommodate growth (or upgrades will take place when required).
Service centres (Anstey, Sileby, Rothley, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar, Mountsorrel)
7.4.12 Sites proposed for allocation at Rothley, Mountsorrel, Quorn and Anstey are not
intersected or adjacent to watercourses, and so direct run-off of surface water
pollutants and sediment into watercourses is unlikely. None of these areas are affected
by groundwater protection zones either.
7.4.13 Site PSH444 (Land off Cotes Road) in Barrow runs alongside the River Soar / Grand
Union Canal, and in some parts is within 50m. There could be some potential for
polluting activities during construction, but it is expected that routine mitigation
measures would be implemented to minimise risk at construction stage. The overall
increase in growth in Barrow could attract more people to use the attractive waterside
environments for recreation, which could lead to polluting activities. This is an uncertain
minor negative effect, as it is noted there is a plan policy to control development along
the River Soar and Grand Union Canal.
7.4.14 At Sileby, site HS65 is adjacent to Sileby Brook, and so the potential for negative
effects exists (particularly during construction). However, it is expected that routine
mitigation measures would be implemented to minimise risk at construction stage. The
need to implement SUDs to accord with Policy CC2 (Sustainable Drainage Systems)
should also help to preserve water quality once the development is in place. The
residual effects would be neutral.
7.4.15 The majority of the sites proposed for allocation are agricultural in nature, and so a
change of use could potentially reduce the amounts of nitrates that originate from
farming practices. This would be a positive change given that the whole of Charnwood
falls within a nitrate vulnerable zone. However, it is unclear the extent to which nitrate
pollution occurs from these sites, and so the longer-term minor positive effects are
uncertain.
Other settlements (Queniborough / East Goscote / Rearsby / Hathern / Cossington)
7.4.16 The large site (HS68) at East Goscote is adjacent to Gaddesby Brook. Therefore,
potential for negative effects exists in terms of polluted surface water run-off and
sedimentation. The effects are low though given the need for SUDs and construction
management measures.
7.4.17 At Rearsby, Cossington, Queniborough, Thrussington, Thurcaston and Hathern, the
sites proposed for allocation are some distance away from watercourses and so neutral
effects are likely in relation to pollution. It is assumed that there is sufficient headroom
at nearby wastewater treatment plants to accommodate growth (or upgrades are
possible).
7.4.18 Overall, neutral effects are likely.
7.4.19 Most of the allocated sites appear to be in agricultural use, which could result in a
decrease in nitrate run off with a change in use. This could generate minor positive
effects in the longer term, but there are uncertainties (given that the extent of current
pollution from these sources is unknown).
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General development
7.4.20 Most of the Plan policies are unlikely to have an effect in terms of water quality as they
do not involve changes to land use or are focused on other specific issues. The policies
that are of most relevance are those that are discussed above in relation to the site
allocations. This is Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction), Policy CC2 (Sustainable
Drainage Systems) and Policy CC1 (Flood Risk Management), which mention the
need to address water quality and implement SUDs.
7.4.21 There is also specific mention of the need to protect and enhance water quality along
the River Soar and Grand Union Canal corridors (Policy EV5 in particular), which ought
to offset any potential negative implications of increased water-based tourism and
recreation.
7.4.22 In addition, policies which seek to protect open space, green infrastructure, implement
increased tree coverage and enhance biodiversity should all have a positive incombination effect in terms of water quality.
7.4.23 Requirements set out in Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) to achieve higher
standards of water efficiency ultimately affects the demand for water, and this could
help to better manage water resources and quality from the source (which is not within
Charnwood, but nevertheless this is positive).
7.4.24 The SUE policies each seek to address water quality issues and contribute to
enhancements. This should provide an additional focus on such issues in these
locations
7.4.25 Overall, the Plan policies relating to general development are likely to have minor
positive effects.
Overall effects
7.4.26 The effects of the strategy and site allocations are mixed. On one hand, development
in certain locations has the potential to increase the risk of pollution and sedimentation
in watercourses, particularly during construction. However, with application of Plan
policies and other protective measures then these effects are likely to be minor
negative or neutral.
7.4.27 In terms of the changes in land use that will occur, there could be increased incidences
of pollutants being washed into drainage infrastructure. However, a change in use
from agriculture is likely to lead to an overall reduction in diffuse pollution (which is
linked to nitrates used in farming practices). The longer-term effects of the Plan
allocations is therefore uncertain, but potentially a positive effect.
7.4.28 Additional Plan policies set out general principles for the protection and enhancement
of water quality, and so new development (both at allocated sites and generally) ought
to be designed so that negative effects are avoided.
7.4.29 An increased level of growth overall at the Service Centres (in particular Barrow-uponSoar) could lead to increased recreational pressure on watercourses and surrounding
areas. These are potential minor negative effects.
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Flood Risk – Reduce the risk of flooding to existing communities and ensure no new
developments are at risk.
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester Urban Area (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.5.1 Some sites that have been allocated in the Leicester Urban Area are within Flood Risk
Zone 2.
Approximately 20ha of land if developed is at risk of Flood Risk Zone 2
consequences. Sites that are allocated near Barkby Brook are subject to Flood Risk
Zone 3 and 3a, however this only affects a small portion of the allocated sites.
7.5.2 Policy CC1 (Flood Risk Management) ensures that development will be directed to
areas with the lowest risk of flooding. In selecting sites for development, the plan has
applied the sequential test to ensure sites with the lowest levels of flood risk are
prioritised.
Loughborough
7.5.3 Flood risk in Loughborough is affected by the Woodbrook which flows through the town
centre, partly in a culvert. The River Soar flows to the north of the town.. Consequently,
fluvial flood risk can be significant with parts of some sites located in Flood Zones 2
and 3a.
7.5.4 The Devonshire Square Opportunity Site, the Former Limehurst Depot Site, the Market
Street Site and Carillon Court are all affected by high levels of flood risk from fluvial
and surface water. Most are developable as long as development is concentrated in
the parts of the sites at lowest risk of flooding and with the application of mitigation
measures and detailed consideration of access and egress. However, at Carillon Court
this may be more difficult to achieve recognising that the entire site lies within Flood
Risk Zone 2, and over half the site lies within Flood Risk Zone 3a.
7.5.5 Draft Policy CC1 (Flood Risk Management) manages the issue of development in
Flood Risk Zones adequately, however there is emphasis on development being
directed away from high flood risk areas. Whilst it is recognised that allocating these
sites conflicts with this aim to some degree, brownfield regeneration can also provide
opportunities to improve drainage at these locations, as guided by both Policy CC1
(Flood Risk Management) and Policy CC2(Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)).
Other allocated sites in Loughborough are either of minimal flood risk or not within
areas of flood risk.
7.5.6 Policy CC1(Flood Risk Management) seeks to achieve a reduction in the rates of
brownfield run-off rates if possible, which should contribute minor positive effects. This
should mean that flooding is not displaced elsewhere.
7.5.7 For the greenfield sites net run off will need to be maintained as a minimum to satisfy
CC1(Flood Risk Management). There is also a need to implement SUDs in-line with
Policy CC2(Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs)) to help manage flooding.
7.5.8 Site PSH106is a large site to the south west of Loughborough, which is intersected by
areas of flood risk. However, it is expected that these would not be areas of built
development.
7.5.9 Minor positive effects are predicted overall relating to the potential to improve
(reduce) rates of run-off on brownfield sites. There is an element of uncertainty, as the
ability to reduce run-off will depend upon detailed design which would only become
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clear at the detailed planning application stage. A site-specific flood risk assessment
is likely to be required in each case.
Shepshed
7.5.10 One of the general principles of Policy CC1(Flood Risk Management) is to avoid areas
of greatest flood risk. This applies in the most part to the sites proposed for allocation
in Shepshed; but some sites contain areas at risk of flooding.
7.5.11 The plan allocates a number of sites on the western side of Shepshed which are in
proximity to the Black Brook. Development will need to be focused on the parts of sites
which are at less risk of flooding and care will need to be taken that the cumulative
effects of development do not lead to flooding elsewhere. The use of green
infrastructure and SUDs can make a positive contribution to reducing flood risk in a
sustainable way. The Plan requires that sites along the banks of the Black Brook
(Policy DS3 (HA32 – HA35)) provide a joint biodiversity strategy that identifies how
water flow will be managed to enhance biodiversity and reduce flood risk. If these
measures can be successfully integrated into the developments then the effects may
be neutral but otherwise there could potentially BE minor negative effects.
7.5.12 Policy CC1(Flood Risk Management) requires flood risk assessment and a sequential
approach to development in Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3. The size of the sites should
also allow for areas at risk of flooding to be avoided and SuDs implemented in line with
Policy CC2(Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs)).Overall, this should mean that the
residual effect is neutral, but there is some uncertainty as a large amount of greenfield
land is being development along the Black Brook which could affect hydrology. Policy
SUA1 (Shepshed Policy) requires that a biodiversity strategy is prepared to address
potential impacts upon the Black Brook. Supported by the site allocation policies which
seek to reduce flood risk, this could have knock on benefits with regards to flooding.
The policy could be strengthened by making explicit reference to the need to manage
flooding along the brook and downstream.
Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar, Mountsorrel)
7.5.13 The sites proposed for allocation at Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Mountsorrel and Barrowupon Soar are not within any Flood Risk zones, however it is worth noting:


The site to the west of Loughborough Road in Rothley is adjacent to the River
Soar and Cossington Lakes. To the west of the site is also flooding hazard
caused by the Rothley Brook.



The sites within Sileby are adjacent to the Sileby Brook and River Soar. The
majority of the sites in Sileby are not within a Flood Zone however the site
located west of High Street in Sileby is bordering Flood Risk Zone 3.



Site PSH392, Land north of Melton Road is in close proximity to Fishpool
Brook, with associated areas of land in flood zones, 2, 3 and 3a.



Border treatment at site PSH387 in Anstey should include improved natural
drainage to manage flood risk adjacent to the site.

7.5.14 In Quorn, the allocated site PSH343, located on the corner of Loughborough Road and
the A6 is in an area which is subject to flood risk with nearly half of the site in Flood
Zones 2 and a third in Flood Zone 3b. If developed, nearly half of the site would be in
an area subject to flood risk. Development on this site could therefore result in a
negative effect, but draft Policy CC1(Flood Risk Management) may alleviate any
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development that could be at risk as it states that development in Flood Risk Zone 3
will only be supported if there are several tests used to determine its safety and
appropriateness. Allocation of this site could be considered to run counter to the
general principles set out in the policy that suggest development should be located in
areas of lowest risk.
7.5.15 Policy CC2(Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs)) also states that development in
areas at risk will need to have regard to Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) which
can contribute positively to managing flood development.
7.5.16 On balance, the residual effect is a minor negative.
Other settlements (Queniborough, Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby,
Thrussington, Thurcaston, Wymeswold)
7.5.17 Most of the sites proposed for allocation in other settlements do not fall within areas of
flood risk, though some sites are adjacent to flood zones. The sites are mostly
greenfield sites and there is a need to ensure no net increase in surface water run-off.
7.5.18 Sites proposed for allocation in Queniborough are not within close proximity to a flood
zone.
7.5.19 The site proposed for allocation in Cossington (PSH260) is adjoining Flood Risk Zone
2, 3 and 3a. This site will need to have regard to proposed Policy CC1(Flood Risk
Management) which suggests that development should be located in areas of low flood
risk and any risk mitigated.
7.5.20 Sites in East Goscote, Hathern, Thurcaston, Thrussington, Rearsby and Wymeswold
are not within areas of flood risk nor are they adjoining flood prone areas.
7.5.21 Overall, this should mean that the residual effect is neutral.
General development
7.5.22 Several of the Plan policies are likely to have a minor positive effect in terms of flood
resilience and management. In particular, Policy CC1(Flood Risk Management) states
that development should be in areas of low risk of flooding but allows for exceptions to
this. The policy allows for development in flooded areas so long as:
-

there is a flood assessment undertaken
exception Tests are met
development in Flood Risk Zone 3a is of a ‘less vulnerable’ use
development must consider cumulative impact of proposals on local areas
susceptible to flooding and not increase flood risk
development must ensure appropriate mitigation measures are in place and
should seek to reduce flood risk
major development must incorporate sustainable drainage systems, where
appropriate
ensuring that the natural and major watercourses are suitably managed to
reduce flood risk.

7.5.23 The policy suggests that development should be placed in areas with the lowest risk
of flooding. If this approach cannot be taken, major developments in Flood Zone 1, 2
and 3 are to be accompanied by flood risk assessments, and development will only be
accepted in Flood Zone 3a if development is for a ‘less vulnerable use’. If further
residential development occurs, it should be situated in areas of low flood risk.
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7.5.24 This should ensure that any additional development (beyond the allocated sites) is
directed to sites with the lowest level of flood risk. The requirement for greenfield sites
to achieve no net increase in flood risk should ensure that neutral effects are achieved.
7.5.25 There is also a specific mention of the need to achieve a net decrease in surface water
run-off on brownfield sites. This would help to achieve minor positive effects.
7.5.26 Policy CC2(Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs)) is also of particular relevance as
it requires SUDs to be incorporated into new development. This should have minor
positive effects too.
7.5.27 Other plan policies of relevance are those that protect and increase land uses that can
help to manage flood risk such as retaining countryside uses, biodiversity habitats and
open space.
Overall effects
7.5.28 Generally, the sites that have been allocated are either not within a flood risk zone or
slightly adjoining a flood risk zone.
7.5.29 However, there are some sites where areas of flood risk intersect the site, including
regeneration areas in Loughborough. The site in Quorn (PSH343) is heavily affected
by flood risk also. There will be a requirement to mitigate the effects of flooding in
these locations, but it is expected that Policies CC1(Flood Risk Management) and
CC2(Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs)) would minimise effects so that only
residual neutral/ minor negative effects remain.
7.5.30 There are some general development policies in the Plan that will help to promote flood
risk management and adaptation to climate change. In particular, encouraging a net
decrease in run-off from brownfield sites should provide positive effects. The effects
are only likely to be minor given that the majority of development is anticipated on
greenfield land.
7.5.31 On balance, the effects of the Plan are predicted to be neutral from a borough-wide
perspective.

101

Page 377

Land - Protect the Borough’s soil resources.
7.6.1 Grade 2 agricultural land is considered very good quality. Land identified within this
category has the ability to support a wide range of agricultural and horticultural crops.
Grade 3 agricultural land is of good to moderate value and used when more demanding
crops are grown. To protect the Borough’s soil resources, it would be most beneficial
to develop on land that is of low-quality agricultural value or existing urban areas.
Strategy / site allocations
7.6.2 For this analysis Agricultural Land Classifications (ALC) have been referred to across
the borough. There are five different types of ALC, reflected on a scale of Grade 1 to
Grade 5. Grade 1 being the best quality, and Grade 5 the poorest quality. Grades 1,
2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification are deemed ‘best and most versatile’
(BMV) agricultural land. Most of the allocated sites located in Charnwood are within
areas of Grade 2 or Grade 3, with a small portion of sites located in existing urban
areas and Grade 4. One positive effect is that no sites are allocated within areas of
highest quality agricultural land (Grade 1).
7.6.3 It is unclear whether the Grade 3 sites are 3a or 3b, but evidence suggests there is a
mix of these grades and most agricultural land appears to be in active use, so any
Grade 3 agricultural land loss is likely to lead to negative effects.
Leicester Urban Area (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.6.4 There will be approximately 50ha of Grade 2 Agricultural Land and 20ha of Grade 3
Agricultural Land loss at the fringes of the Leicester Urban Area. The remaining sites
that have been proposed for allocation are within existing urban areas. It should be
noted though that the actual developable area will not include all of this area, so it might
be possible to retain the soil value on a proportion of these sites.
7.6.5 Proposed Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) supports sustainable development
that protects environmental resources including agricultural land. However, this will
not avoid the loss of resources at allocated sites.
7.6.6 The main loss in these areas is Grade 2, despite there being Grade 3 land available.
Therefore, negative effects are predicted in this respect.
Loughborough
7.6.7 Almost all the sites allocated at the urban periphery are in either Grade 2 or Grade 3
Agricultural Land.
7.6.8 Approximately 30ha of Grade 2 land would be affected, of which the majority would be
at site HS36 near Woodthorpe.
7.6.9 Approximately 45 ha of Grade 3 land would also be affected, with the majority being
located at the Nanpantan Lane site (HS37). The Loughborough Science Park site is
almost entirely Grade 3 land, and so a further 70ha of land will be affected.
7.6.10 A proportion of growth is proposed in the urban areas of Loughborough on brownfield
land, which is positive in terms of land use.
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Shepshed
7.6.11 The majority of allocated sites in Shepshed are located in areas of either Grade 2 or
Grade 3 Agricultural land. There is a loss of at least 60ha of Grade 3 land in total, and
up to 30ha of Grade 2 land.
7.6.12 The site located on the corner of Tickow Lane and Ashby Road is entirely within Grade
2 Agricultural Land of approximately 11ha in size. The site is not surrounded by existing
urban development. There are alternative sites that are not Grade 2 land, and so the
principle of avoiding the best and most versatile land (hierarchically) is not achieved.
However, most of the Grade 3 sites have already been allocated, and those which
have not exhibit other constraints.
7.6.13 Brownfield sites in the urban area have also been used were possible to avoid further
pressure on soil and greenfield land.
7.6.14 Proposed Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) supports sustainable development
that protects environmental resources including air quality and agricultural land.
However, this will do nothing to avoid the loss of resources on land that is already
allocated.
Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar)
7.6.15 Allocated sites at Anstey are likely to lead to the loss of at least 10ha of Grade 3
agricultural land. It is not certain whether this is Grade 3a or 3b land.
7.6.16 The sites proposed for allocation in Rothley are predominantly Grade 4 low quality
agricultural land. The sites located at Sileby are likely to result in the loss of Grades 2
and 3 Agricultural Land.
7.6.17 The site allocated in Quorn is 5.6ha of Grade 2 Agricultural.
7.6.18 At Barrow-upon-Soar, the sites proposed for allocation consist of a mixture of grade 2
and grade 3 agricultural land, as well as brownfield urban land. At least 10 ha of Grade
2 land is likely to be affected, and at least 20ha of Grade 3.
7.6.19 Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) supports sustainable development that protects
environmental resources including agricultural land. However, this will not avoid the
loss of resources at allocation sites. Therefore, negative effects are predicted in this
respect.
Other settlements (Queniborough, Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby)
7.6.20 All sites located in these settlements are predominantly of Grade 2 and/or 3 Agricultural
Land. Loss of soil resources as a result of the allocations is likely and minor negative
effects are predicted in this respect. At least 15 ha of Grade 2 land is likely to be lost
and 20ha of Grade 3 land.
General development
7.6.21 Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) seeks to protect best and most versatile
agricultural land. This should help to ensure that additional development is directed
away from resources, having a minor positive effect.
7.6.22 Other elements of the Plan that should ensure additional development is located away
from areas of valuable soil resources are as follows:
103

Page 379



Policy DS1 (Development Strategy) seeks to make efficient use of land and limits
growth of settlement boundaries.



Protecting existing employment spaces (Policy E2) will reduce pressure on greenfield
land / agricultural land.



Makes efficient use of land including brownfield or underused land and buildings



Policy E3 (Rural Economic Development) supports farm diversification and the rural
economy more generally, which should help to keep agricultural practices viable
(thereby protecting the land from development pressure).



Proposed Policies EV1 (Landscape), EV2 (Green Wedges) and EV3 (Areas of Local
Separation) seeks to protect the countryside and landscapes and retain soil quality in
these areas.

7.6.23 These factors are all positive. However, given that the majority of growth will be
associated with the SUEs and the allocations, the influence of these policies on soil
use are fairly limited. Therefore, only minor positive effects are predicted.
Overall effects
7.6.24 In total there will be a loss of over 300 ha of agricultural land. Whilst much of this is
Grade 3, there would also be a loss of at least 100ha of Grade 2 land. The Plan policies
are unable to mitigate this loss as once allocated land has been developed for housing
or employment this is permanent.
7.6.25 This loss not likely to be significant in terms of the contribution the land makes to the
soil resources and agricultural output in the wider region. However, the loss of best
and most versatile agricultural land is certainly a significant negative effect in terms of
a permanent loss of resources (which could become more important in the future
should there be an increased need for self-sufficiency).
7.6.26 The plan does seek to protect further loss of agricultural land and supports rural
diversification, which is a minor positive effect. However, the significant negative
effects remain, due to the permanent loss of agricultural land.
7.6.27 It should be noted though that the need to release substantial land for housing and
employment makes it extremely difficult to avoid significant effects. Furthermore,
significant effects are unlikely to avoided through alternative spatial strategies
7.6.28 It may well be the case that a proportion of the Grade 3 agricultural land being affected
is Grade 3b and therefore no best and most versatile land). Should sites be of a scale
to retain agricultural land, it would be beneficial for soil surveys to be undertaken prior
to development, and to direct developable areas to lower quality soils.
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Air quality - Improve local air quality
Strategy / Site allocations
7.7.1 Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) are designated areas where priority action is
required to meet local air quality objectives. The area may be a few streets or larger
parcels of land. The Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) Final Action Plan reports
on air quality monitoring and sets out the Boroughs improvement actions for air quality.
There are four relevant AQMA’s within Charnwood, particularly at Loughborough and
Syston. There is another AQMA located in Mountsorrel, but this relates to particulate
matter from the nearby quarry. A final AQMA is located at Great Central Railway, with
a specific focus on sulphur dioxide. This area is a railway engineering shed and is
unlikely to be affected by increased development in the Loughborough area.
7.7.2 An Air Quality Study has also been undertaken to inform the preparation of the plan
and notes that air quality in the Borough is generally improving, with no exceedances
of relevant objectives in 2018, despite four AQMAs remaining in situ. It is expected that
the current trend of improvement will continue in future years. The study also notes
that there are no significant impacts identified as a result of the development strategy.
Loughborough
7.7.3 In Loughborough there are two AQMA’s. The first AQMA covers residential areas along
the main arterial routes through Loughborough. This area was declared in 2001 due to
road traffic emissions. The several major routes include the A6004, A6 Derby Road,
A512 (Ashby Road), Warwick Way to the north and Shelthorpe Road to the south. The
strategy involves an additional 2,166 dwellings at Loughborough and 2,254 at
Shepshed. The traffic generated from these developments are most likely to contribute
to air pollution given that they will involve traffic along nearby routes (though traffic from
commuting farther afield will also contribute).
7.7.4 Approximately 1200 dwellings are proposed in the urban area itself, with some located
near Leicester Road and Ashby Square. An increase in traffic in these areas may have
a negative impact on air quality. Several sites will need to gain access directly onto
affected routes, which can result in an increase in traffic and emissions. The good
accessibility to services, public transport and jobs in the central areas should help to
reduce any increase in traffic though. Another issue for several sites proposed for
allocation will be their proximity to the AQMA at Derby road. This will increase the
number of residential properties that are affected by poor air quality, which is a minor
negative effect. It will be necessary for such developments to be designed to mitigate
exposure to air quality and to introduce positive measures such as street trees and
other urban greening. Developments in or near to the AQMA are required to prioritise
sustainable modes of transport, which should help to offset negative effects.
7.7.5 The larger sites for allocation in Loughborough that are further south are not within
proximity to existing AQMA’s. However, car trips will be generated and these will
undoubtedly access affected roads such as the A6004 and the A512.
7.7.6 In addition, the Loughborough Science Park could act as a major attractor of traffic
from across the borough and further afield.
7.7.7 The traffic associated with the proposed strategy will likely worsen air quality, which is
a negative effect. This could delay the potential revocation of the AQMA, which has
been mooted given that there have been no recorded exceedances in pollution levels
following the implementation of the inner relief road. It is likely that air quality will also
continue to be positively affected by cleaner emission vehicles.
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7.7.8 These factors should help to ensure that an increase in traffic can be managed and
that significant effects can be avoided. The transition to electric vehicles is further
supported through Policy CC6 (Electric Vehicle Charging Points) which seeks to
expand the EV charging point network.
7.7.9 The Local Plan provides further policy provisions which contribute to minimising
impacts.
7.7.10 Policy EV11 (Air Quality) directly relates to the safeguarding of AQMAs in the Plan
area, and development is expected to ensure it does not impede the achievement of
any air quality objectives. Development is also expected to ensure that air quality
impacts do not result in unacceptable impacts on human health. The policy also takes
a holistic approach to reducing emissions by referencing Policy CC5 (Sustainable
Transport), seeking to reduce air pollutants through direct methods as well as
protecting AQMAs.
7.7.11 Additionally, Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) states that new development that
protects environmental resources including local air quality will be supported.
7.7.12 Policy DS1 (Development Strategy) encourages increased walking and cycling, whilst
proposed Policy CC5 (Sustainable Transport) requires the proposed site allocations to
maximise potential to access sustainable forms of transport.
7.7.13 Overall, the Plan is predicted to have minor negative effects in this location with
regards to air quality.
Shepshed
7.7.14 In Shepshed there will be a large increase in development, which presents the risk of
impacting air quality in the town centre and also on routes towards the
M1/Loughborough. This is a minor negative effect as significant worsening of air
quality is unlikely.
7.7.15 Monitoring locations at Ashby Road Central and Cow Hill suggest that air quality has
improved in Shepshed over the last 10 years, and the average concentration of
nitrogen dioxide is some way from the objective/ target levels. Further improvements
in emissions reduction from vehicles should help to reinforce these trends. However,
careful monitoring will be required to ensure that the large amounts of development in
both Shepshed and Loughborough do not contribute to a worsening in these areas.
7.7.16 In addition, development has been proposed along a number of key routes, including
the A512. Development has the potential to exacerbate pollutants in this area as a
result. SUA1 encourages connectivity and access via walking, cycling and public
transport. This should help to offset negative effects to an extent.
7.7.17 The Charnwood Air Quality Study notes that allocations in the Shepshed area should
be considered cumulatively at the planning application stage. In addition, the presence
of Newhurst Quarry Energy Recovery Facility and the recent variation of operations
here, mean that developers at sites Fairway Road (PSH042) and Ingleberry Road
(PSH138) should also consider emissions from that facility in their proposals
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Service centres and ‘other settlements’
7.7.18 Other localities within Charnwood do not contain declared AQMAs and are not at risk
of exceeding air quality objective targets. The scale of growth involved will not lead to
notable impacts in terms of pollution, and for the most part, there is access to
alternative modes of transport that could help manage new development.
7.7.19 However, it is likely that growth in certain settlements will lead to increased trips into
areas that are affected by air quality issues, so a contributing factor is likely. These
issues are discussed above for Loughborough, Syston / Leicester, and Shepshed.
7.7.20 The Plan does seek to improve sustainable travel in rural areas, through policy CC5.
However, without significant changes in the provision of public transport and local
services, car travel is likely to be an important mode of travel.
7.7.21 In summary, development at Rearsby, East Goscote, Queniborough, Thrussington and
Sileby could all lead to increased trips through the AQMA at Syston. All of the
proposed growth in the Leicester Urban Area is also likely to contribute to pollution
from trips into Leicester City itself, which is a minor negative effect.
General development
7.7.22 General development that occurs within proximity to AQMA’s should have regard to
the potential cumulative effects on air quality within the area.
7.7.23 Policies EV11 (Air Quality) and CC 4 (Sustainable Construction) will support
development that protects air quality; as well as seeking mitigation measures to be
secured for development in or adjacent to AQMAs.
7.7.24 A number of other Plan policies should also contribute towards the protection and
enhancement of air quality in relation to general development. This includes:


Policies E1 (Meeting Employment Needs), and CC5 (Sustainable Transport), seek
to promote walking, cycling and increased use of public transport. In particular, Policy
INF3 (Local and Strategic Road Network) requires a substantial proportion of spaces
at large car parks to provide for electric charging points, supported by EV charging
network expansion are sought through Policy CC6 (Electric Vehicle Charging
Points). This will support a shift towards electric cars, which could be a significant
positive effect in the longer term.



Policy INF 3 (Local and Strategic Road Network) also seeks to reduce congestion,
which is positive in terms of managing air quality.



Policies EV7 (Tree planting) and EV9 (Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation) seek to
increase tree cover and enhance green infrastructure, which can help to regulate air
quality.

7.7.25 These are positive policies that should help to guide proposed site allocations as well
as general development that comes forward.
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Overall effects
7.7.26 With regards to the spatial strategy and proposed site allocations, a concentration of
development in Loughborough and Shepshed is likely to have negative effects on air
quality. However, this would be offset by other improvements in air quality such as low
emissions vehicles and the promotion of modal shift. The Plan policies provide
substantial support for such measures too.
7.7.27 The picture is similar for the AQMA in Syston and into Leicester, which is likely to be
impacted by substantial new development in this area. In the longer term, planning
infrastructure enhancements could help to alleviate traffic along these routes though.
7.7.28 Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted.
7.7.29 Policies within the Plan include support and encouragement for sustainable
construction and sustainable transport, which will help to mitigate impacts. A strong
focus on facilitating electric vehicles is also included, which could have a significant
positive effect in the medium to long term by enabling an uptake and increasing the
attractiveness of such options. There is uncertainty involved though, as consumer
behaviour will also be a major contributing factor in the short to medium term
7.7.30 In terms of exposure to air quality and the impacts upon human health, the plan
requires development within or adjoining an AQMA to secure appropriate mitigation
measures and avoid impacts upon human health, which should help to ensure that
new development is resilient.
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7.8

Climate change - Reduce the impacts of climate change and reduce greenhouse
gas emissions.
Strategy / site allocations

7.8.1 With regards to climate change resilience, development in any location ought to
provide opportunities to introduce adaptive measures such as green infrastructure,
design for natural cooling in buildings and SUDs. In this respect, the spatial strategy
and site allocations are unlikely to have any particular effects with regards to resilience.
The benefits are more likely to arise from site specific policies or general development
management policies such as CC2 (SuDs), CC4 (Sustainable Construction) and CC5
(Sustainable Transport)
7.8.2 One area where climate change resilience is factored into the strategy though is the
avoidance of areas of flood risk for almost all of the site allocations. There are also
additional plan policies that seek to manage flood risk. There is an intention to ensure
no net increase in surface water run-off, which should ensure neutral effects in this
respect with regards to the site allocations.
7.8.3 In terms of negative effects, the loss of greenfield land on the fringes of settlements
can contribute to an urban heat island effect. The loss of substantial amounts of land
around and in-between Shepshed and Loughborough (i.e. new allocations,
commitments and SUEs) could lead to a loss of the cooling effect of green space and
adding additional homes could create more heat generating land uses. Other plan
policies should help to minimise these effects such as CC4 (Sustainable Construction),
which seeks to combat the heat island effect by introducing green infrastructure
features. There will need to be a strong application of this policy to ensure that the net
effect of development is not negative in this respect.
7.8.4 In other parts of the borough such as at the service centres and ‘other settlements’,
the potential for this phenomenon is likely to be lower given the smaller extent of the
built-up areas / greater amount of surrounding green space, and the lower amount of
growth proposed.
7.8.5 With regards to greenhouse gas emissions, these are affected by overall levels of
growth as well as the distribution and quality of development.
7.8.6 In terms of growth, the proposed housing and employment land is in line with identified
housing needs. Delivering a higher number of homes to improve flexibility will lead to
an increase in emissions. However, climate change is not an issue that is bound by
local authority areas. Therefore, an increase in emissions in Charnwood could lead to
reductions elsewhere (for example, if Charnwood meets a proportion of housing needs
from Leicester City).
7.8.7 Location can, however, lead to differences in the amount of emissions from transport
due to higher car use and more frequent / longer trips. Certain locations or types of
sites (larger mixed-use with demands for heat) may also be more likely to support
decentralised energy schemes.
7.8.8 The strategy focuses a large amount of housing growth in Loughborough/Shepshed
and the Leicester Urban Area. These locations have generally good access to jobs,
services and public transport. Therefore, new development should be less likely to
generate long car trips (and associated emissions). The strategy also directs growth
away from smaller villages and hamlets, meaning that most future growth will not take
place in areas that are more reliant on cars (thereby limiting further emissions from
transport).
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7.8.9 Though some of the site allocations are not ideally located in terms of services and
transport links (e.g. sites in Barrow (PSH461), Thrussington (PSH147 and PSH376),
Thurcaston (PSH047) and Thurmaston (PSH476)), there are plan policies that ought
to ensure that these factors are addressed. For example, proposed Policy CC5
(Sustainable Transport) requires development to be within 400m of public transport
stops, and new routes secured if necessary. This should help to ensure that emissions
as a result of car transport do not increase.
7.8.10 With regards to employment activities, there is a focus on industrial / warehousing.
Whilst this follows the identified needs and growth sectors, it is likely to lead to an
increase in emissions associated with freight.
7.8.11 There are no site-specific proposals to implement or connect to decentralised energy
schemes. Therefore, Policies CC4 (Sustainable construction) and CC3 (Renewable
and Low Carbon Energy Installations) will be relied upon to achieve a reduction in
emissions and to explore whether such schemes are feasible. There is therefore a
question mark over whether or not such improvements will be achieved for the larger
strategic site allocations, but the provisions of Policy CC4 do seek to encourage the
use of renewable and low carbon supply systems and connection to low carbon heat
networks, as well as encouraging the design and layout of new buildings which enable
low carbon energy generation to be installed now or at a later date, including district
heating.
7.8.12 There is encouragement for emissions reductions which exceed Buildings Regulations
where viable in the SUE/ site allocation policies too, but this is not a firm requirement.
At the very least, large scale developments ought to demonstrate that emissions
reductions are not feasible or would make schemes unviable (rather than simply
demonstrating that measures have been considered). The government announced in
January 2021 that there will be no restriction on local authorities to set higher standards
for energy efficiency in new homes. There is therefore potential for the Local Plan to
set more ambitious standards for development, rather than ‘encourage’. In the medium
to long term, the mandatory standards for new homes will most likely increase, but a
large amount of new homes will be built in the short term. Emissions associated with
new homes are significant over their lifetime and tackling climate change is an urgent
challenge. Therefore, every effort must be made to ensure that new development is
energy efficient.
General development
7.8.13 In relation to other forms of development and at non-allocated sites, the Plan sets out
a range of policies that are of relevance to climate change resilience and mitigation. In
terms of reducing travel and encouraging sustainable modes of transport the following
policies are beneficial:


Policy E1 (Meeting employment needs) supports employment locations and training
schemes that reduce the need to travel;



Policy E3 (Rural economic development) supports improvements to electronic
communications networks in less accessible locations;



Policies LUC1 (Loughborough Policy), SUA1 (Shepshed Policy) and T1 (Town
centres and Retail) each promote the regeneration and use of Loughborough and
Shepshed town centres. As accessible locations, this should help to reduce reliance
on out-of-town locations.
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Policies EV9 (Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation) and T2 (Protection of Community
Facilities) seeks to ensure local access to community facilities, open space and
recreation, which would reduce the need to travel to access such facilities.



Policy CC5 (Sustainable Transport) seeks to achieve a shift to sustainable modes of
transport by encouraging the use of public transport, walking and cycling;



Policy INF3 (Local and Strategic Road Network) puts sustainable transport
improvements first in terms of mitigating impacts on road networks.



Policy CC6 (Electric Vehicle Charging Points) seeks to support and expand the use
of alternative and more sustainable modes of transport.



ENV7 (Tree Planting) should see an overall increase in the number of trees across
the borough, which can help to reduce carbon emissions by acting as a ‘carbon sink’.

7.8.14 In combination, these policies are predicted to have minor positive effects with
regards to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. Whilst they are beneficial
policies, they are similar to the existing policy framework and unlikely to lead to a
radical change in travel behaviour.
7.8.15 With regards to energy and resource use, there are two policies within the Plan of most
relevance. Policy CC4 (Sustainable Construction) seeks to achieve a reduction in
carbon emissions and encourages high standards of energy efficiency, low embodied
carbon, renewable and low carbon supply systems, and in particular, residential
development is required to meet the Building Regulations optional water efficiency
requirement of 110 litres/ per person per day. Whilst this is a positive stance, it cannot
be guaranteed that developments will deliver the energy efficiency and carbon savings
that are sought. For this reason, the effects are not considered to be significantly
positive in this respect.
7.8.16 Policy CC3 (Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Installations) mirrors national policy
and is therefore unlikely to have significant effects. However, by identifying areas that
are suitable for wind energy, this gives developers clarity as to which areas are likely
to gain support. This is a more proactive approach and should therefore encourage
more applications for energy schemes, which is a minor positive effect.
7.8.17 With regards to climate change resilience in general there are several policies that
encourage or require improvements to green infrastructure (which can help with urban
cooling, habitat resilience, flood risk) and also flood risk specifically:





Policy DS5 (High Quality Design) sets out a general commitment to climate change
adaptation;
Policies EV1 (Landscape), EV2 (Green Wedges) and EV3 (Areas of Local
Separation) protects open spaces, landscape character and contributing landscape
features supporting resilience;
Policies EV4 (Charnwood Forest and the National Forest) and ENV7 (Tree Planting)
seek to increase tree coverage, which has benefits in terms of adaptation;
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Policy EV5 (River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor) seeks enhancements to the
green infrastructure corridor, including its biodiversity value and strategically
important links to the wildlife network as well as water quality to improve resilience;



Policy EV6 (Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) requires a net
gain in biodiversity, which ought to have knock-on benefits in terms of resilience;



Policy CC1 (Flood Risk Management) mirrors national flood management policy;



Policy CC2 (Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs)) sets out the need to implement
SUDs. Whilst positive, it is not a significant departure from the current policy
framework;

7.8.18 In combination, these policies are predicted to have minor positive effects in terms
of climate change adaptation. The effects could potentially be significant in the longer
term depending upon the nature of habitat enhancements, the location and scale of
tree planting, and the application of design standards to ensure that new development
is resilient to anticipated changes in climate.
Overall impacts
7.8.19 The Plan is predicted to have mixed effects.
7.8.20 With regards to climate change resilience, the release of large development sites could
potentially lead to negative effects in terms of a heat island effect in Loughborough and
Shepshed in particular. However, a range of policies exist that should help to ensure
these effects are mitigated. Furthermore, there are general policies that apply to all
development that should help to increase the amount of green infrastructure across
the borough and manage flood risk. On balance, the effects are therefore likely to be
neutral, or potentially minor positives in the longer term.
7.8.21 With regards to climate change mitigation, the Plan strategy is predicted to have
broadly neutral effects. The exception is for the approach to employment, which
focuses on sectors that can increase greenhouse gas emissions (though in the long
term the emergence of electric vehicles will reduce this issue, especially if the national
grid is progressively decarbonised).
7.8.22 There are a range of supporting Plan policies that seek to achieve reductions in
emissions, and these are likely to be successful where firm requirements are made
(such as the need to deliver higher standards of water efficiency and increased tree
coverage).
7.8.23 The majority of new development that comes forward through the SUEs and the site
allocations ought to be of a higher standard than might otherwise be the case, but this
depends upon developers responding to the Plan policies proactively.
7.8.24 Other carbon emissions savings could be achieved through the Plan’s focus on
sustainable transport, requiring support for electric charging points and by identifying
locations suitable for wind energy schemes.
7.8.25 On balance, the Plan is likely to lead to a reduction in carbon emissions (i.e. the positive
measures outweigh the increases in emissions that could occur due to the strategic
approach to employment), which is a minor positive effect.
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Historic environment - Conserve and enhance the historic environment, heritage
assets and their settings.
Leicester urban fringe (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.9.1 Effects of development in Thurmaston / Birstall are predicted to be neutral. The sites
are either industrial in nature, or on the edge of established housing estates. None of
the sites contain important heritage assets, nor do they contribute positively to the
character of the settlements. However, Site PSH463 lies adjacent/ near to an
Archaeological Interest Area where necessary archaeological investigation will be
required prior to development. Policy mitigation could be enhanced through specific
provisions for timely archaeological investigation prior to development on sites
containing or lying adjacent to interest areas.
7.9.2 There is a site allocated within the urban area of Syston in the Conservation Area.
Whilst this is in a central location in the Conservation Area (and is adjacent to listed
buildings), the buildings and uses on this site are currently not in keeping with the
character of the Conservation Area. Development on the site therefore has the
potential to enhance the built environment if sensitively designed. There is no sitespecific policy but policies DS5 (High Quality Design) and EV8 (Heritage) would be
applied, which should ensure that development is in keeping with the character of the
surrounding areas; making use of materials and architecture that contribute positively
to the townscape. Minor positive effects are predicted.
7.9.3 A large site is proposed on the urban fringes of Syston which contains areas of
archaeological interest. There is a requirement for development here to be informed
by a heritage strategy, which would presumably involve the measures that would be
required to address archaeological issues. In this respect, a neutral effect is
predicted.
7.9.4 There are no other heritage assets in close proximity to this large site, though the
settlement of Barkby is nearby (which contains several heritage assets and is
characterised by a countryside setting. The North East of Leicester SUE already
introduces significant growth in this location though. Additional growth at Syston is not
likely to lead to additional significant effects but does further reduce areas of
countryside in this location (which are an important feature). The Plan responds to this
potential issue by requiring development to be informed by a heritage strategy.
Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.5 At Glenfield, the sites proposed for allocation to the south of the Leicester Western
Bypass are not within close proximity to any designated heritage assets or are there
any buildings identified for their local value. In this respect, effects are neutral.
Loughborough
7.9.6 There are sites that fall within or adjacent to the Conservation Area and/or contain
listed buildings.
7.9.7 At some sites, it ought to be relatively easy to avoid harm to the historic environment,
and perhaps achieve enhancement (for example, through regeneration of brownfield
land that improves historic townscape settings).
7.9.8 There are allocated sites adjacent to Conservation Areas that do not add to their
character, and redevelopment ought to improve the built environment (for example,
sites at Lemyngton Street, Land at True Lovers Walk / Frederick Street, Station
Avenue, Leicester Road/Aumberry Gap, Market Street, and the Former Limehurst
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Depot). These are minor positive effects. There are other sites that contain heritage
assets, but site-specific policies should ensure that important features are retained.
7.9.9 At two sites though, there could be potential negative effects on heritage that are more
difficult to avoid (for example; Rosebury School site - which could involve the loss of a
listed building, the Southfields Council Offices – which could involve the loss of a locally
listed building, and Land off Leicester Road – which could change the open nature of
Loughborough Chapels). The Plan policies that seek to secure high quality design and
protect heritage ought to help manage negative effects, in particular Policy D3 (HA24)
requires the retention of the locally listed Old Southfields buildings unless adequately
compensated for.
7.9.10 There are also policy clauses for specific sites. For the Southfields Council Offices site
retention of the locally listed building is sought, but not required. Should loss occur, an
exceptional development is required that enhances the character of the area. This
offsets the negative effects to an extent but does not ensure that an asset will not be
permanently lost.
7.9.11 Two large sites are proposed to the south of Loughborough, both of which are close to
a number of heritage assets. In the immediate vicinity to the sites is Moat House Grade
II Listed Building (Sites PSH106 / PSH21) and Reynalls Grade II listed buildings (site
PSH255).
7.9.12 The Reynalls building sits within a small residential area (Woodthorpe) and is
surrounded by newer buildings that are not in keeping with its character. New
development on a large site would not be immediately visible, and so in this respect
no effects are predicted. Though the approach to Woodthorpe is somewhat open in
nature and adds to the ‘rural’ feel of this settlement, it is not considered to be integral
to the Reynalls building, and so neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.13 The Moat House Building has an open countryside setting, but this is unlikely to be
affected directly by development as it is very well screened and policy requirements to
ensure that it remains screened It is currently at the edge of the settlement area, which
reflects its original use as a Park Keepers lodge. Large scale new development will
mean that it no longer retains this setting.
7.9.14 Outwoods Farmhouse and Buildings are Grade II buildings at the edge of the
Charnwood Forest. An open / agricultural setting is important. A large-scale
development to the north east will reduce this open setting somewhat, but significant
areas of open space will remain. Therefore, any impacts would be minor. General
plan policies (EV8 Heritage) ought to ensure that negative effects upon the setting of
this asset are avoided.
Shepshed
7.9.15 The effects on heritage assets from expansion at Shepshed would not be anticipated
to be significant, given that there are very few designated heritage assets, locally
important assets or potential archaeological remains at the urban fringe. Therefore,
neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.16 Plan policies that support high quality design should help to ensure that the effects on
townscape are minimised.
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Service Centres (Anstey, Sileby, Rothley, Quorn)
7.9.17 At Anstey, large greenfield allocations in the south west of the settlement are likely to
affect the countryside setting and southern views into and out of the designated
Conservation Area. Under Policy SC1 (Service Centres) growth at Service Centres is
required to contribute to and build upon the unique characteristics of the centres and
their heritage values and further protection of Conservation Area values is provided
through Policy EV8 (Heritage), however residual minor long-term negative effects
are considered likely.
7.9.18 At Rothley, development at the settlement edge would not be anticipated to be
significant, given that there are very few designated heritage assets, locally important
assets or potential archaeological remains at the urban fringe. Therefore, neutral
effects are predicted. However, a small allocation is made to the east, which is
adjacent to a listed Grade II Barn at Woodcock Farm (PSH53). The heritage asset has
already been affected by modern development; detracting from its original setting.
Development at the site could improve the setting with high-quality design that
contributes to an improved townscape in the vicinity of the A6. The additional site
allocated at Rothley (PSH492) is not sensitive to development from a heritage
perspective.
7.9.19 At Quorn, a relatively large site is allocated outside the main settlement, but whilst fairly
close to a Grade II listed building (One Ash), it is not likely to have a significant effect.
One Ash is very well screened, is set back considerably from the road, and remains
surrounded by open space. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.20 At Sileby, the larger sites outside of the settlement are unlikely to have effects on
heritage assets as they are not within close proximity or identified as being of local
importance. There are smaller sites in the Conservation Area too, but these are of poor
quality and their development will not have adverse effects on the character of the area
(in fact there should be enhancement with the application of high-quality design as per
Policy DS5). However, site PSH261 (Land off Holmefield Drive) will result in the loss
of greenfield land north of the Conservation Area and is likely to affect the setting and
views into and out of the designated area in this respect. Plan policies, including Policy
EV8 (Heritage) are likely to minimize effects, however residual minor long-term
negative effects are considered likely.
7.9.21 At Barrow-upon-Soar, all but one proposed development locations are not constrained
by any known historic features or designated assets. Therefore, neutral effects are
predicted. The site at Cotes Road (PSH484) is adjacent to a cemetery with locally
listed buildings, but there is a specific policy clause that seeks to ensure that
development does not affect the setting of heritage assets or the tranquility of the
cemetery. This ought to ensure that negative effects are avoided.
Other settlements (Queniborough / East Goscote / Rearsby / Hathern / Cossington,
Thrussington, Thurcaston)
7.9.22 Both site allocations in Queniborough fall within areas of potential archaeological
interest. Development will be captured by the provisions of Policy EV8 (Heritage)
which seeks to conserve and enhance archaeological assets. With appropriate on-site
investigation prior to development it is considered likely that significant negative effects
can be avoided.
7.9.23 With regards to local and designated heritage assets, no effects are likely as both sites
are some distance away from the main areas of importance in the Conservation Area
and the sites are not of special character.
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7.9.24 At East Goscote, the allocated site is not within proximity of any heritage assets and
does not contribute to the setting of any assets that are further afield. Therefore,
neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.25 At Rearsby, the site proposed for allocation (PSH100 off Gaddesby Lane) is adjacent
to the Conservation Area. Although it does not contain any heritage assets, it will need
to be designed sensitively to ensure that the open nature of the settlement fringes are
maintained. This site is in a gateway location into Rearsby, and so could affect the
character of the Conservation Area if designed poorly.
7.9.26 There are no site-specific policies, and so there will be a reliance mostly on policies
DS5 (High Quality Design) and EV8 (Heritage). Provided that development responds
positively to the Conservation Area and is of high-quality design, negative effects ought
to be avoided. However, in the absence of site-specific policies and requirements,
satisfaction of the policies are open to interpretation to an extent. There is therefore a
degree of uncertainty.
7.9.27 At Cossington, site PSH260 is allocated for housing development. This is outside the
setting of the Conservation Area, and therefore less sensitive than alternative locations
in this respect. There are no heritage assets likely to be negatively affected by growth,
and the form of the settlement will not change significantly.
7.9.28 Plan policies EV8 (Heritage) and DS5 (High Quality Design) should help to manage
impacts. As a result, neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.29 At Hathern, sites PSH305 and SH33 are set back from the road, and though they are
within fairly close proximity to the Conservation Area or listed assets the sites are not
of high quality and are unlikely to have notable effects. As a result, neutral effects
are predicted. Site PSH413 is on the urban fringe and is adjacent to relatively modern
development. There are no heritage assets of important views that would be affected
by development and so neutral effects are predicted.
7.9.30 The site proposed for allocation in Thurcaston (PSH47) lies partially within the
Conservation Area and in the setting of the Grade II listed Thurcaston Grange.
Development has the potential for direct negative effects, particularly through the loss
of greenfield land and tree coverage within the Conservation Area. Boundary
screening could reduce the significance of effects, and the site-specific policy supports’
a bespoke design approach that takes account of a Conservation Area Appraisal.
These measures mean that residual effects are minor.
7.9.31 At Thrussington, Site PSH376 (Land off Old Gate Road) lies adjacent to the Grade II
listed Wreake House and lies partially within an Archaeological Alert Area. The Plan
policies are likely to ensure that significant effects are avoided, and a site-specific
clause requires layout to be informed by the Conservation Area Character Appraisal.
Site PSH147 is in a less sensitive location, away from the core of the settlement. Plan
policies seeking to deliver high quality design ought to ensure neutral effects are
generated.
7.9.32 No sites are allocated in Wymeswold. However, an overall plan target is set out for this
village, which will need to be addressed through the Neighbourhood Plan. The
potential for impacts on heritage ought to be addressed through this process,
particularly if sites are selected for inclusion in the Neighborhood Plan.
General development
7.9.33 The spatial strategy policy itself (DS1) does not explicitly set out the need to protect
and enhance the special historic character of Charnwood’s settlements.
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7.9.34 Despite the spatial strategy not referring to heritage, it is explicitly covered by Policy
EV8 (Heritage), and Policy DS5 (High Quality Design). Together, these policies set
out the need to protect and enhance the historic environment and the quality of built
environments. This should ensure that general developments do not lead to significant
negative effects.
7.9.35 In addition, there are several other policies that can make a positive contribution
towards the special character of Charnwood’s places. For example, trees are
important to the character of several Conservation Areas across the borough, so Policy
EV7 (Tree Planting) ought to be positive.
7.9.36 Likewise, Policies EV1 (Landscape), EV2 (Green Wedges) and EV3 (Areas of Local
Separation) which seek to protect and enhance landscapes has synergies with the
heritage policy, as the historic environment is often interlinked with the landscape and
natural environment.
7.9.37 The Plan has a strong focus on the regeneration of Shepshed and Loughborough,
which is likely to lead to an improvement in the built environment in these locations.
Ensuring that centres are vibrant and make efficient use of space is positive with
regards to the historic environment as it helps to reduce vacant spaces and buildings,
whilst increasing interaction with the public realm. Provided that development is
respectful of existing character (which policies DS5: High Quality Design and EV8:
Heritage address) then minor positive effects are predicted in this respect.
7.9.38 A number of other policies make a minor contribution towards a higher-quality built
environment, which ought to be beneficial for heritage. For example:


Requiring sustainable transport infrastructure to be well-designed and to
contribute to high quality places (Policy CC5 – Sustainable Transport).



Requiring rural exception sites to be well-related to and respectful of settlement
character (Policy H4 – Rural Exception Sites).



Seeking to avoid clusters of takeaway uses which can detract from the retail
focus of centres and protecting historic shopfront features (Policy T1 – Town
Centres and Retail).



Supporting interaction with cultural and natural attractions such as the Grand
Union Canal and the Charnwood Forest (Policy EV4 – Charnwood Forest and
the National Forest).

7.9.39 On balance, the Plan policies are predicted to have minor positive effects with
regards to the protection and enhancement of the historic environment (when related
to general development).
Overall effects
7.9.40 In general, the strategy directs growth away from very sensitive locations with regards
to the historic environment. For example, no development is located at the sensitive
settlements within Charnwood Forest such as Newton Linford, Woodhouse Eaves and
Swithland, and none is allocated to the smaller villages in the rural north-east such as
Cotes, Prestwold, Burton on the Wolds, and Hoton. This is positive from a boroughwide perspective.
7.9.41 Most of the site allocations are in areas that do not contribute positively to the character
of their respective settlements, and so impacts on heritage are either unlikely or could
be positive (for example in Loughborough there are poor quality sites that reduce the
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quality of the area rather than supporting it). In this respect, the Plan has mainly
neutral effects / some minor positives.
7.9.42 There are several site allocations identified where negative effects could occur though.
At Anstey, Sileby, Thurcaston, Thrussington and Rearsby, site allocations are adjacent
to or within the respective Conservation Areas, and there is therefore potential for the
character of these areas to be affected negatively. The effects are not predicted to be
significant as there are no designated or locally important assets on these sites, and
there are plan policies dedicated to protecting heritage and securing high quality design
(including site specific clauses which seek to ensure bespoke design that is informed
by Conservation Area Appraisals). Overall, negative effects ought to be possible to
avoid or would be minor, but there is an element of uncertainty.
7.9.43 The supporting Plan policies should help to minimise effects associated with site
allocations to an extent, and for a range of sites, specific clauses have been drafted.
7.9.44 In terms of general development principles and other elements of the Plan, mostly
minor positive effects are predicted, which should help to achieve improvements in
terms of the wider public realm and town centres.
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Population – Reduce poverty and deprivation
Leicester Urban Area (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.10.1 The allocated sites located within and around Syston fall within areas that are recorded
as being the 20 – 40% and 40 – 60% most deprived areas in England. This is the same
for sites that are allocated in Glenfield, Thurmaston and Birstall. Broadly speaking,
these are mixed, but with pockets of relatively low levels of deprivation, and so
development is unlikely to have a major effect (either positive or negative) with regards
to deprivation and inequalities.
7.10.2 Development in these areas could however help to provide a degree of affordable
housing for communities in central parts of Syston and Leicester City itself, where there
are higher levels of deprivation, which is a positive effect.
7.10.3 New development at larger sites can help to deliver improvements to social
infrastructure, and Policy LUA1 (Leicester Urban Area) seeks to ensure the timely and
coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support sustainable communities, including
measures which seek greater levels of accessibility
7.10.4 There are policies within the plan that seek to secure developments that improve the
quality of areas. For example, DS5 (High Quality Design) seeks to achieve safe and
attractive developments that encourage social interaction. Policy EV9 (Open Spaces,
Sport and Recreation) will require sites proposed for allocation to provide open space
in accordance with published standards, and several policies such as Policy CC5
(Sustainable Transport) seek to enhance accessibility. These elements should help
improve links between new and existing communities, which could possibly benefit
areas of deprivation if new facilities are present on new developments. However, most
of the deprived areas are some distance away from sites allocated for housing, so the
effects are likely to be limited in this respect.
7.10.5 Overall neutral effects are predicted. Though development in this location could
provide housing for communities, those directly adjacent have relatively low levels of
deprivation.
Whilst there are some plan policies that should ensure social
infrastructure is secured through new development, there are no specific policies that
directly relate to reducing deprivation inequalities in areas that are adjoining the
existing built up area of Leicester. Furthermore, increased development in these
locations could possibly lead to additional pressure on road networks, causing
congestion and air quality issues in deprived areas within Leicester (albeit minor).
Loughborough
7.10.6 Though the majority of allocated sites in Loughborough are within areas of 0 – 20%
most deprived, 20 – 40%, 40 – 60% areas of deprivation, a number of larger site
allocations in the central areas are located within or adjacent to areas of high
deprivation (0-20%), and could therefore help to provide enhanced housing, social
infrastructure and improvements to the public realm in these areas. Larger scale
development with links to deprived areas can improve access to facilities and good
quality environments if designed to be inclusive and respond to the existing
environment. These are minor positive effects.
7.10.7 Policy LUC1 (Loughborough Urban Centre) seeks to ensure that development in
Loughborough helps to benefit the deprived communities in this settlement. The policy
supports development that improves connectivity with surrounding settlements. This is
positive, but the benefits cannot be assured.
119

Page 395

7.10.8 Positive effects will also be partly dependent upon the application of Plan policies that
seek to enhance social infrastructure and the environment.
Shepshed
7.10.9 In Shepshed, the allocated housing sites are mostly located on the urban fringes. The
majority of these sites are within areas or adjacent to areas that are 20 – 40% and 40
– 60% quintiles of multiple deprivation.
7.10.10
Future development in these areas may involve improvements to existing
infrastructure such as roads, and community infrastructure (such as schools, open
space and healthcare). This could have benefits for existing communities and create
attractive sustainable places. However, there are no guarantees that such benefits
would be felt by deprived communities. Development to the south of Shepshed is
perhaps more likely to offer benefits to communities in the central areas as it could
create jobs and social infrastructure within walking distance.
7.10.11
In addition, there is a newly allocated employment site in Shepshed at ‘ES8
Employment Land Off Fairway Road’. This will create opportunities for new jobs that
could potentially be taken up by those in areas of higher deprivation.
7.10.12
Policy SUA1 (Shepshed Urban Area) seeks to ensure that development in
Shepshed helps to benefit the deprived communities in this settlement. The policy
supports development that improves connectivity with surrounding settlements.
Overall minor positive effects are considered likely, but the benefits cannot be
assured. Positive effects will also be partly dependent upon the application of Plan
policies that seek to enhance social infrastructure and the environment.
Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar, Mountsorrel)
7.10.13
The sites allocated within Sileby and east of Rothley are broadly within areas
with low levels of deprivation (80 – 100% least deprived areas). Therefore,
development is unlikely to have a notable effect on communities of need.
7.10.14
The allocated housing sites in Anstey fall broadly within areas categorised as
being in the 20 – 60% deprived range. Whilst development could bring some
environmental improvements and social infrastructure, the effects upon the most
deprived communities and in terms of reducing deprivation are potentially more limited.
That being said, there are pockets of deprivation to the central north parts of the
settlement; the creation of a new country park, and a fairly large amount of additional
growth in the settlement could help to improve social infrastructure for these
communities, which is a minor positive effect.
7.10.15
At Barrow-upon-Soar levels of deprivation are low and the proposed housing
allocations are unlikely to have any effect with regards to poverty and deprivation.
Thus, neutral effects are predicted here.
Other settlements (Queniborough, Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby,
Thrussington, Thurcaston Wymeswold)
7.10.16
These settlements have low levels of deprivation, with the allocated sites all
falling within the 60-80% or 80-100% least deprived areas.
7.10.17
Though development could put pressure on existing community facilities,
development on the larger sites (such as at East Goscote) could also bring on site
improvements or contributions to nearby facility enhancement.
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7.10.18
The effects on deprivation and inequality are predicted to be negligible though
given the low levels of deprivation involved.
General development
7.10.19
The Draft Local Plan includes policies that could help to reduce inequality and
tackle poverty. For example:
7.10.20
Policy T2 (Protection of Community Facilities) seeks to protect community
facilities, which play an important role in creating and maintaining a sense of
community identity and social capital. Such facilities are also important in supporting
minority groups.
7.10.21
Policy E1 (Meeting Employment Needs). This focuses on meeting the economic
needs of the borough whilst supporting wider needs within Leicester. The policy seeks
to provide employment and training schemes which maximise local access and help to
address skills deficits in the local population. It is possible that residents in deprived
areas could benefit from access to jobs and training opportunities.
7.10.22
Polices LUC1 (Loughborough Urban Centre) and SUA1 (Shepshed Urban Area)
have a focus on the regeneration of these centres where some of the more deprived
communities in the borough are located. Improvements to town centres generally
could help reduce poverty through the creation of job opportunities, improved access
to facilities and a higher quality public realm.
7.10.23
Several policies contain requirements to protect and enhance environmental
factors such as green space, public realm, tree coverage and flood risk. These could
all contribute to better environments to live within. It is possible that all residents,
including those from deprived areas could benefit from such environmental
improvements.
7.10.24
Though there are no large allocations in rural areas, there are Policy E3 (Rural
Economic Development) seeks to enable and support viable rural economies. This
could have minor benefits with regards to inclusion of rural communities, as one of the
main issues in rural areas is lack of access to services and facilities.
7.10.25
Whilst there are positive policies within the Plan, there are no measures that
would directly secure a reduction of deprivation inequalities and the ‘gap’ between
more affluent areas compared to the most deprived areas. It should be acknowledged
that there are a multitude of factors that influence deprivation, many of which the
planning system cannot address.
7.10.26
In combination, these policies are predicted to have minor positive effects
overall.
Overall effects
7.10.27
The strategy seeks to maximise brownfield regeneration before the release of
greenfield land (brownfield land is generally in less deprived areas). In this respect,
there could be benefits in terms of addressing poverty, because new development
could provide affordable homes and improve social infrastructure. Furthermore, the
location of employment land is broadly accessible to deprived communities by public
transport, which could help improve access to jobs.
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7.10.28
There are no direct policies that relate to reducing deprivation within Charnwood,
however policies seek to enhance connectivity, protect the environment and provide
appropriate infrastructure which in combination could benefit deprived areas,
particularly in Loughborough and the Leicester Urban Area. Some benefits could also
arise for communities in Anstey and Shepshed (through the provision of new social
infrastructure and job opportunities associated with construction). Consequently,
minor positive effects are predicted.
7.10.29
Residents in deprived communities at Shepshed and Loughborough ought to be
able to benefit from a wide range of employment opportunities, including growth at
existing Local Plan allocations and a new site at Shepshed. These too are minor
positive effects.
7.10.30
There is substantial growth in areas that could generate increased traffic into
areas that are deprived (such as in Leicester and in parts of Loughborough). Without
improvements in road and sustainable transport infrastructure, negative effects on
such communities could occur. This is an uncertain minor negative effect alongside
the positive effects discussed above.
Population - Promote healthy and active lifestyles in the Borough
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester Urban Area (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.11.1 The smaller sites in the urban area of Thurmaston and Syston are within walking
distance of a GP surgery or are accessible by short bus journey (i.e. within 800m).
7.11.2 At the urban fringes, the larger sites proposed for allocation are not within ideal walking
distance, but nevertheless, there is a GP surgery in the settlements that could
accommodate new development (assuming adequate contributions are secured as per
the requirement of the relevant infrastructure policy in the Plan.).
7.11.3 The nearby Sustainable Urban Extension will also include a new health centre that
could provide an alternative choice for new communities in the Leicester Urban Area
(though not on foot).
7.11.4 In terms of access to health facilities, the effects are therefore neutral (i.e. the baseline
position is unlikely to change).
7.11.5 With regards to active lifestyles, there are several factors that can contribute to whether
people choose active modes of travel and the extent to which they engage in recreation
and leisure. One factor is the walkability of neighbourhoods, including access to local
facilities.
7.11.6 In this respect, all of the sites within the urban area are within walking distance of a
primary school, convenience stores / mini markets, and are accessible by public
transport (or cycle in some locations) to a secondary school. This means that there is
choice in relation to modes of travel.
7.11.7 There are local mini-markets and a large supermarket within the Thurmaston area that
will service new development in the Leicester Urban Area (including at Syston), but
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these are not likely to encourage walking and cycling given their distance to proposed
site allocations.
7.11.8 Another important factor is access to open space/ recreation and formal opportunities
for play and sports. In this respect, new communities in the Leicester Urban Area
should have good access to Watermead Country Park (though not on foot for those at
Syston). In terms of walkable spaces, sites within the Syston urban area have good
access to sports pitches and play spaces, though the facilities associated with some
could be improved (possibly through contributions from new development).
7.11.9 The sites at the urban fringe are large enough to support on-site open space and are
also within walking distance to existing areas such as Deville Park, which should help
to promote recreation.
7.11.10
Overall, development in this area is likely to have a minor positive effect with
regards to active living. There are some local facilities to serve new communities, and
it is presumed that new open space would be secured as required. Development also
presents an opportunity to improve some of the local facilities (such as poor-quality
changing facilities). Significant improvements in health are not expected though.
Loughborough
7.11.11
All of the sites proposed for allocation within the urban area are within walking
distance of a GP. The majority of the larger sites are located in the urban center and
are within 400m of a GP, whilst others are within 800m. There is a range of healthcare
facilities in the urban area that could accommodate the level of growth involved
(presuming contributions are made that help to enhance provision). In this respect,
the location of new development in Loughborough is a minor positive effect.
7.11.12
The sites proposed for allocation at the urban fringes are not well related to
existing health care facilities in terms of active travel. Most of the sites are over 1200m
away and therefore are unlikely to promote alternative modes of travel. That being
said, the range of GP services in the urban area ought to provide choice for new
communities. None of the new developments are large enough to provide the critical
mass for new health care facilities on site. However, there may be a need for additional
health care to support an increase in 2,079 dwellings for Loughborough (beyond
committed development). It is presumed that contributions will support enhancements,
but it is unclear how these would be applied (i.e. expansion to existing surgeries /
satellite facilities / new facilities) and will be determined by the Clinical Commissioning
Group and healthcare providers. Neutral effects are predicted in relation to the urban
fringe sites as access is unlikely to be notably better or worse than at present.
7.11.13
With regards to recreation the sites within the urban area have very good access
to a range of leisure and recreation facilities including sports pitches, leisure centres,
places of prayer, a library, community halls, youth centres and allotments. New
housing should therefore be very well placed to support healthy lifestyles, which is a
minor positive effect.
The urban fringe sites have poorer access to existing facilities (by non-car modes), but
do have the potential for better access to the countryside. The scale of the sites ought
to allow for on site improvements to open space, and Policy EV9 (Open spaces, sport
and recreation) and EV10 (Indoor Sports Facilities) should ensure that any deficiencies
are addressed. This could therefore lead to minor positive effects.
Shepshed
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7.11.14
The majority of proposed locations for development are at the urban fringes.
7.11.15
Broadly speaking, none of the sites are in walking distance of existing health
facilities in Shepshed. Whilst there is still access to facilities in the urban area, this
would not be through active travel. It is unclear whether satellite health facilities or
new facilities would be secured to help address this issue as this will be determined by
the Clinical Commissioning Group and healthcare providers. Therefore, a minor
negative effect is predicted, given that the large scale of additional development could
put pressure on existing facilities (only two healthcare centres) and will not be
accessible on foot.
7.11.16
With regards to recreational opportunities; access to sports pitches, leisure
facilities and green space in the urban area is more limited compared to
Loughborough, and so neutral effects are predicted. At the urban fringes, access is
poorer still, but there is opportunity for greater access into the countryside. To ensure
that such positive effects are obtained it is recommended that a comprehensive green
infrastructure strategy is prepared which seeks to enhance access to green space (as
well as addressing biodiversity enhancement and flood management). An uncertain
minor positive effect is predicted in this respect.

Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar)
7.11.17
In Anstey, the majority of proposed sites are adjacent to the urban area of Anstey
and are not within ideal walking distance from health services (being over 1.1km away).
Nevertheless, there is access to healthcare within the settlement with links to public
transport. Additionally, the smaller sites situated in the urban area are within much
closer proximity to services. The amount of growth involved may not create a critical
mass for new facilities, but it is presumed contributions to enhanced provision would
be made. Neutral effects are predicted as access to healthcare is unlikely to be
notably worse or better.
7.11.18
Despite the fact that larger sites on the periphery of the settlement are being
proposed, there is good access to open space in the settlement, and the opportunity
to enhance green infrastructure on sites that are currently agricultural land. To ensure
that developments flow into one another and encourage the use of green space, it
would be beneficial to adopt a green infrastructure strategy that spans the corridor of
new development along the west of this settlement. A site-specific clause alludes to
this, by stating that a coordinated approach to development is required, and the
establishment of a country park. In this respect, potential significant positive effects
could be generated.
7.11.19
At Rothley, the sites are not within reasonable walking distance of current health
facilities in Rothley. Whilst a new health facility is mooted for the Birstall Sustainable
Urban Extension, this has not yet been confirmed, and would still be further than an
ideal walking distance. Access to healthcare is likely to be slightly worse due to these
physical restrictions, and so minor negative effects are predicted.
7.11.20
With regards to recreation, the sites would have good access to the Broadnook
Country Park, which is proposed as part of the Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension.
There is also reasonable access to existing open space, a leisure centre and
community buildings. New communities here should therefore have the conditions to
encourage healthy lifestyles, which is a minor positive effect.
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7.11.21
Although the majority of sites at Barrow-upon-Soar are not within reasonable
walking distance of existing health care facilities, the site ‘Land off Cotes Road’
(PSH484) is within walking distance of the surgery on High Street.
7.11.22
Furthermore, the scale of growth involved could potentially be accommodated at
existing and planned facilities (presuming contributions are secured as per the
requirement of the relevant infrastructure policy in the Plan). There are also public
transport links. Access to healthcare is unlikely to be significantly worse or better, and
so neutral effects are predicted.
7.11.23
With regards to open space, sites PSH391 (‘Land to South of Melton Road,
Barrow’) and PSH392 (‘Land off Melton Road, Barrow’) are within close proximity to
Millennium Park, and Site PSH484 (‘Land off Cotes Road’) could take opportunities to
link to nearby recreation such as local wildlife sites and the Grand Union Canal, both
of which support recreation and healthy lifestyles. There is also a library, local
community halls and sports clubs and water-based recreation in the central areas of
Barrow-Upon Soar. New communities here should therefore have the conditions to
encourage healthy lifestyles, which is a minor positive effect.
7.11.24
At Sileby there are two healthcare facilities, which are accessible on foot to the
two sites proposed for allocation within the existing settlement boundary. The site at
the urban fringes is farther away but could still access facilities by public transport or
car. In this respect, neutral effects are predicted.
7.11.25
With regards to open space and recreation, the site has good access to the
‘countryside’ which could perhaps be enhanced. Overall, neutral effects are
predicted.
7.11.26
The site proposed for allocation in Quorn is not within ideal walking distance to
the health facilities in the settlement. However, it is at least accessible easily by public
transport or car. The site is not currently used for recreational purposes, nor does it
provide visual amenity for certain homes.
7.11.27
With regards to recreation, the site is well located in relation to green space;
there are sports facilities adjacent, and a Library / Community Facilities in the centre.
New communities here should therefore have the conditions to encourage healthy
lifestyles, which is a minor positive effect.
Other settlements (Queniborough, Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby,
Thrussington, Thurcaston, Wymeswold)
7.11.28
New development at Cossington would be reliant on access to healthcare
facilities outside of the settlement (most likely at Sileby). The scale of growth involved
is unlikely to generate notable pressure on existing facilities at Sileby, but access would
not be through walking and cycling. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
7.11.29
With regards to recreation, the village is surrounded by countryside, but not much
of this is public open space. There are some local facilities such as an allotment, sports
pitches and a village hall, but there are no particular strengths with regards to
promoting healthy living. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
7.11.30
At Hathern the sites proposed for allocation are within a reasonable walking
distance from the existing health facilities. The scale of growth involved is unlikely to
put significant pressure upon health facilities. Therefore, Neutral effects are
predicted.
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7.11.31
With regards to recreation, the village is surrounded by countryside, which could
encourage outdoor activities such as walking. However, the amount of public open
space is limited, and so neutral effects are predicted in terms of promoting healthy
lifestyles. There are no health facilities in Queniborough or Rearsby, with access likely
to be to the facilities in East Goscote or Syston. Again, access through walking and
cycling is unlikely.
7.11.32
It is unclear whether the cumulative scale of growth involved at these settlements
could be accommodated at the East Goscote health facilities. It is expected that
capacity would be dealt with through development contributions and will be determined
by the Clinical Commissioning Group and healthcare providers, but an element of
uncertainty exists in relation to the predicted neutral effects.
7.11.33
The site at Thurcaston is within reasonable walking distance of a number of open
spaces suitable for exercising and recreational purposes, and a handful of community
facilities, which will contribute beneficially towards promoting heathier lifestyles in the
general area. Although the nearest health services are not within walking distance of
the site, these facilities could still be accessed by public transport. On the whole,
minor positive effects are therefore anticipated.
7.11.34
At Thrussington, sites are situated close to a handful of community facilities and
pubs but are a considerable distance from recreational open space and healthcare
facilities in East Goscote. Nevertheless, there is access to healthcare within the
settlement with links to public transport. Neutral effects are predicted as access to
healthcare is unlikely to be notable worse or better.
7.11.35
The site at Wymeswold is situated within the settlement and is a short walking
distance from a number of recreational areas to promote healthy living. Additionally,
community services are close by and can be accessed by foot. However, the closest
health facilities are located in Loughborough. On balance, there are likely to be neutral
effects.
General development
7.11.36
There are several policies within the Local Plan that seek to support people’s
health and wellbeing.


There is a range of housing policies proposed that will deliver affordable,
accessible and adaptable homes. This will contribute positively to health and
wellbeing for residents.



Regeneration strategies for Loughborough and Shepshed should help to
improve public realm in these locations, which can be beneficial for wellbeing. It
should also help to provide residential development in accessible locations and
support new jobs in the town centres.



Policy T1 (Town Centres and Retail) provides specific measures to manage the
impacts of hot food takeaway establishments. This could have positive impacts
on the public realm / amenity and indirect effects on healthy lifestyles.



Policies that seek to protect the environment will have indirect positive effects
upon health and wellbeing by allowing for interaction with nature and protecting
cultural assets and sense of place. Policy DS5 (High quality design) should also
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help to provide attractive and safe public and private spaces which supports
active lifestyles.


Policy EV9 (Open spaces, sport and recreation) provides a framework for the
safeguarding and provision of open space, sport and recreation. This has direct
benefits with regards to healthy living. Likewise, Policy EV10 (Indoor Sports
Facilities) supports indoor sports facilities.



Policy T2 (Protection of Community Facilities) provides a framework for the
protection of important community facilities that are important for the wellbeing
of communities and building social capital.



Policy CC1 (Flood risk management) will protect the health and wellbeing of
those at risk of this hazard.



Policy CC5 (Sustainable Transport) supports walking and cycling and the
prioritisation of sustainable and active modes of travel. This encourages
healthier lifestyles, and could help to improve air quality, which benefits health. It
has been recognised by the NHS that people are less active as technology has
made our lives easier. People live sedentary lifestyles as most people drive cars,
work in sedentary jobs and manual tasks are not as demanding. These policies
are therefore a step in the right direction.

7.11.37
In combination these policies could potentially have significant positive effects
upon health and wellbeing. The principles and requirements set out will help to guide
development upon sites proposed for allocation (and development more generally).

Overall effects
7.11.38
Overall, the strategy directs growth towards locations that have reasonable
access to healthcare facilities. In the main, the effects are therefore likely to be neutral
in this respect. Furthermore, Policy INF1 (Infrastructure and Developer Contributions)
seeks to ensure adequate capacity to support the development strategy through
appropriate development contributions.
7.11.39
For some locations, there could be substantial pressure on existing facilities in
the short term. In particular, a large amount of growth is proposed in Shepshed with
only 2 existing GPs, for which the implementation of Policy INF1 (Infrastructure and
Developer Contributions) will be crucial to ensuring residual neutral effects. In smaller
settlements, there will be a need for residents to travel to higher order settlements to
access health care. This is not ideal, but only forms a small proportion of overall
development.
7.11.40
With regard to open space and opportunities for recreation, the majority of sites
proposed for allocation are well located. This should help to provide the conditions for
healthy living, which are minor positive effects.
7.11.41
Plan policies provide direction for new development in terms of open space
provision, and the promotion of active travel. This should further ensure that new
development is designed to promote healthy living. Where coordinated green
infrastructure strategies / corridors are secured, and large facilities such as a new
country park at Anstey, there ought to be benefits to a wider range of communities in
terms of access to open green space. This could potentially lead to significant
positive effects in the longer term.
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7.11.42
Other plan policies contribute minor positive effects to health and wellbeing
through the provision of suitable accommodation, job opportunities, and improved
environments for people to live in.
7.11.43
It is difficult to say with certainty what the effects will be in terms of health and
wellbeing. This is in part because health is affected by a multitude of factors, many of
which the Plan does not influence. Furthermore, it is unclear how healthcare providers
will respond to growth, and this is very important to supporting communities in terms
of healthcare access.
7.11.44
However, the Plan takes a positive approach with regards to green infrastructure
and active travel, the provision of new homes and jobs. The strategy has also been
informed by an understanding of where facilities and infrastructure can be best utilised
to support communities. In this respect, a significant positive effect is predicted,
but there is an element of uncertainty.
7.11.45
It is important to note that residential amenity is likely to be affected for certain
communities due to a loss of open space / views near to their homes. There will also
be periods of disruption during construction; leading to temporary minor negative
effects on wellbeing alongside the wider benefits.
Population - Improve access to affordable housing and ensure an appropriate mix of
dwelling sizes, types and tenures within local communities.
7.12.1 The spatial strategy allocates a range of smaller and large sites across the borough.
This provides a good mix of site locations and sizes, which should help to meet needs
for a range of communities. The overall level of land allocated is higher than identified
needs to ensure flexibility; which should ensure that objectively assessed needs are
met in full, address short term housing need and contribute to unmet needs arising in
Leicester City if required.
7.12.2 The most development is proposed in the principal settlement of Loughborough, in the
Leicester Urban Area and in Shepshed; which is in-line with the settlement hierarchy.
There is also growth proposed in Barrow upon Soar, in the Soar valley, and at Anstey,
which provides housing with good links to the City.
7.12.3 Further growth is identified in the Service Centres and Other Settlements, which helps
to maintain choice in these areas. Though there is none or small amounts of
development proposed at some settlements (such as Rothley, Mountsorrel and Quorn)
there are existing large commitments that ensure housing choice remains.
7.12.4 No growth is proposed at the very smallest settlements, which means that opportunities
for affordable housing in these locations are limited. However, Plan Policy H4 (Rural
Exception Sites) allows exception sites in rural areas.
7.12.5 Plan Policy H4 (Affordable Housing) should ensure that 30% of the development that
is proposed through the allocations is affordable, with the exception of brownfield sites
where 10% affordable housing will be sought.
7.12.6 There is also support for self and custom build dwellings and a suitable mix of
properties should be achieved across the housing allocations. Housing for older and
disabled people is also considered through the provision of homes which can provide
greater accessibility, flexibility and adaptability.
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General development
7.12.7 In relation to development that occurs on non-allocated sites, a suitable mix of house
types will still be ought, as will the 30% affordable housing provision, or 10% on
brownfield sites.
7.12.8 This will ensure that additional homes will be delivered that meet these requirements.
The number compared to the site allocations will be much lower, and so benefits would
be minor.
7.12.9 There are also specific policies that seek to manage the delivery of houses in multiple
occupation and student accommodation. The policies are supportive of appropriate
development, and so minor positive effects are predicted.
7.12.10
With regards to Gypsy and Traveller accommodation, there is a criteria-based
policy (Policy H8), which is unlikely to lead to significant benefits, as suitable sites have
not been identified. However, provision is made in the SUE policies to include plots
for such uses which meets identified need for permanent pitches.
7.12.11
Other policies support residential development without making specific provision
such as Policy LUC1 (Loughborough Urban Area). This makes an additional minor
contribution to the positive effects.
7.12.12
The remaining policies are not related to housing development as such and are
unlikely to have notable effects on the ability to deliver housing. Therefore, overall, the
effects of the Plan in relation to other development across the district is predicted to be
a minor positive
Overall effects
7.12.13
Overall, the Plan is predicted to have significant positive effects with regards to
housing. This is related mostly to the strategy, which makes allocations that would
exceed objectively assessed housing needs; ensuring that there is flexibility and
choice. The spread of development is also broadly in line with the settlement hierarchy
and provides a choice of housing in a variety of locations, including in the Leicester
PUA and nearby settlements.
7.12.14
The supporting plan policies seek affordable housing of 30%, 10% on brownfield
land, which will apply to both allocated sites and other general development that comes
forward in the Plan period.
7.12.15
There are also policies that seek to ensure an appropriate mix of homes, housing
for older and disabled people and to support custom built dwellings. This will be
applicable to all development, and so a substantial amount of new homes should come
forward that are designed to meet different needs.
7.12.16
Additional plan policies seek to manage development that affects particular
people, such as students, houses of multiple occupation and Gypsy’s and Travellers.
Whilst these policies are broadly supportive of additional appropriate housing, they do
not bring forward specific schemes and so only minor additional benefits would be
achieved.
7.12.17
Overall, the Plan (considered as a whole) is likely to have significant positive
effects in terms of the delivery of an appropriate mix of affordable (and market)
housing.
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Local economy - Promote a sustainable and diversified economy, and improve skills
and employability
Strategy / site allocations
Employment land
7.13.1 The strategy with regards to employment focuses on the delivery of new land at the
sustainable urban extensions (West of Loughborough, North East of Leicester, North
of Birstall) and the Watermead Business Park.
7.13.2 There are also smaller sites proposed for allocation throughout the Borough on sites
identified in the 2004 Local Plan at Dishley Grange (Loughborough), Rothley and East
Goscote. A new allocation is proposed at Shepshed alongside an element of
residential development.
7.13.3 The majority of this growth relies upon ‘committed’ development, and therefore, the
effects associated with the new Local Plan are unlikely to be vastly different in this
respect.
7.13.4 Being located along or close to strategic transport routes, close to the major centres of
Leicester or Loughborough, these locations are broadly accessible to existing
residents (mostly by car or public transport).
7.13.5 Areas proposed for new housing development are well related to employment growth.
For example, a large proportion of growth is proposed at Loughborough and Shepshed,
with further concentrations in the Leicester Urban Area. Several of the ‘other
settlements’ are also well related to the Leicester Urban Area opportunities such as
East Goscote, Queniborough, Rearsby and Cossington.
7.13.6 The sites proposed for growth are in locations that should attract the employment that
is in market demand. The land supply exceeds identified needs, and additional
specialist land is identified at the Loughborough University Science and Enterprise
Park.
7.13.7 This is a separate and distinct opportunity for growth that will provide new jobs and will
help to support improved educational standards, innovation and inward investment.
Policy LUC3 (Loughborough University Science and Enterprise Park) allocates land to
enable the development in this location.
7.13.8 Overall, a significant positive effect is predicted.
Access to education
Leicester Urban Area (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.13.9 With the exception of the sites at Glenfield, all of the sites proposed for allocation in
the Leicester Urban Area would have very good access to an existing or proposed
primary school on foot or by public transport. The sites would also be served by
secondary schools in Thurmaston and Syston.
7.13.10
There is sufficient capacity at the secondary schools to serve new development,
though small deficits may arise in the longer term. Whilst Thurmaston Roundhill
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Community College is likely to come under pressure, a new secondary school (or
relocated Roundhill College) is planned at the nearby North East Leicester SUE.
7.13.11
Site specific policies set out how primary schools will be delivered in the Leicester
Urban Area, at Syston and a reserve site at Glenfield, which will provide for the
proposed levels of growth.
7.13.12
Overall, minor positive effects are predicted in terms of good access to
sufficient education.
Loughborough
7.13.13
The sites proposed for allocation in Loughborough (whether centrally or at the
urban fringes) are accessible on foot or public transport to (existing or proposed)
primary and secondary schools. There is sufficient capacity across the settlement to
support new development in the short to medium term for primary provision, but
secondary provision at some schools could be under pressure. In the longer term, the
picture is less clear, but development contributions would help to enhance provision.
The site specific policies set out details in terms of the provision of new primary school
provision.
7.13.14
Minor positive effects are predicted, but these effects become uncertain in the
longer term.
Shepshed
7.13.15
The sites are mostly on the urban fringes. They would be within walking distance
of
existing primary and secondary schools, but additional primary provision is
proposed as part of the plan which would reduce the length of journeys..
7.13.16
The additional provision will enhance the capacity of schools in Shepshed and
provide more options for different catchments to become established. Without the
additional provision existing schools would be under pressure early in the plan period
to provide for sufficient places. Secondary school places are likely to be limited and
options could require movement to Loughborough if local provision cannot be
enhanced.. Educational provision in Shepshed therefore presents challenges but
there are options to facilitate provision.
It is presumed that in line with INF1 and the site specific requirements that development
contributions will help to address these issues.
7.13.17
Whilst a degree of uncertainty exists residual neutral effects is predicted. In the
long term. Minor negatives could still exist in the short term depending on the phasing
of new schools alongside housing growth.
Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar)
7.13.18
The proposed site allocations in the service centres are all located within
reasonable walking distance of an existing or proposed primary school and / or easily
accessible by a short bus ride. The capacity of schools is an issue for some locations
(Anstey, Rothley and Barrow for example), and so there will be a need for appropriate
development contributions to be secured to ensure additional provision. The provisions
of Policy IF2(Education Provision) seek appropriate contributions and / or provisions
in development. This is further backed by stipulating an additional primary school will
be required in Barrow-upon Soar and Anstey with an extension to the primary school
in Cossington. As a result, residual neutral effects are considered likely.
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7.13.19
There is a secondary school in Quorn, Barrow-upon Soar and Anstey, which is
positive in terms of access for new development in these locations.
7.13.20
At Sileby and Rothley, there is no secondary school, but one is accessible via a
short bus ride. Neutral effects are predicted overall.
Other settlements (Queniborough, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby, Cossington,
Thrussington, Thurcaston, Wymeswold)
7.13.21
The proposed site allocations in the other settlements are all located within
reasonable walking distance of a primary school. There is also sufficient capacity at
each of the schools to accommodate growth at the level proposed (presuming
appropriate development contributions are secured in line with INF1.
7.13.22
There are no secondary schools in these settlements, so access is less
favourable.
7.13.23

Overall, a neutral effect is predicted with regards to educational access.

Town and district centres
Leicester Urban Area (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.13.24
Development in the location of Glenfield is unlikely to support any particular local
centres, and it is likely that retail and food shopping will take place at nearby retail
parks and supermarkets.
7.13.25
Within and around the Thurmaston area, this is also likely to be the case given
the proximity to large retail parks and supermarkets, though there will be some support
for Melton Road, Thurmaston.
7.13.26
At Syston, development could perhaps support new community centres, and may
also attract visitors to the centre of the settlement, but car based out of town shopping
patterns are also considered likely to continue at least in the short term.
Loughborough
7.13.27
The scale of growth in Loughborough is unlikely to have a major effect with
relation to the vitality of the town centre. The additional growth in the town centre area
will mean that more spending will occur on local services and retail (which is positive)
rather than having to travel to out of town shops. However, the numbers involved are
small in the context of the town and its’ catchment area, so effects would not be
significant. Residential development at the urban fringes is more likely to involve carbased travel. Whilst it is not possible to determine where people will shop, it is probable
it would be within Loughborough given that this is the closest centre with supermarkets
and retail. Support for residential development in the town centre is positive, as it
provides alternative uses, which will be increasingly important if online shopping trends
persist and out of town retail parks remain popular.
Shepshed
7.13.28

In Shepshed a lot of the allocated sites are well away from the town centre.
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7.13.29
It is not certain that residents in this location will support retail and leisure in the
town centre of Shepshed (as settlements on the urban fringes they could be inclined
to use cars to access out of town retail). The impacts on town centre vitality are
therefore unclear. It is considered likely that residents would access food and
convenience shopping in Shepshed though.
Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar, Mountsorrel)
7.13.30
Development at the Service Centres ought to help to support local centres as
new residents could access convenience stores and other small A Class uses. The
sites proposed for allocation at Rothley and Sileby are mostly not within walking
distance of the settlement centres, which might mean that residents are more likely to
travel to larger retail parks / supermarkets. The effects are uncertain, but positive
effects (in terms of district and local centre vitality) seem unlikely.
7.13.31
At Anstey and Barrow Upon Soar, the sites proposed for allocation are better
placed to access local centres, and of a greater magnitude. Therefore, positive effects
may be more likely (but are still uncertain). In Anstey for example, there would be good
access to out of town retail parks such as Beaumont Shopping Centre, which could
discourage local shopping for food and convenience (and more likely retail).
Other settlements (Queniborough, Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby,
Thrussington, Thurcaston, Wymeswold)
7.13.32
Given their more isolated nature and village character, development in the other
settlements could potentially lead to some increased local spending. However, the
effects would be minimal given the scale of growth involved. There would also be a
need to travel for a wider range of services and retail.
General development
7.13.33
The strategy seeks to locate residential development in accordance with the
settlement hierarchy in urban areas to form compact and walkable town centres (Policy
DS1: Development Strategy). This is positive as it brings development close to existing
sources of employment.
7.13.34
The Plan also seeks to maintain existing key employment areas, which protects
them from being converted to alternative uses (unless this is appropriate and
evidenced).
7.13.35
There are a range of town centre regeneration policies that should help to
improve the economic health of Loughborough and Shepshed in particular.
7.13.36
The Plan also identifies a need to support rural economies through Policy E3
(Rural Economic Development).
7.13.37
By seeking to improve sustainable transport and improve the local and strategic
highways network, the Plan should contribute to better conditions for economic growth,
which is positive.
7.13.38

Overall, a minor positive effect is predicted as a result of these Plan policies.
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Overall effects
7.13.39
The strategy will meet identified employment needs at locations that are
attractive to market and broadly accessible to job seekers.
7.13.40
The proposed housing sites also align relatively well with existing and proposed
employment opportunities.
7.13.41
A specific opportunity has also been supported at Loughborough University
Science and Enterprise Park, which will have positive effects in terms of attracting
investment, promoting innovation and improving qualifications.
7.13.42

Overall, significant positive effects are predicted in this respect.

7.13.43
With regards to education, the majority of the proposed sites have good access
to primary schools on foot or by a short bus ride. With regards to secondary schools,
physical access is better for the higher order settlements, and this is where the majority
of growth is proposed (which is positive). Furthermore, a range of site specific policies
set out how adequate school places will be provided in development to support the
development strategy. In this respect, neutral effects are predicted with regards to
school provision.
7.13.44
However, there appear to be pressures in particular locations, which could
generate minor negative effects in the short term if new schools are not secured upfront. Shepshed in particular has issues given that a large proportion of growth is
proposed in this settlement; however, measures are in place for these to be addressed
alongside housing growth.
7.13.45
It is unclear the extent to which the strategy will support the vitality of the smaller
settlements and their local centres. However, there are clear efforts to regenerate
Loughborough and Shepshed, and a higher level of growth at Anstey and Barrowupon-Soar that should support the vitality of these service centres. These are minor
positive effects.
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Material assets - Increase access to a wide range of services and facilities.
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester urban fringe (Glenfield, Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.14.1 A proportion of growth is supported in Thurmaston and Birstall in locations that are
within close walking distance of primary schools, supermarkets and in some cases a
GP. There are several large employment areas nearby, and Leicester itself is within a
short bus ride (or more often car trips). The strategy also seeks to improve the offer in
this area through allocations at Watermead Business Park, and at the North of Birstall
and North East of Leicester SUEs.
7.14.2 Broadly speaking, development in these locations is therefore positive with regards to
accessibility, employment opportunities and encouraging alternative modes of
transport.
7.14.3 Development at Glenfield would be relatively well located in relation to health care,
public transport links into Leicester, and a range of job opportunities.
7.14.4 A large site is proposed at Syston which would relate well to the development that is
already committed at the North East of Leicester SUE. The majority of this site is poorly
located with regards to existing walkable local facilities. However, it is presumed that
a site of this scale would involve supporting social infrastructure (as set out in the
supporting text to the site allocation). There would also be potential to make links with
the SUE, which will involve new facilities.
7.14.5 One particular benefit to Syston as a location is that it has a train station with links to
Leicester and Loughborough. In the longer term, it may also have strong links to any
relief road to the east of Leicester, but this could encourage car trips.
7.14.6 In terms of accessibility, development at the Leicester Urban Fringe is positive for
communities in terms of walkable local services, public transport links and access to a
wide range of job opportunities. A concentration of growth in this location (in addition
to that which is already committed) could however lead to increased congestion on
road networks into and around Leicester; which is a minor negative effect.
Loughborough
7.14.7 As a general location, Loughborough is the best served settlement in the borough, and
therefore locating growth here is broadly positive.
7.14.8 The sites that are allocated within the centre of Loughborough itself have very good
access to a wide range of services and public transport. New dwellings in this area,
as well as a focus on urban regeneration should therefore ensure that a proportion of
new development is well located in terms of accessibility. These are minor positive
effects. It will be important to ensure that access to green and open space in urban
areas is enhanced through new development. The Covid-19 pandemic has reaffirmed
importance of this, and also highlighted the disparity that some communities have in
relation to walkable access to green space.
7.14.9 In contrast, large site allocations are proposed at the urban fringe to the south of
Loughborough.
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7.14.10
These are not well located in terms of existing services and facilities. Therefore,
unless new facilities (such as local shops, schools, recreation) are secured on-site, it
is likely that residents will have poor accessibility by non-car modes of transport.
However, the sites are of a size that may support new facilities, and Policy LUC1
(Loughborough Policy) seeks to ensure that development provides timely and
coordinated delivery of infrastructure to support sustainable communities.
With
regards to primary school provision, several of the site specific policies support new
schools on site, which should improve the use of sustainable transport in this respect.
Additional facilities could also be secured, but this is less of a certainty. . In this respect
only a minor negative effect is predicted.
7.14.11
With regards to employment opportunities, there are expansion opportunities
within Loughborough including at the Science and Enterprise Park, and new land at
the West of Loughborough SUE (as well as existing employment areas). There would
therefore be a good connection between new homes and employment opportunities,
which is a minor positive effect.
7.14.12
In terms of road traffic, the large developments to the south are likely to generate
increased car trips along the A6004 and A512, which could contribute to congestion.
This is a minor negative effect (though this is also uncertain / dependent upon
whether road and bus networks can be enhances in advance of any development in
this area).
Shepshed
7.14.13
As a general location, Shepshed is one of the best served settlements in the
borough, and therefore locating growth here is broadly positive.
7.14.14
Some of the sites are relatively close to the district centre of Shepshed and so
access to basic facilities, retail and public services is generally good. For the majority
of development though, access on foot to existing facilities would be poor, especially
sites at the periphery of the settlement. However, the scale of growth involved and the
interconnected nature of the sites (particularly to the west of the settlement) should
create the critical mass to support new primary school facilities, open space, walking
and cycling links, public transport expansion and potentially satellite health care
facilities. This is supported by Plan policies such as INF4 (Health Provision), EV9
(Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation) as well as the Shepshed policy (Policy SUA1)
and site specific policies that require onsite primary provision at site HA33.
7.14.15
Policy SUA1 (Shepshed Policy) in particular seeks a coordinated approach to
infrastructure delivery as well as improved accessibility and connectivity as a result of
development.
7.14.16
With regards to employment, development in Shepshed is well located in terms
of access to jobs and a new employment allocation is made. Therefore, minor
positive effects are likely in this respect. However, the growth proposed in this
location is not being supported by new strategic roads, which could result in an
increase in trips into the town centre, and also on routes towards employment sites
and larger centres such as Loughborough. This could increase traffic along the A512,
generating minor negative effects.
7.14.17
Overall, effects are mixed. Whilst Shepshed as a location has fairly good access
to services, public transport and employment opportunities, the proposed sites do not
all have good walking access to certain local services. This could lead to some reliance
on car travel. Having said this, a new primary school will be delivered to support new
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growth, and supporting plan policies will also seek to achieve improvements to social
infrastructure.
Service centres (Anstey, Sileby, Rothley, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar)
7.14.18
At Quorn, only 75 dwellings are allocated at one site, at this scale of growth there
would not be critical mass to support new facilities on site. The site also has relatively
poor accessibility by non-car modes of transport as it is more than 800m from schools
and a GP and almost 1km to a local convenience store. Given its location near to a
key road junction it may also be more likely to encourage road-based travel.
Consequently, in terms of accessibility, a minor negative effect is predicted.
7.14.19
At Sileby, the majority of growth is proposed at one large site. This location has
potentially good accessibility to existing facilities on foot (primary school, GP,
convenience store within 800m). One particular benefit of this settlement is the
presence of a train station with good links to Leicester and Loughborough.
7.14.20
At Anstey, the majority of growth is proposed at three sites one of which is
situated on the fringes of the settlement. In terms of existing facilities, the two sites
adjacent to the settlement have excellent access to existing facilities, whilst the fringe
location has reasonable access to existing facilities and services in the settlement
centre. The sites also have good access to bus stops in the centre of the settlement,
with services into Leicester. Though likely to be car dominated, there are retail facilities
nearby, and Anstey is well located in terms of access to strategic road networks and
jobs. Access to green space is also likely to be excellent in this settlement with the
creation of a country park.
7.14.21
At Rothley sites are proposed that have moderate accessibility to local services
but are within walking distance to public transport.
7.14.22
Car travel is still likely to be dominant though. The scale of development is
unlikely to support onsite improvements to social infrastructure (except perhaps for
open space).
7.14.23
At Barrow-upon-Soar development proposed at site allocations at the periphery
of the settlement, where walkable access to a range of services is more limited and it
is possible that car travel will dominate. Access to public transport is reasonable
though, and there is a train station providing good connections to Loughborough and
Leicester. Access to green space should be good for new developments, which
prevents the need to travel to enjoy outdoor recreation. A new primary school is also
being proposed through the site policies at Site HA49, which supports walkable
communities in this respect.
7.14.24
Each of the service centres are relatively well connected to existing employment
opportunities, whether this be near to Loughborough (Quorn and Barrow-upon-Soar)
closer to Leicester (Anstey) or in between (Rothley / Sileby). For Rothley, there is
additional local employment land proposed also.
7.14.25
The service centres have broadly good access to green space on foot, and
development provides an opportunity to enhance provision, particularly at Anstey and
Barrow-upon-Soar. This is important to support wellbeing and active lifestyles and is
a minor positive effect.
7.14.26
Overall, the residential development proposed at the service centres is likely to
have only moderate or poor access to local services in terms of walking. This could
be improved depending upon new facilities, but other than new schools it is unclear
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what these would be. Despite this, the locations are well served in terms of public
transport, access to jobs and access to greenspace, so neutral effects are predicted
overall.
Other settlements (Queniborough / East Goscote / Rearsby / Hathern / Cossington,
Thrussington, Thurcaston, Wymeswold)
7.14.27
Broadly speaking, the other settlements are less well served by community
facilities, services and public transport links. In this respect, the overall strategy is
positive as it only directs a small proportion of the overall growth to these locations.
7.14.28
In terms of the specific site allocations, they are mostly within walking distance
to the services that area available locally. For example:


At East Goscote a pub and primary school are all within 800m and there is
provision for a small amount of employment growth.



At Rearsby, the proposed site allocation is within reasonable walking distance
of a primary school, village hall and bus stops.



At Hathern, the sites proposed for allocation are within a reasonable walking
distance from services and facilities in the settlement.



At Queniborough, fairly substantial development is proposed but this is within
reasonable walking distance of a local store and primary school. The scale of
development may also potentially support new facilities, but this is not clear.



At Cossington, Thrussington and Wymeswold accessibility is slightly poorer,
but the low scale of growth is unlikely to lead to additional facilities being
secured.

7.14.29
Overall, directing growth to these locations is likely to lead to neutral effects in
terms of accessibility.
7.14.30
Access is unlikely to be substantially improved by new facilities, and car use is
likely to remain the dominant form of travel. However, there is relatively good access
to public transport and employment, which provides a foundation for encouraging more
sustainable patterns of travel.
7.14.31
From a borough-wide perspective the strategy will lead to new development in
areas with varying degrees of accessibility.
7.14.32
In the inner areas of Loughborough and the Leicester Urban area a range of
services and facilities are walkable, and there is very good access to jobs and public
transport. A fairly large proportion of growth is proposed in these locations, and so
minor positive effects are predicted.
7.14.33
However, a moderate amount of development is also proposed at the urban
fringes of Shepshed and Loughborough in locations that are not currently well
connected to some local services and facilities. The Plan seeks to ensure that
essential services such as a primary schools are provided at these sites, which should
improve this situation somewhat. However, a degree of reliance on the private car
could remain with regards to other facilities such as a GP, convenience store, etc.
7.14.34
With regards to the service centres and other settlements, the amount of growth
proposed is moderate. The development sites in these locations are not all ideally
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located, but the settlements do provide a reasonable range of services and public
transport access. New growth is also being supported by specific primary school
provision, and the need for other supporting infrastructure is noted throughout the Plan
policies. This is therefore likely to lead to a continuation of current trends (I.e. neutral
effects) rather than a negative effect.
7.14.35
The wider Plan policies state that development must ensure good access to
public transport (within 400m) and will be required to create walking and cycling links
to facilities. Whilst this is positive, some allocated sites are not within reasonable
walking distances to existing facilities. Whilst the quality of routes could be improved,
the overall distance would remain the same, and so access would not be ideal. As a
result, the positive intention of these plan policies may not be fully realised. The Plan
policies should help to improve permeability in general though and could help to
encourage people to travel longer distances if routes are safe and attractive.
General development
7.14.36
A key principle of the plan is to reduce the need to travel and to encourage more
use of public transport, walking and cycling. This applies to development in general,
and so any further growth ought to be planned to support this principle. This includes
housing and new employment growth (aside from the allocated sites).
7.14.37
As well as the spatial strategy (which seeks to contain development within
specific settlement areas), the key element of the Plan is Policy CC5 (Sustainable
Transport). This seeks to ensure that developments encourage walking, cycling and
public transport infrastructure. Applied to development proposals, this should have
positive effects, especially when considered alongside the focus on the regeneration
of Shepshed and Loughborough central areas; which have good accessibility.
7.14.38
There is also a need to consider impacts on road networks and to tackle
congestion through sustainable modes of transport (firstly) and improvements to roads.
Decreased congestion would lead to quicker trips and therefore improved access to
jobs and services. This would not necessarily be by public transport though (but the
policy makes clear that this should be the first consideration).
7.14.39
The approach and policies within the Plan encourage a positive approach to
accessibility and sustainable travel, which is a minor positive effect.
Overall effects
7.14.40
The Plan strategy locates most growth in areas with good access to employment
(both new and existing locations) and in settlements that are well served by a range of
facilities. In this respect, the strategy is positive as it directs growth away from the
smaller villages and more remote locations. It also should help to promote greater
use of public transport.
7.14.41
However, the chosen site allocations at some settlements are not all within
walking distance of existing services. Despite the Plan seeking (through supporting
policies) to ensure that sustainable modes of travel are incorporated into development,
some of these locations will remain distant to a GP and / or other local services.
7.14.42
For smaller scale allocations, on-site improvements are unlikely; but there are
several large developments where on-site facilities could perhaps be secured. The
Plan is clear on where new primary school provision will be provided, which is positive
in this respect.
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7.14.43
The Plan also provides Policies INF4 (Health Provision) and EV9 (Open Spaces,
Sport and Recreation) as well as settlement and site specific policies, to steer towards
neutral effects.
7.14.44
On balance, mixed effects are predicted. On one hand, minor positive effects
are predicted to reflect the overall focus on development and regeneration at
settlements that are well served by transport links and a range of jobs, services and
walkable access to green space for recreation. There is also a general focus on shifting
towards sustainable modes of transport.
7.14.45
However, on the other hand, there are several site allocations that are not within
reasonable or ideal walking distance of some local facilities, and it is possible that such
developments would involve continued high levels of car use. This could have knock
on implications in terms of increased car trips along busy routes into the City. The
effects associated with such development are neutral (i.e. more of the same) to
potentially minor negative.

Mineral resources - Ensure sustainable management of the Borough’s mineral
resources.
Strategy / site allocations
Leicester Urban Area (Thurmaston, Birstall, Syston)
7.15.1 A large majority of the sites allocated within the Leicester Urban Area are in areas
where sand and gravel resources are thought to be present. Other minerals are not
likely to be present on the allocated sites.
7.15.2 Policy LUA3 (North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension) requires development to
respond to the minerals safeguarding policies in the Leicestershire Minerals
Development Framework. Development in these areas will have to have regard to sand
and gravel minerals policies within the Leicestershire Mineral Development
Framework.
7.15.3 Sites within the urban area are not likely to be suitable for extraction of minerals, and
so the impacts here are neutral. The main sites of relevance are those at the Syston
urban fringes, which fall within Sand and Gravel Minerals Safeguarding Areas.
Loughborough
7.15.4 The sites proposed for allocation in central parts of Loughborough are not within any
mineral safeguarding areas.
7.15.5 The majority of sites at the urban fringes are not within minerals safeguarding areas.
The exceptions are sites PSH021 (Policy DS3 (HA16)) and PSH025 (Policy DS3
(HA17)), which is within an area containing sand and gravel. Approximately 70% of the
site is affected. There will be a loss of resources here, but the location is not
considered likely to be suitable for minerals extraction, nor would it affect the ability to
meet demands.
7.15.6 There are no policies that relate to mineral safeguarding within the plan, so such
matters would need to be dealt with through the Leicestershire Minerals Development
Framework.
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7.15.7 However, given that these allocations are being relied upon to deliver housing within
the plan period, it is considered likely that such resources would be sterilised. Whilst
this is a negative effect, there are sufficient resources elsewhere across the region.

Shepshed
7.15.8 Sites proposed for allocation in Shepshed are within areas safeguarded for sand and
gravel, igneous rock and clay. The sites located along Tickow Lane (approx. 80ha) fall
within areas of sand and gravel resources.
7.15.9 Site PSH138 off Ashby Road Central overlaps with workable clay resources, though it
should be noted that much of this area has already seen resources extracted.
7.15.10
Site HS39 overlaps with minerals safeguarding areas for igneous rock. Other
smaller allocations in Shepshed urban area are not within areas safeguarded for
minerals.
7.15.11
There are no policies that relate to mineral safeguarding within the plan, so such
matters would need to be dealt with through the Leicestershire Minerals Development
Framework.
7.15.12
Given that these allocations are being relied upon to deliver housing within the
plan period, it is considered likely that such resources would be sterilised. Whilst this
is a minor negative effect, there are sufficient resources elsewhere across the region.
Service Centres (Anstey, Rothley, Sileby, Quorn, Barrow-upon-Soar, Mountsorrel)
7.15.13
Only one site proposed for allocation in Anstey is located partially within a mineral
safeguarding areas for Clay.
7.15.14
Sites in Rothley, Sileby and Quorn overlap with sand and gravel safeguarding
areas to varying extents. They are relatively small scale though and not likely to be
ideal for extraction activity. Nevertheless, such resources would be sterilised by
development. Given that most of these sites would be expected to come forward in
the first 5-10 years of the plan it is unlikely that minerals extraction would take place
prior to development.
7.15.15
At Barrow-upon-Soar, site PSH392 (HA46) falls within an area safeguarded for
Gypsum. However, only a small area is affected. The site to the rear of Cotes Road
falls within a Minerals Safeguarded Area for sand and gravel.
Other settlements (Queniborough, Cossington, East Goscote, Hathern, Rearsby,
Thrussington, Wymeswold, Thurcaston)
7.15.16
The majority of sites proposed for allocation in these settlements are within areas
of sand and gravel mineral safeguarding. Given the location of sites in very close
proximity to residential areas, and the small-scale nature of the sites, it is unlikely that
they would be attractive / suitable for commercial minerals extraction. These sites
would largely be expected to come forward within the first 10 years of the plan period,
and so sterilisation is likely to occur. However, effects would not be significant.
7.15.17
There are no policies that relate to mineral safeguarding within the plan, so such
matters would need to be dealt with through the Leicestershire Minerals Development
Framework.
141

Page 417

General development
7.15.18
There are no specific policies that discuss development in relation to the
safeguarding of minerals or supporting infrastructure. Therefore, neutral effects are
predicted in this respect.
7.15.19
It would be beneficial to incorporate consideration of mineral usage and
safeguarding as part of the sustainable construction policy. This would make better
links to the mineral’s development plan.
Overall effects
7.15.20
The overall effect of the Plan with regards to mineral resources is minor
negative.
7.15.21
Several sites proposed for allocation fall within areas that are identified for
minerals safeguarding and therefore there will be a sterilisation of these resources
(mostly sand and gravel). However, this is not considered to be a significant effect as
the sites are within locations that are unlikely to be suitable for viable extraction.
Furthermore, sufficient mineral resources are identified in suitable locations within the
Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Plan.
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Mitigation and enhancement
7.16.1

The sustainability appraisal (SA) of the emerging Charnwood Local Plan has been
an iterative process, in which proposals for mitigation and enhancement have been
considered at different stages.

7.16.2

Draft versions of each plan policy have appraised through the SA process, and
recommendations were made for improvements before the policies were finalised in
the Plan.

7.16.3

Table 7.1 below sets out how the recommendations made prior to the Plan being
prepared have been considered throughout the process. The Council’s response to
the recommendations of the SA and the implications of the response for the findings
of the SA are also summarised.

Table 7.1 - Mitigation and enhancement measures (draft Plan stage)

SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

Draft Plan stage

Issues:
Landscape,
Environment, Biodiversity

Historic

A site-specific policy for HS4 (Syston)
could be introduced to guide the form of
development, particularly in relation to
how landscape matters (which could
also affect historic setting) should be
dealt with to avoid and minimise
negative effects.
The North Leicester SUE will involve
new green infrastructure networks, and
so it is recommended that development
on site HS4 is required to make links to
this as well as wider existing networks.
Linked to landscape, a site-specific
policy could also include details with
regards to environmental net gain.

The supporting text at Policy LP3 confirms
that [The Council] “will prepare more detailed
policies at the next stage of preparing the
local plan relating to how development should
take place at the sites we propose to allocate.
At this stage we are consulting on the
development strategy and the principle of
development in these locations”.
Proposed Amendments to supporting text
and policy wording for Draft Policy LP3:
Housing Sites.
HS6: Land South East of Syston lies in an
important location in maintaining the separate
identities of Syston, Thurmaston and Barkby,
where there is considerable development
already committed. It is vital that the site is
carefully planned to ensure that development
minimises the loss of separation between
settlements and integrates the site with
proposed and existing Green Infrastructure
networks
In the case site HS6: Land South East of
Syston should be informed by a
masterplan, Green Infrastructure Strategy
and Heritage Strategy to mitigate the
adverse effects of development
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SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

Issues: Landscape
A site-specific policy for HS36
(Loughborough) could be introduced
(or a commitment to a Masterplan) to
guide the form of development,
particularly in relation to how landscape
matters should be dealt with to avoid and
minimise negative effects.
Key elements would be to ensure that
development is low density, does not
create
hard
borders
with
the
countryside,
and
achieves
net
environmental gain.
It would be
beneficial to include such policy
requirements in the Plan to guide growth
to ensure that negative effects are
avoided and positives maximised.

Proposed Amendments to supporting text and
policy wording for Draft Policy LP3: Housing
Sites.
Site HS37 Nanpantan Grange lies in a sensitive
location on the edge of Loughborough within
the Charnwood Forest Regional Park that is
important for its landscape character and the
links that it has to wildlife sites. It is vital that
the site is carefully planned to ensure
development in this location successfully
integrates into its context.
In the case of site HS37 Nanpantan Grange,
Loughborough should be informed by a
masterplan, Green Infrastructure Strategy
and Heritage Strategy to mitigate the
adverse effects of development

Proposed Amendments to supporting text and
policy wording for Draft Policy LP3: Housing
Sites.

Issues: Biodiversity
Given the interconnected nature of the
sites to the west of Shepshed, it is
considered beneficial to set a green
infrastructure framework / strategy in the
Local Plan that seeks to improve
connectivity between habitats and
secure
strategic
improvements.
Provision of a buffer between the
developable parts of the sites and the
river corridor is important, as is the need
to provide areas of recreation that take
pressure off existing woodland areas.

Our Sustainability Appraisal highlights the
collective effect of sites west of Shepshed,
which means there is potential for significant
adverse effects on biodiversity. It is therefore
considered essential to set a biodiversity
strategy that seeks to improve connectivity
between habitats and secure strategic
improvements. Provision of a buffer between
the developable parts of the sites and the river
corridor is important, as is the need to provide
areas for recreation that take pressure off
existing woodland areas.
in the case of sites in close proximity to the
Black Brook west of Shepshed (Sites HS39,
HS41, HS42, HS44 and HS48), are
accompanied by a jointly produced
biodiversity strategy to collectively mitigate the
potential significant adverse effects of the
development of these sites on biodiversity
interests
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SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

Issues: Biodiversity

Draft Policy LP22 supports development
proposals which: “protect and enhance the
provision of biodiversity networks and wildlife
corridors”. Networks operate at a variety of
scales and so it is considered that it
addresses linkages. No amendment
proposed.

Policy 22 is does not mention the need
to enhance linkages between ecological
networks. The inclusion of a clause
covering this factor would help to
emphasise
the
importance
of
strengthening strategic corridors.
Issues: Biodiversity
Adjacent to site HS51 is an area of
priority habitat (woodland), which could
be expanded as an element of
enhancement / net gain (this could be
specified in a site-specific policy).
Issues: Flood risk
There is no mention of the surface water
run-off rates for brownfield sites, but it is
recommended that a net decrease in
surface water run-off is requested to help
achieve positive effects.

In the case of site HS51 (name) take
opportunities for securing net gain through
the enhancement and / or improvement of
adjoining woodland and acid grassland
priority habitats

Add extra bullet point to LP30 Flood Risk
Management
Requiring development of brownfield sites
to secure a decrease in surface water runoff

Issue: Air quality:
In terms of exposure to air quality and
the impacts upon human health, the plan
could be improved by including specific
mention of the need for mitigation and
enhancement where development takes
place in areas of concern.
Policy LP28: (Sustainable Construction)
states that new development that
protects
environmental
resources
including local air quality will be
supported. Whilst this is beneficial, there
is no mention of mitigation for new
development that will be affected by air
quality. This would be a useful addition.
Issues: Climate change mitigation
It would be beneficial for Policy 29
(Sustainable Construction) to require
that the potential for renewable energy
schemes is explored as part of the
planning permission process.

Add extra bullet point to LP29
Requiring development within or adjoining
Air Quality Management Areas to include
appropriate mitigation measures

A requirement for renewable energy schemes
to be explored as part of planning permission
process is considered too specific as this
approach is encouraged through a more
general requirement within the current Plan.
Policy 29 expects a Sustainability Statement
to be prepared setting out how a proposal
intends to reduce the energy, water and
materials used. This is considered
appropriate way of dealing with this matter.
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SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response
Amend Policy LP3

Issues: Historic Environment
Development at site HS65 in Cossington
ought to be low density and linear in
form. Though Plan policies should help
to mitigate effects, it would be useful to
introduce
some
site-specific
requirements to guide development
appropriately

Amend support text
Cossington is relatively small linear village
with a distinctive historic core based around
Main Street. It is important that the proposals
in this area respond to its sensitive context
and utilize evidence such as the Cossington
Conservation Area Appraisal.
Amend policy
In the case of sites adjoining Cossington
(H66 and H67) development proposals
should respond appropriately to the area’s
sensitive context of the linear village and
its landscape setting.
Amend policy LP14 Draft Policy
Regeneration of Loughborough

Issues: Deprivation
The Plan could improve the benefits by
including a specific policy clause or
policy relating to inequalities and
deprivation. This could seek to ensure
that areas of need benefit from new
development.

LP14:

There are Priority Neighbourhoods at East and
West Loughborough, where levels of
deprivation are amongst the highest in
Leicestershire. The neighbourhoods suffer
from low incomes, high unemployment, low
attainment levels, poor health and high crime
rates. The east of Loughborough also has
pockets of derelict and neglected land. Whilst
they contribute to deprivation they also provide
an opportunity that can support regeneration.
Amend policy:
Supporting proposals which provide clear
benefits to the Priority Neighborhoods of
Loughborough East and Loughborough
West

Issues: Health and wellbeing
The draft Plan does not make any
provisions for the loss of community
facilities, which is considered to be a
potential area of weakness. A criteriabased policy should be included, and / or
a site-specific clause that identifies the
importance of this facility (John Storer
House).

A new policy has been introduced to deal with
such matters
LP27 Protection of Community Facilities.
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SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

Issues: Accessibility
The Plan provides the opportunity to
ensure that individual site allocations are
linked together through a strategic
approach to infrastructure provision. It is
recommended that policy measures are
implemented to provide such direction
for growth at the larger site allocations
(Shepshed and Loughborough for
example).

Issues: Minerals
It would be beneficial to incorporate
consideration of mineral usage and
safeguarding as part of the sustainable
construction policy.

Amend Chapter 9: Infrastructure and Delivery
Road Transport last sentence first paragraph:
The Local Plan provides the opportunity to
plan for infrastructure in an integrated manner
and to ensure that individual sites can be
linked together through a strategic approach
to infrastructure provision.

Leicestershire
Minerals
Development
Framework Core Strategy & Development
Control Policies up to 2021 is part of the
Development Plan used to determine planning
applications.
Policy MDC8: Safeguarding
Mineral Resources is the relevant policy and
provides policy framework.
No amendments to the Draft Local Plan are
proposed

Further mitigation and enhancement measures
7.17.1

As outlined in table 7.1 above, the Council took the recommendations made in the
SA into consideration before it prepared the draft Plan policies.

7.17.2

As the Plan has moved towards Pre-Submission stage, further changes have been
made to policies (including new policies being added). As a result, further SA work
has been undertaken to understand the implications of these changes. This has
involved consideration of additional measures for mitigation and enhancement, which
are set out in table 7.2 below.

Table 7.2 - Mitigation and enhancement measures (Pre-Submission Plan stage)

SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

Pre-Submission Stage
Issues: Health, housing, accessibility,
poverty
There is a need to ensure that lessons are
learned from the Covid-19 Pandemic when
designing new development. This means
ensuring minimum open space standards in
urban areas, walkable access to
greenspace, and design which supports
social distancing as it may be required.

The following wording has been added to the
supporting text of the design policy: The Covid19 pandemic has shown the importance of
some of these aspects of design, such as the
benefits to people of having green spaces
within walking distance of their homes.
Open space standards adequately covered in
their own policy and social distancing may be
too short-lived to require referencing in the plan.
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SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

An explicit clause could be added to the
Design Policy.

There are references to home working in the
place based policy for smaller settlements.

In terms of housing and employment,
trends for home working are likely to
continue, and it is important to ensure that
new developments are designed to ensure
adequate space is provided for separate
live and work space.

Issues: Climate change mitigation
Set more ambitious standards and ‘require’
improvements in sustainability credentials
of new development, rather than
‘encouraging’.

Issue: Biodiversity
The specific site requirements for
biodiversity could be too rigid in some
instances. Whilst it might be preferred that
biodiversity value is retained and enhanced
onsite, it might not always be possible. In
this case, off site contributions at identified
‘habitat banks’ could be a valid approach to
take. It is therefore suggested that the
wording is changed as followed:
it would not be appropriate for biodiversity
net gain to be achieved through off-site
contributions and should instead be
achieved on site.
There will be a strong preference for
securing net gain in biodiversity on site.
Development must demonstrate that this is
not feasible or viable before providing off
site contributions.

The issue of sustainability credentials of new
development has been explored at a strategic
level through Local Plan Viability Assessment,
and this report finds that making such credential
a requirement would pose risks to the viability
of the plan as a whole. The current wording is
appropriate in the context of viability and
national planning policy.
We will improve biodiversity in our Borough by
requiring a 10% net biodiversity gain when
development takes place. This should be
achieved through a combination of retaining
important features of the site and by making onsite biodiversity enhancements to ensure an
overall 10% net biodiversity gain is achieved,
which contributes to restoring and enhancing
the wider ecological networks and biodiversity
of the Borough.
We may consider biodiversity offsetting where
it can be evidenced that on-site improvements
are not possible, may result in piecemeal
mitigation on small sites, or where better
opportunities exist to secure net gain
elsewhere. In essence this can allow ecological
harm caused by development in one location to
be compensated by habitat enhancement and
creation in another where this provides the best
opportunity to enhance and restore biodiversity
networks.

Issue: skills, poverty
Supporting text in the plan identifies that a
joint Economic Development Strategy will
be prepared that will show how new jobs
and other training opportunities that arise
from the Science and Enterprise Park will
be targeted towards local people. Training,

Additional bullet to Policy E1: Meeting
Employment Needs and supporting text to
promote provision of new jobs and training
prospects for communities.
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SA Recommendations

Charnwood’s Response

apprenticeships, education and supplychain opportunities for local businesses will
be promoted during construction and
through the operation of the Science and
Enterprise Park.
The Local Plan itself could support these
aspirations through the inclusion of policy
that requires development to demonstrate
how job opportunities will be made
accessible to residents, particularly those
from priority groups.

Issues: Health, skills
The SA identifies that some minor negative
effects could arise if social infrastructure
such as new schools are not delivered
before development. Whilst the Plan sets
out a need for ‘timely and coordinated
delivery of infrastructure’, could this be
strengthened to state that infrastructure
must be in place at a specific phase of
development?

The phasing and delivery of infrastructure will
be a matter of detailed negotiations between
infrastructure providers, landowners and other
parties to be agreed through s106
agreements. It is not considered reasonable or
practical to be more specific at the plan making
phase.
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Summary of mitigation and enhancement
7.18.1

The Plan has been positively prepared, applying the SA process iteratively as the
draft Plan strategy and policies have developed. This has involved a range of
recommended mitigation and enhancement measures.

7.18.2

The Council have responded as they deem appropriate (shown in tables 7.1 and 7.2).
Where changes have been made, this has broadly improved the overall performance
of the Plan in sustainability terms. In particular, the changes made should lead to:


A more positive outcome with regards to green infrastructure and biodiversity.



A more positive outcome in relation to tackling deprivation.



A less negative effect on landscape and heritage at a strategic scale.



A more positive outcome in terms of water quality and resource use.
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Summary and monitoring
7.19.1

Table 7.2 below summarises the effects of the Pre-Submission Plan for each of the
SA Objectives.

7.19.2

There is a requirement to outline the measures envisaged to monitor the predicted
effects of the Plan. In particular, there is a need to focus on the significant effects
that are identified.

7.19.3

It is important to track predicted effects to ensure that positive effects are actually
realised and to identify any unforeseen negative effects that may occur.

7.19.4

Table 7.2 below sets out monitoring measures under each SA Objective which are
intended to be used to monitor any significant effects and to track the baseline
position more generally.

7.19.5

At this stage the monitoring measures have not been finalised, as there is a need to
confirm the feasibility of collecting information for the proposed measures. Wherever
possible, measures have been drawn from the Local Plan monitoring framework to
reduce duplication.

7.19.6

The monitoring measures will be finalised once the Plan is adopted, and will be set
out in an SA Statement in accordance with the SEA Regulations.

Table 7.2 - Monitoring the effects of the Plan
SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

Landscape
The strategy overall is positive as it directs growth
away from the most sensitive locations such as
Charnwood Forest. However, land allocations are
likely to lead to negative effects across a range of
settlements, particularly where large scale
development is proposed.
In response, the Plan manages densities and
developable areas on sites, as well as establishing
site specific clauses (such as buffer zones and green
infrastructure) to manage negative impacts on
landscape character and function. As a result,
residual minor negative effects are predicted.
Other supporting Plan policies should generate
minor positive effects as they seek to protect and
enhance rural areas, consolidate areas of separation
/ green wedges, increase tree cover and protect
landscape character.

Although no significant effects
have been predicted, several
indicators are proposed to track
trends:


Change in landscape
character assessment and
sensitivity ratings.



Net change in green
infrastructure (area in ha)

151

Page 427

SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

Biodiversity

The Plan is predicted to have mixed effects.
Though some growth locations display sensitivities in
terms of biodiversity, there are specific requirements
to protect, maintain and enhance biodiversity and
ecological connectivity.
This should help to neutralise negative effects and
lead to a net gain in biodiversity on site in the longer
term, which would facilitate significant positive
effects. However, it is probable that short term
minor negative effects will arise as a result of
construction activities and increased disturbance.
The likelihood of positive effects arising will also be
dependent upon net gain being successfully
delivered. There is a clear policy framework for
directing development in this respect.

Although no significant effects
have been predicted, several
indicators are proposed to track
trends:


Net loss / gain in
designated habitats (ha)



Net change
coverage (ha)



Green infrastructure and
biodiversity
strategies
secured for development
at strategic development
locations.

In relation to other elements of the Plan, largely
neutral effects are predicted. There are also some
minor positive effects being generated through a
focus on improvements in the Charnwood Forest and
the need for biodiversity net gain.

in

tree

Water Quality

Minor negative effects could potentially arise in the
short term as a result of development / construction.
However, plan policies that seek to reduce pollution
ought to ensure that effects are manageable. In the
longer term, a change in land use from agriculture
could reduce diffuse pollution.
The implementation of SUDs should also help to
minimise pollution from future development. These
are minor positive effects.

Although no significant effects
have been predicted, several
indicators are proposed to track
trends:


Achievement / progress
towards Water Framework
Directive objectives for
watercourses within the
borough.



% of implementation of
SUDs within
developments.
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SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

Flood Risk

Generally, the sites that have been allocated are
either not within a flood risk zone or slightly adjoining
a flood risk zone. Therefore, the strategy is likely to
generate neutral effects.
Though there are sites that are intersected by flood
zone 2/3
(such as in the urban area of
Loughborough), there is an expectation that Plan
policies will minimise the potential for residual
negative effects.
Other Plan policies seek to avoid and manage flood
risk, and this could lead to minor positive effects
(particularly as there is a requirement to reduce netrun off from brownfield sites if possible). Increased
tree planting and biodiversity net gain should also
lead to overall improvements.

Although no significant effects
have been predicted, several
indicators are proposed to track
trends:


Planning permissions
granted for sensitive uses
in flood Zones 2 and/or 3’.



Percentage change in runoff at greenfield and
brownfield sites.



Amount of brownfield land
developed (Ha)



Amount of agricultural
land lost to development
(by grade)

Land

There will be an unavoidable and permanent loss of
best and most versatile agricultural land. Though
there will remain substantial soil resources, this is
still considered to be a significant negative effect.

Air Quality
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SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

The spatial strategy and site allocations will lead to
growth in locations that could contribute to increased
traffic through AQMAs at Loughborough and Syston.
However, this is unlikely to lead to significant effects
on air quality, as increased traffic would be offset by
the gradual uptake of low emissions of vehicles, and
the promotion of modal shift.
A residual minor negative effect is predicted in the
short term.
The Plan gives a strong focus on sustainable
construction and sustainable travel and seeks to
facilitate electric vehicle charging infrastructure.
This could lead to significant positive effects in the
longer term by enabling an uptake and increasing
the attractiveness of such options.



Number of new properties
located within AQMAs



Number of electrical
vehicle charging points.



Proportion of trips (for
retail, work, facilities etc)
made by public transport,
walking and cycling.

In terms of exposure to air quality and the impacts
upon human health, the plan requires development
within or adjoining an AQMA to secure appropriate
mitigation measures and avoid impacts upon human
health, which should help to ensure that new
development is resilient.

Climate Change
There are a range of supporting Plan policies that
seek to achieve reductions in emissions, and these
are likely to be successful where firm requirements
are made (such as the need to deliver higher
standards of water efficiency and increased tree
coverage).
Other carbon emissions savings could be achieved
through the Plan’s focus on sustainable transport,
requiring support for electric charging points and by
identifying locations suitable for wind energy
schemes.
Conversely, the approach to employment focuses on
sectors which increase transport related emissions.

Although no significant effects
have been predicted, several
indicators are proposed to track
trends:


Carbon dioxide emissions
per capita (by source)

On balance, the Plan is likely to lead to a reduction in
carbon emissions (i.e. the positive measures
outweigh the increases in emissions that could occur
due to the strategic approach to employment), which
is a minor positive effect.
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SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

Historic Environment
From a borough-wide perspective, the effects upon
the historic environment are mixed.
For most areas, neutral effects are predicted, but
there could be some enhancement on sites of poorer
quality in centres such as Loughborough.

Although no significant effects
have been predicted, several
indicators are proposed to track
trends:


Percentage of planning
permissions granted in
accordance with Heritage
England advice



Number of dwellings
which have been vacant
for over 6 months.



Public realm
improvements
implemented.



Number of updated
Conservation Area
Appraisals completed



Levels of multiple
deprivation.



Changes in the following
factors in the 0-20% most
deprived areas (compared
to less deprived areas)

Conversely, a handful of sites present the potential for
minor negative effects, including allocations at
Anstey, Sileby, Thrussington and Rearsby.
The supporting Plan policies should help to minimise
effects associated with site allocations, so it is unlikely
significant negative effects would occur.
In terms of general development principles and other
elements of the Plan, mostly minor positive effects
are predicted, which should help to achieve
improvements in terms of the wider public realm,
protection and enhancement of the historic
environment and improvement of town centres.

Population - Deprivation
Sites proposed for allocation are mostly located in
areas that do not directly suffer from high levels of
deprivation. Therefore, it is uncertain whether areas
of need will benefit from development. For this
reason, only minor positive effects are predicted
(mostly related to affordable housing provision and
new social infrastructure).
To ensure that new development benefits deprived
communities it will be important for new development
to be permeable to surrounding communities.
A focus on regeneration in Loughborough and
Shepshed could have benefits in terms of addressing
inequalities this respect, especially with the provision
of employment opportunities in accessible locations.
There are supporting policies to help encourage take
up of local training and jobs for such communities.
The increased growth in Loughborough and the
Leicester Urban Area could potentially create
increased congestion that may affect deprived areas
disproportionately, which is an uncertain minor
negative effect.

- Unemployment rates
- Rates of crime
- Homelessness
- Houses in unfit condition
- Educational attainment
- Health indicators
- Air quality
- Road traffic accidents
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SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

Population - Health and Wellbeing
In the main, the proposed site allocations are located
in areas that have reasonable access to healthcare
(though this is not on foot for some sites). As a
result, mostly neutral or minor positive effects are
likely for existing and new residents.



Compliance with open
space standards.



Access to accessible
natural greenspace.

The majority of site allocations also have good
access to local green space and other recreational
facilities, which is a minor positive effect with
regards to wellbeing.



Percentage of new
dwellings permitted within
800m of health care
services.

General plan policies should complement these
effects as they seek to deliver environmental
improvements, improve accessibility, promote active
travel and protect and enhance community facilities.



Housing register of people
wanting to move to
affordable housing.



Rates of housing delivery.



Percentage of affordable
housing delivered in
accordance with plan
targets.

The strategy will meet identified employment needs
at locations that are attractive to market and broadly
accessible to job seekers.



Employment land
developed (Square feet)

The proposed housing also aligns relatively well with
existing employment opportunities.



Number and type of jobs
generated from
development at strategic
sites.



Number and proportion of
employees at strategic
site developments
residing within deprived
areas.



Capacity of schools.

Housing
A significant positive effect is predicted as housing
needs are likely to be met and a range of locations
and types of sites (large, small, brownfield,
greenfield) are included as proposed allocations.
The supply of land identified in the Plan provides
flexibility and choice.
Furthermore, the Plan will seek delivery of affordable
housing and the types of homes for those with
specific needs.

Employment, Education and Centres

A specific opportunity has also been supported at
Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park, which
will have positive effects in terms of attracting
investment, promoting innovation and improving
qualifications.
Overall, significant positive effects are predicted in
this respect.
With regards to education, the sites are broadly
accessible to primary and secondary schools by a
range of transport modes.
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Proposed Monitoring Measures

However, in some locations, there could be pressure
on schools in the short term if new schools are not
secured up front.. Shepshed in particular has issues
given that a large proportion of growth is proposed in
this settlement; however, measures are in place for
these to be addressed alongside housing growth.
Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
It is unclear the extent to which the strategy will
support the vitality of the smaller settlements and
their local centres. However, there are clear efforts
to regenerate Loughborough and Shepshed, and a
higher level of growth at Anstey and Barrow-uponSoar that should support the vitality of these service
centres. These are minor positive effects.

Material Assets - Accessibility

On balance, mixed effects are predicted. On one
hand, minor positive effects are predicted to reflect
the overall focus on development and regeneration
at settlements that are well served by transport links
and a range of jobs, services and walkable access to
green space for recreation. There is also a general
focus on shifting towards sustainable modes of
transport.
On the other hand, there are several site allocations
that are not within reasonable or ideal walking
distance of some local facilities, and it is possible
that such developments would involve high levels of
car use (despite plan efforts to promote sustainable
modes of transport).
This could have knock on implications in terms of
increased car trips along busy routes into the City.
The effects associated with such development are
neutral (i.e. more of the same) to potentially minor
negative. There is uncertainty because behavioral
changes will heavily influence patterns of travel and
modes of transport.



% of people that use
active transport.



Bus patronage.



Peak levels of
congestion.



% of dwellings within
400m of:

-

bicycle paths
bus / train stops
Primary schools

157

Page 433

SA Objectives

Proposed Monitoring Measures

Minerals


Amount of land developed
within Minerals
Safeguarded Areas (by
type of mineral).



Consultation with minerals
authorities to determine if
sterilisation is likely / if
prior minerals extraction
can be undertaken.

The overall effect of the Plan with regards to mineral
resources is minor negative.
It is likely that some mineral resources would be
sterilised, but it is unclear whether these would be
viable. Furthermore, it is unlikely that this would affect
the required supply.
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8

NEXT STEPS
Consultation

8.1.1

Council has prepared a Pre-Submission Local Plan in-line with Regulation 19 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. Consultation will
take place through April to June 2021.

8.1.2

The SA report has been prepared to document the SA process that has been
undertaken in preparation of the Local Plan. Comments on the SA Report are
welcomed and will be taken into consideration as the Council works towards the
‘Submission’ version of the Plan.

8.1.3

The final Plan will be ‘Submitted’ for Examination in Public (EiP). The Council will
also submit a summary of issues raised (if any) through representations at the
Publication stage so that these can be considered by the Government appointed
Planning Inspector who will oversee the EiP. At the end of the EiP, the Inspector will
judge whether or not the Plan is ‘sound’.

8.1.4

Further SA work may be required to support the Plan-making process as it moves
through Examination (for example the preparation of SA Addendums to deal with
changes / modifications).
Table 8.1: Plan timetable
Plan Milestone

Timescale

Pre-Submission Local Plan Consultation

June to August 2021

Submission of the Local Plan

September 2021

Examination

August 2022

Adoption

September 2022
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APPENDIX A: BREAKDOWN OF HIGH LEVEL HOUSING OPTIONS
The Council has identified a range of reasonable alternatives to be tested in the SA. Each
option has been appraised consistently to allow for a fair comparison. This will ultimately
feed into the decision-making process about what the preferred approach should be.
The options are based primarily on housing growth and distribution and are introduced in
Section 4 of this Interim SA Report. There are assumptions that employment growth is
broadly dealt with through existing allocations and commitments. However, separate options
have been looked at for delivering the outstanding employment needs.
Each option sets out a level of housing to be distributed to different spatial areas based upon
the settlement hierarchy. The spatial locations used to identify effects are as follows:


Edge of Leicester Urban Area - Including land immediately adjacent to the
boundary as well as within the wider urban areas of Birstall, Thurmaston and Syston.



Loughborough / Shepshed.



Service Centres - Barrow-upon-Soar, Sileby, Quorn, Mountsorrel, Anstey.



Other Settlements - Barkby, East Goscote, Rearsby, Wymeswold, Cossington,
Thrussington, Burton on the Wold, Newton Linford, Woodhouse Eaves, Hathern,
Thurcaston, Queniborough



Smaller villages and hamlets



New Settlements - Four locations are identified at Thurcaston / Barkby /
Wymeswold / Cotes.



Large standalone settlement – Three broad opportunity areas identified to the west
of Shepshed, North-east of the PUA and the east of the Borough in the open
countryside.

It is our intention to identify how different levels of growth would affect these areas and how
that then translates into an overall picture for the borough as a whole.
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Scenario A - To be found figure 8,100

SHLAA Capacity
A 1. Leicester &
Loughborough
A. 2. Leicester &
Loughborough +
Service Centres
A3.Settlement
Hierarchy
distribution
A4. Proportionate
A5. Leicester &
Loughborough +
New Settlement
A6. Leicester &
Loughborough +
SC + New
Settlement

Edge of
Leic
3,346

Lough /
Shepshed
8,274

Service
Centre
4579

Others

Hamlets
735

New
Settlements
3,000

2966

3350

4750

0

3350

2750

3350

Total
22,913

0

0

0

8,100

2,100

0

0

0

8,100

2100

1550

1100

0

0

8,100

1067

3590

2458

748

235

0

8,098

3350

1,750

0

0

0

3,000

8,100

3350

1000

750

0

0

3,000

8,100

Scenario B - To be found figure 15,700

SHLAA Capacity
B2. Leicester &
Loughborough +
Service Centres
B3.Settlement
Hierarchy
distribution
B4. Proportionate
B 6. Leicester &
Loughborough +
SC + New
Settlement

Edge of
Leic
3,346

Lough /
Shepshed
8,274

Service
Centre
4579

Others

Hamlets
735

New
Settlements
3,000

2966

3350

8270

4080

3350

7000

2068
3350

22,913

0

0

0

15700

4350

1000

0

0

15700

7050

4579

1546

457

0

15700

7000

2350

0

0

3000

15700

Scenario C – Standalone Settlement
Edge of
Lough /
Leic
Shepshed
SHLAA Capacity
3,346
8,274
C1. Standalone new
settlement

335

210

Others

Hamlets

Total

Service
Centre
4579

2966

735

New
Settlements
3,000

155

110

0

8000-10000

Total
22,913
8,810 10,810
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APPENDIX B: APPRAISAL OF HIGH-LEVEL OPTIONS FOR
HOUSING GROWTH
Introduction
This appendix presents the methodology and appraisal findings relating to the assessment
of eleven reasonable alternative options that have been identified by the Council alongside
AECOM.
Each option is introduced in Section 4 of this interim SA Report and is described in detail /
illustrated on a series of map in Appendix A.
The options are as follows:
Scenario A – 8100 homes to be delivered:
A1. Growth focused at Leicester PUA & Loughborough / Shepshed
A2. Growth focused at Leicester PUA & Loughborough / Shepshed and Service Centres
(meaning a lower level of growth at Loughborough and Shepshed compared to option 1 )
A3. Settlement Hierarchy distribution
A4. Proportionate distribution of development
A5. Growth focused at the Leicester PUA & Loughborough & new settlements
A6. Growth focused at Leicester PUA & Loughborough & Service Centres & new settlements
Scenario B – 15700 homes to be delivered:
B2. Growth focused at Leicester PUA & Loughborough / Shepshed and Service Centres
B3. Settlement Hierarchy distribution
B4. Proportionate distribution of development
B6. Growth focused at Leicester PUA & Loughborough & Service Centres & new settlements
Scenario C – Standalone new settlement
C1. Standalone new settlement
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Methodology
The appraisal will identify and evaluate ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline / likely future
baseline associated with each alternative, drawing on the sustainability topics and objectives
as a methodological framework.
The task of forecasting effects can be challenging due to:


The high level nature of the alternatives under consideration;



Being limited by definition of the baseline and (in particular) the future baseline;



The ability of developers to design out/mitigate effects during the planning
application stage.

In light of this, where likely significant effects are predicted this is done with an
accompanying explanation of the assumptions made.2
It is important to note that effects are predicted based upon the criteria presented within the
SEA Regulations.3 So, for example, account is taken of the nature of effects (including
magnitude, spatial coverage and duration), the sensitivity of receptors, and the likelihood of
effects occurring as far as possible.
The potential for ‘cumulative’ effects is also considered. These effect ‘characteristics’ are
described within the appraisal as appropriate under each sustainability topic. A table is also
presented under each topic summarising the predicted effects and their characteristics (i.e.
namely whether they are significant or not).
For each option, one of the following symbols has been allocated for each SA objective.
Where there is uncertainty, the nature of such effects has been identified. For example, an
uncertain negative effect would be recorded if there is a chance that negative effects could
occur but this is dependent upon unknown factors. It may still be possible to rule out
significant effects though, and so the unknown effect may be minor or potentially significant.
Effects Significance

Effects symbol

Significant positive effects
Minor positive effects
Neutral effects
Minor negative effect
Significant negative effect

++
+
0
--

Uncertain effects

Effects symbol

Uncertain significant positive effect
Uncertain minor positive effect
Uncertain effects
Uncertain minor negative effect
Uncertain significant negative effect

++?
+?
?
-?
--?

2

As stated by Government Guidance (The Plan Making Manual, see
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=156210): "Ultimately, the significance of an effect is a matter of judgment and
should require no more than a clear and reasonable justification."
3
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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Settlement level effects / overall effects
Where appropriate and possible, the effects have been broken down by the different spatial
areas where they would occur (i.e. The different levels of the settlement hierarchy outlined
below).


Leicester Urban Area



Loughborough / Shepshed.



Service Centres



Other Settlements



Smaller villages and hamlets



New Settlements



Large standalone settlement

The overall effects across the borough are then identified, taking into account the effects that
have been predicted in different areas across the Borough.
The overall effects are not simply determined through a process of ‘adding-up’ positives and
negatives; rather it is a professional judgement of how significant the overall effects would be
for the Borough, taking into account the effects identified locally.
For example, whilst effects might be significant at a local scale at particular settlements (for
example the loss of a playing field), the effects on the baseline overall may not be significant
overall should there be positive effects (enhancements) or neutral effects elsewhere across
the Borough.
An explanation is given to justify the significance scores identified for each option both at the
settlement level and for the borough as a whole.
Assumptions
There are some consistent assumptions applied across the appraisals:
As there are no development sites identified for any of the options, some of the
effects are not certain, but a precautionary approach has been taken to the
assessment of effects.
At lower levels of growth there will be greater flexibility in the choice of sites that can
be allocated to deliver the housing targets. Similarly, the availability of sites and
capacity of land in different settlements will influence flexibility.
It is assumed that growth would be split relatively evenly at each level of the
settlement hierarchy (for example, if 1000 homes are allocated to the service
centres, each could be expected to accommodate 200 homes each). However, it is
acknowledged that this may not be the case in reality dependent upon a range of
other factors.
It is presumed that the majority of committed development will be built out in the
plan period, and therefore forms part of the projected baseline position. The effects
of the options beyond this baseline position form the basis of this appraisal.
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Landscape
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Growth at the service centres would most likely be at the edge of these settlements. The effects would depend
upon the level of growth in different service centres. The broad issues and opportunities at each service centre
are discussed below.
At Barrow upon Soar, development could encroach into the surrounding countryside. However, it ought to be
possible to accommodate modest growth without affecting the character of the settlement significantly. There
should be no significant issues of coalescence. However, at higher levels of growth, the character of the
approach to the settlement could be affected negatively. Development at certain sites could also present
opportunities to deliver enhancements in a green infrastructure enhancement zone4.
At Quorn, there is a potential area of separation between Quorn and Loughborough. Development here could
therefore have effects on the function of this land. However, this area has been identified as having medium-high
landscape capacity.
At Sileby, identified development opportunities (in combination) could be of a magnitude to significantly alter the
character of the surrounding landscape. Lower levels of growth could be accommodated without encroaching into
the countryside substantially.
Between Mountsorrel and Rothley (and between Rothley and Birstall) there are committed developments that
could already close the gap between these settlements. Further development to the north west of Cross Hedge
could contribute to further narrowing, though only marginally. There is an Area of Local Separation proposed to
the west of Rothley in the gap between Rothley Ridgeway, and new development has the potential to affect the
setting of these two settlements.
Development at Anstey would present an opportunity to deliver enhancements in a green infrastructure
enhancement area. The landscape capacity to the east, south and south west of Anstey is classified as
‘medium’. Consequently, the effects here would be anticipated to be neutral or perhaps positive (providing that
growth was relatively modest).
For options A1 and A5, no growth would occur in the service centres, and so the effects are neutral.
Option A2 and A4 (to a lesser extent) would deliver the most growth to the service centres, which would be more
likely to lead to negative effects However, it should be possible to accommodate growth, even at a higher level,
but minor effects on the function of the landscape could be generated where there are areas of local separation
such as Quorn and between Mountsorrel / Rothley. As described above, there is also potential for green
infrastructure enhancement at several settlements3, which ought to offset the negative effects somewhat.
Overall, options A2 and A4 are predicted to have a minor negative effect. Option A3 is predicted to have
uncertain minor negative effects as the lower amount of growth would allow for greater flexibility and would
minimise the need to encroach into Areas of Local Separation. Option A6 would deliver the lowest level of
growth to settlements, and so the likelihood and the magnitude of effects occurring at any of the service centres
would be lower, but still exist. Therefore, an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 would deliver a much higher level of growth than any option under Scenario A.
Therefore, greater amounts of greenfield land would need to be released. It may still be possible to avoid
significant effects for some of the service centres given the availability of less sensitive land. However, at other
settlements, significant effects could be generated. . Therefore, significant negative effects are predicted. For
option B6, a minor negative effect is also predicted, though this would be less prominent than options B2,B3
and B4.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to ensure better protection for these areas, which might otherwise be subject to more
substantial growth. However, the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower.

4

Green Wedges, Urban Fringe, Green Infrastructure Enhancement Zones and Areas of Local Separation: Methodology and
Assessment Findings Report (March 2016) ARUP on behalf of Charnwood Borough Council
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Landscape
Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Development within the urban areas of Shepshed and Loughborough is unlikely to affect landscape character.
However, each option would involve a degree of growth at the urban fringes. In Shepshed, the capacity of
landscape is mixed, with the south being broadly classified as low capacity, whilst to the west along ‘Black Brook’
the capacity is determined to be medium5.
This area has also been identified as a green infrastructure enhancement zone6 and development could be the
mechanism for achieving such improvements. Consequently, modest growth in these locations ought to have
mostly neutral effects.
To the south west of the Loughborough urban area, site options that lie adjacent to the Charnwood Forest are
within zones of low and low medium landscape capacity. Development here would be likely to have negative
effects upon the landscape character of the Charnwood Forest. To the south east of the urban area there are
parcels of land with higher landscape capacity, but these form part of a potential area of local separation between
Loughborough and Quorn. Therefore, development here may also have potential for negative effects
Option A1, which involves the highest level of growth, is more likely to encroach upon land to the south of
Loughborough and / or the south of Shepshed (which are of greater sensitivity to change). Consequently, the
potential for negative effects is higher. There ought to be some flexibility to avoid the most sensitive areas and to
deliver lower density development as well as enhancing green infrastructure. However, a precautionary
approach is taken so potential significant negative effects are predicted (Though there are uncertainties).
For options A2, A3, A4 and A5, the effects are likely to be of a lesser magnitude, as the amount of greenfield land
release required would be lower. Therefore, it ought to be possible to avoid the more sensitive areas of
landscape and / or deliver more sympathetic developments. Therefore, the effects would not be predicted to be
significant. A minor negative effect is predicted at this stage, as it is not clear which sites would be involved.
Option A6 would involve a lower level of growth than options 1-5, and could be delivered without encroaching
onto the most sensitive areas. Depending upon site location, it may also be possible to enhancement green
infrastructure. Therefore, An uncertain negative effect is predicted on balance.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Each of the options as this scale of growth would require substantial release of greenfield land around Shepshed
and Loughborough. At this scale of growth it would be almost certain that the most sensitive areas of landscape
could be affected and therefore significant negative effects are predicted. The effects would be most
prominent for option B2, which involves the highest level of growth.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted as there would be a very low level of growth involved for option C1. This ought to
ensure better protection for these areas, which might otherwise be subject to more substantial growth. However,
the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Growth within the PUA will lead to development in the urban areas of Thurmaston, Birstall and Syston. The
effect on landscape as a result of such development is likely to be neutral given that the urban area is less
sensitive to change. However, to meet the housing targets within options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6, there would
also be a need to release greenfield land on the urban fringes. This might include land classified as Green
Wedge adjacent to the A5630 and / or land adjacent to existing residential areas at Hamilton. The loss of such
landscape function is considered to be a minor negative effect for options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6, which involve
maximised growth in the PUA.

5

Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character Assessment – July 2012

6

Green Wedges, Urban Fringe, Green Infrastructure Enhancement Zones and Areas of Local Separation: Methodology and
Assessment Findings Report (March 2016) ARUP on behalf of Charnwood Borough Council
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Landscape
At Syston, higher levels of growth could involve a Green Wedge and potential Area of Separation between
Syston and the Leicester Urban Area (Thurmaston). At higher levels of growth, it may be necessary to encroach
into this area, which could effectively lead to further coalescence of settlements. This could be a significant
negative effect in this location.
A smaller scale release of land to the east of the settlement (where landscape capacity is identified as mediumhigh) would be less of an issue. Development at certain sites could also present opportunities to deliver
enhancements in a green infrastructure enhancement zone5.
Therefore, at this stage an uncertain significant negative effect is predicted overall for options A1, A2, A3, A5
and A6.
For option A4, the effects are predicted to be a minor negative effect, as the scale of growth is such that
greenfield land loss ought to be lower and easier to avoid significant effects.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve the same level of growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6, therefore an
uncertain significant negative effect is predicted. Option B4 involves a lower level of growth and so it ought to
be possible to avoid the loss of sensitive land, and the overall scale of greenfield loss would be lower.
Consequently, there is more uncertainty about whether negative effects would occur.
A minor negative effect is therefore predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to ensure better protection for these areas, which might otherwise be subject to more
substantial growth. However, the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5 and A6 do not involve growth in other settlements, and so a neutral effect is predicted for
each. For option A3, there would be growth across the other settlements, whilst for option A4 there would also
be growth at smaller villages and hamlets, so the amount at other settlements would be lower.
Development at the other settlements would have mixed effects upon landscape. At some settlements, it ought
to be possible to accommodate a modest amount of development without majorly affecting the surrounding
landscapes. For example at Thrussington, Burton-on-the-Wolds and to a lesser degree at Hathern.
At other settlements though, there are site development options falling with existing Areas of Local Separation.
Development here would have the potential to significantly affect landscape character and contribute to
coalescence of settlements. For example, development could occur on land between Rearsby and East
Goscote, closing the gap between these villages. Likewise, there are a number of site opportunities that fall
within an Area of Separation between East Goscote and Queniborough, and Syston and Queniborough. In
combination, growth in these areas could lead to negative effects upon landscape character in these parts of the
borough.
For option A3, a potential significant negative effect is predicted, as it might be necessary to develop in Areas
of Local Separation.
For option A4, the effects in the other settlements would be lesser, and so significant effects here might be better
avoided. Consequently, only minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 involve no growth at the other settlements and so neutral effects are predicted. Option B3
involves similar amounts of growth in the other settlements compared to option A3. Therefore, uncertain
significant negative effects are predicted too. For B4 the level of growth is higher still, and therefore the
potential for significant negative effects is more certain.
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Landscape
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the other settlements as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to ensure better protection for these areas, but the levels of growth here would not be
anticipated to be substantial anyway under the current policy approach.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth is small under option A4, but in the context of these
settlements, changes to the character of the landscape could be quite dramatic, reducing the rural feel. The
effects would be dependent upon location, scale and mitigating measures, but in some villages within Charnwood
Forest and the open countryside, there could be localised effects on landscape. Cumulatively, this is predicted to
have minor negative effects with regards to the hamlets and villages. The effects are not predicted to be
significant, as the wider landscape should remain untouched and a degree of openness would be retained.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth for B4 is twice as high compared to A4 and
therefore there is greater potential for significant negative effects to be generated. However, this is not a
certainty dependent upon where growth is located and designed. Therefore, uncertainties are recorded.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
A new settlement at Wymeswold / Hoton sits atop a plateau, and is therefore less likely to be visible from
distance. Though the site sits within the countryside it is not particularly sensitive in character, and partly consists
of a disused airfield. Provided that green infrastructure is incorporated into development, negative effects are
unlikely to occur.
At Cotes, a large scale development would occur in the open countryside, which would be visible from a number
of locations particularly along the northern parts of the River soar Valley and could have some negative effects
on landscape character. In combination with a new settlement at Wymeswold / Hoton, the rural nature of this
part of the borough could be eroded. However, large areas of open space would still remain, so the effects would
not be likely to be significant.
A new settlement at Barkby could have minor negative effects on landscape character, as it would alter the
setting of Barkby. The landscape here is identified as broadly ‘medium’ capacity7, so significant effects ought to
be possible to avoid. There are also green infrastructure enhancement zones nearby8 which could present
opportunities for improvement.
A new settlement at Thurcaston could ‘close the gap’ between the village of Thurcaston and the area between
Birstall and Rothley (i.e. land allocated for strategic growth). Minor negative effects are predicted.
In combination, development at the new settlements (options A5 and A6 only) is predicted to have a minor
negative effect. This reflects the potential for minor negative effects at Thurcaston and Barkby, but the lower
likelihood and magnitude of negative effects occurring in Wymeswold and Cotes.
As large scale strategic developments, each of the new settlements could also have the potential to incorporate
substantial amounts of green infrastructure, which ought to help mitigate negative effects and secure
enhancements.

7

Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character Assessment – July 2012

8

Green Wedges, Urban Fringe, Green Infrastructure Enhancement Zones and Areas of Local Separation: Methodology and
Assessment Findings Report (March 2016) ARUP on behalf of Charnwood Borough Council
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Landscape
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B6 involves the same level of growth as options A5 and A6 and is therefore also predicted to have a
minor negative effect.
Options B2, B3 and B4 are predicted to have neutral effects as there would be no growth at new settlements.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
The effects of a new settlement would be dependent upon the location. However, regardless of the area that a
new settlement is located, there would be a substantial loss of green space and a total change in terms of the
character of the area. The extent of effects would depend upon the sensitivity of the landscape to change and the
potential for mitigation and enhancement. To the west of Shepshed a new settlement would only be separated
from the town by the Black Brook, and so the open nature of the countryside in this location would be eroded.
To the east of Loughborough in the open countryside development would take place within ‘the Wolds’ character
area, which is elevated and has a remote atmosphere6. The strength of the character and its current condition is
considered moderate. The potential for the remoteness of the area to be eroded should be taken into account,
as well as the elevated nature of some areas. A new settlement would be expected to be designed with
extensive landscaping, but nevertheless negative effects are likely.
To the north east of the PUA in the ‘High Leicestershire’ character area the landscape character is considered to
be strong, with a sense of remoteness and little modern expansion.
Development of a large new settlement would be likely to significantly alter the countryside in this location and so
significant negative effects are possible.

Overall effects
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option A1 is predicted to have negative effects in Loughborough / Shepshed and the PUA (which could
potentially be significant in these locations depending upon sites developed). However, there are neutral effects
predicted at all other settlements across the borough, which helps to ‘offset’ the effects at Loughborough,
Shepshed and the PUA from a borough-wide perspective. Consequently, only a minor negative effect is
predicted overall.
Option A2 is also predicted to have a minor negative effect overall. However, the negative effects in
Loughborough would be lower, and would be generated at the service centres to a greater extent compared to
option A1.
Option A3 could generate significant negative effects for the other settlements, and potentially significant
negative effects at the PUA (but there are uncertainties dependent upon the sites that are developed). The
likelihood of negative effects occurring at the service centres and Loughborough is lower though. Overall, the
effects are considered to be significant, as there could be negative effects at multiple settlements across the
district, and in some areas these could be significant.
Option A4 is predicted to have significant negative effects overall. Though no significant effects are predicted
in any particular settlement, there are minor negative effects across all the settlements in the borough.
Cumulatively, this is considered to be significant, as the overall character of the borough as a whole would be
likely to decline.
Options A5 and A6 are predicted to have minor negative effects overall. The effects would be mostly neutral,
or potentially minor for the majority of the borough, but potential significant effects are predicted at the PUA. On
balance, the effects are predicted to be minor from a borough-wide context.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2 is predicted to have a significant negative effect overall. The effects in Loughborough would likely
be substantial given the need to develop adjacent to Charnwood Forest and the loss of a number of sites at the
urban fringe
The effects at Loughborough would still be significant for Option B3, but to a lesser extent than option B2.
However, this option would also generate significant negative effects at the other settlements, and potential
significant negative effects at the PUA and the service centres.
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A significant negative effect is predicted overall, with this option also performing worse than option B2.
Option B4 would have similar effects to option B3, though the effects at the PUA would possibly be lower. A
significant negative effect is still predicted.
Option B6 is also predicted to have a significant negative effect overall. Again, effects at Loughborough would
most likely be significant, but there would also be minor negative effect at the service centres and at new
settlements. Given that two new settlements would be close to the PUA (Barkby and Thurcaston), there could
also be cumulative effects on landscape in these areas.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Overall, Option C1 would avoid negative effects upon landscape character across much of the Borough. This is
positive in respect of the prevention of coalescence between settlements and urban areas, the protection of
Charnwood Forest and the character rural settlements. However, a large new settlement would generate
negative effects on landscape character, which could be significant depending upon the location. Overall, a
minor negative effect is recorded. Whilst there is potential for more profound effects in a specific area, this would
be offset somewhat by protection across a range of other sensitive landscapes.
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Biodiversity and nature conservation
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 do not propose growth in the service centres, and therefore effects are predicted to be
neutral. For option A4, and to a lesser extent options A2 and A3, there would be growth at the service centres.
Assuming a relatively even distribution of growth between the service centres, there is potential for negative
effects on biodiversity in some settlements. This could be localised effects on wildlife through the loss of trees
and hedges for example, or could be disturbance to designated habitats and ecological networks. Whilst there
would be unlikely to be direct effects on designated sites in / around any of the service centres, growth along the
Soar Valley could potentially disturb species movement and / or impact the wildlife corridor function of the Soar
Valley. This is more likely on developments that are closer to sites of local nature importance and SSSIs, such
as close to Quorn and Mountsorrel. Conversely, growth in Sileby is less likely to have significant effects on
designated sites. The quantum of growth under option A4 could lead to negative effects due to the need to
release a greater number of sites for development. The effects would be less prominent for Options A2 and A3,
as the overall level of growth at each settlement would be lower. Nevertheless, a minor negative effect is still
predicted. For option A3, the level of growth is sufficiently lower, that negative effects would be less likely to
occur. Therefore only an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted. For option A6, the effects are predicted
to be neutral as there would be greater scope to avoid sites in close proximity to sensitive habitats, and the level
of growth would be less likely to put pressure on ecological networks.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B6 would involve approximately the same level of growth as option A4, and thus a minor negative effect
is predicted. Options B2, B3 and B4 all involve substantially more growth along the Soar Valley at the Service
Centres. This could put additional pressure on biodiversity by disturbing ecological corridors. The potential for
significant negative effects therefore exists, but it ought to be possible to mitigate effects by ensuring that growth
implements green infrastructure. In line with the precautionary principle, options B2, B3 and B4 are therefore
predicted to have significant negative effects.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to ensure better protection for biodiversity as there would be less disturbance and loss of
greenspace. However, the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower too.

Loughborough / Shepshed:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For option A1, the level of growth is the highest (for scenario A), and could potentially necessitate the release of
land in the more sensitive areas. This might include sites in Shepshed and development adjacent to the
Charnwood Forest (part of which is also a woodland SSSI). The potential for effects here would be significant,
as there could be disturbance to species (light), increased visitor pressure and the potential to fragment habitat.
However, this level of growth still allows for some flexibility in site choice and low density sensitive development.
Therefore, a minor negative effect is predicted.
The next highest growth option under this scenario (Option A2 and A4) would allow more choice over the
potential sites to be developed to meet this need. This would perhaps allow the more sensitive sites (to the south
west of Loughborough) to be avoided. However, there would still be a need to develop sites in the urban area of
Loughborough as well as a variety of sites around Shepshed. Development within the inner core of
Loughborough would not be anticipated to have negative effects on biodiversity, as there are no major sites or
ecological networks in this area. However, there are sensitivities on the urban area of Shepshed. For example,
growth along the Black Brook could affect water quality and / or disturb species reliant upon the water
environment. Likewise, development to the south of Shepshed is adjacent to Newhurst Quarry SSSI, and could
potentially affect habitats that species utilise. It may be possible to mitigate effects at this level of growth by site
avoidance, low density development with elements of green infrastructure. Therefore, uncertain minor negative
effects are predicted.
The level of growth under options A3, A5 and particularly A6 would allow the more sensitive sites to be avoided,
or lower density (more sympathetic) developments to be created. Therefore, options 3 and 5 (involving between
1750-2100 dwellings) are predicted to have neutral effects. For option A6, neutral effects are predicted as the
level of growth is very low.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2 would involve maximising sites in Loughborough.
This would require the release of land at sensitive areas including adjacent to Charnwood Forest and along the
Black Brook. It may be more difficult to implement low density sensitive design at this scale of growth, and
cumulative effects would be more prominent. Consequently, a significant negative effect is predicted. Options
B3, B4 and B6 would involve a slightly lower level of growth compared to option B2 (1500 less), but this is still
substantially more than for any options under scenario A. It may be possible to achieve slightly more sensitive
developments through densities and avoidance, but the effects are still likely to be significant (though less so
than option B2).
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for Loughborough / Shepshed as there would be a very low level of growth
involved for option C1. This ought to ensure better protection for biodiversity as there would be less disturbance
and loss of greenspace. However, the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower too.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 all propose the delivery of 3350 homes. The likely location of sites would be
within and adjacent to the Leicester Urban Area, such as within Thurmaston and adjacent to the City boundary
adjacent to the A46. There would also be fairly substantial growth at Syston. The location of the site options in
these areas is unlikely to have a significant effect upon designated sites. However, the location of some sites
along the River Soar valley (near to Watermead Country Park) could potentially cause disturbance to habitats
and species here. These minor negative effects are not predicted to be significant given the spread of sites
and proximity to sensitive habitats.
Option A4 proposes a lower level of growth, which ought to allow for greater flexibility in the choice of sites, or the
application of lower density development. Therefore, a neutral effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 would have the same effects as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 given that the level of
growth is the same. Minor negative effects are predicted. Option B4 proposes double the amount of growth as
option A4 (with both options being based on proportionate growth). This presents a greater opportunity for
effects, but it is likely they could still be avoided or mitigated. Therefore an uncertain negative effect is
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA as there would be a very low level of growth involved for option C1.
This ought to ensure better protection for biodiversity as there would be less disturbance and loss of greenspace.
However, the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower too.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only options A3 and A4 involve growth in ‘other settlements’. Therefore, there are neutral effects predicted for
each of the other options (A1, A2, A5, A6). Assuming a relatively even split amongst the settlements, it is likely
that growth could be accommodated in most locations without having significant effects on biodiversity. This is
the case for Barkby, East Goscote, Rearsby, Wymeswold, Cossington, Thrussington and Burton on the Wolds.
However, for other settlements there is potential for negative effects due to the potential to disturb habitats in the
Charnwood Forest (Newton Linford, for example), or the potential to fragment ecological corridors through the
Soar Valley (Thurcaston, Queniborough). For option A3 a minor negative effect is predicted overall.
For option A4, the level of growth at other settlements would be slightly lower, with housing dispersed further to
smaller villages and hamlets. This spreads the negative effects somewhat and so it ought to be possible to better
avoid negative effects. Overall, an uncertain (negative) effect is predicted for A4, as the avoidance of effects
would be dependent upon the sites selected and the form of development.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 do not involve growth in these settlements, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option B3 would involve similar growth to option A3 at the other settlements, and thus the effects are predicted to
be the same (minor negative effect). Option B4 involves double the growth compared to option A4 at both the
other settlements and the smaller villages and hamlets. Therefore, the effects are more likely to occur and a
minor negative effect is predicted (rather than an uncertain effect at the lower scale of growth under option A4).
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the other settlements as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to ensure better protection for biodiversity as there would be less disturbance and loss of
greenspace. However, the potential for enhancement through new development would be lower too.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth is very small under option A4, and if spread across
the small villages and hamlets should not have any significant effects on biodiversity. The effects would be
dependent upon location, scale and mitigating measures, but in some villages within Charnwood Forest and
along the Soar Valley, there could be localised effects on species and habitats. The magnitude of effects is very
low though, so it is uncertain whether effects would occur in reality (as well as there being potential flexibility in
the choice of sites. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted in the context of the baseline position for option
A4.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth for B4 is still small in the context of the overall
amount of development across the borough, and so effects are unlikely to be significant. However, at a higher
scale of growth, the potential for localised impacts could be increased. An uncertain negative effect is
predicted, as it is unclear which settlements would grow.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only options A5 and A6 involve new settlements. The effects are therefore neutral for options A1, A2, A3, A4.
The effects for options A5 and A6 are the same, as each would involve the same level of growth at new
settlements (i.e. 3000 dwellings). There is an assumption for options A5 and A6 that new settlements could be
delivered at Cotes, Wymeswold, Thurcaston and Land East of Barkby. At Barkby and Wymeswold, effects on
designated sites are unlikely given the relative distance from these sites. Whilst there could be some localised
effects on wildlife, it is probably that these could be avoided or mitigated, particularly given the size of the new
settlements (which would allow for an element of green infrastructure enhancement. At Thurcaston, the new
settlement could potentially intersect an ecological corridor running along Rothley Brook. However, if carefully
laid out and designed (with GI enhancement) it ought to be possible to avoid significant negative effects.
Nevertheless, an uncertain (negative) effect is predicted to reflect the reliance upon these factors.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B6 involves a new settlement, and the level of growth is the same as options A5 and A6. The effects
are the same (Uncertain negative effects). Options B2, B3 and B4 would have neutral effects.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
The effects of a new settlement will be dependent on the location of such development. At this stage, the location
has not been determined, but there are broad areas identified as potentially suitable.
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A discussion of potential effects in these areas is presented here.
To the west of Shepshed, the effects on designated sites are unlikely to be significant given their proximity and
the nature of development (which would likely involve enhancement).
However, the site would most likely be adjacent to the designated area of the Charnwood Forest. There may be
potential for localised effects on biodiversity here. Conversely, there may be opportunities to improve linkages to
the Charnwood Forest and deliver enhancements. Should a new settlement be located to the east of the
borough in the open countryside, the potential for impacts upon designated sites would be relatively low. Whilst
there may be localised effects in terms of a large scale loss of greenspace and disturbance to local biodiversity,
the development of a new settlement would likely incorporate garden village principles and involve enhancement
measures. Therefore, the residual effects in this area may be anticipated to be neutral. To the north east of the
PUA, a settlement here could similarly avoid designated habitats. Again, there would be potential for localised
impacts, for example the loss of hedgerows, trees and effects on watercourses. However, there should be
potential for enhancement in this location too. It is not possible to provide an accurate assessment of the effects
for this option without knowing the location of the new settlement. However, by considering these broad areas, it
can be concluded that the effects would most likely be minor negative at the worst, and may be minor positive.
At this stage, a neutral effect is considered appropriate, but with the caveat of uncertainty.

Overall effects
Option A1 is predicted to have neutral effects in service centres and smaller settlements across the Borough.
However, due to the focused growth at Loughborough and Shepshed there is potential for significant negative
effects upon habitats and species at Charnwood Forest and Black Brook. In addition, there are potential minor
negative effects upon the Soar Valley through a focus on the PUA. Overall, a significant negative effect is
predicted for this option. Although there are neutral effects in some locations, the potential disturbance of one of
the most sensitive habitats in the borough is predicted to be significant.
Option A2 is predicted to have minor negative effects at service centres in several parts of the borough. This
reflects the potential for disturbance along the River Soar and severance of ecological networks. Minor effects
are also predicted as there is potential for localised effects on biodiversity near Loughborough/Shepshed and the
PUA. Overall, the effects are predicted to be minor overall. There would be no significant effects in any one part
of the borough, and the effects on wildlife in each of the different areas could possibly be mitigated, and are not
likely to lead to cumulative effects due to linkages between settlements.
Option A3 is predicted to have minor negative effects or uncertain negative effects across much of the district.
Though there would be effects across a wider range of location, these are not predicted to be significant, nor
would they be likely to generate a significant negative effect when considered in combination. Therefore, a
minor negative effect is predicted overall.
Option A4 is predicted to have similar effects to option A3, though the dispersal of growth to other settlements
could help to reduce the potential for effects at the PUA and at the other settlements. Though minor negative
effects are predicted at the service centres, the effects for the rest of the district are either neutral, or potential
exists to mitigate effects. Therefore, the overall picture for the Borough is an uncertain minor negative effect.
Options A5 and A6 are predicted to have uncertain minor negative effects overall. Each would have minor
negative effects on the PUA but neutral effects across the rest of the borough. The effects of new settlements
ought to be lower given that green infrastructure enhancements ought to be possible to attain and the sensitivity
of habitats are relatively low. Therefore, the overall picture for the borough is not likely to be negative.
Options B2, B3, B4 and B6 are all predicted to have significant negative effects overall. The level of growth in
Loughborough and Shepshed under each option could generate significant effects, particularly for option B2.
Similarly, the increased level of growth along the Soar Valley at Service Centres could have significant effects in
these locations for options B2, B3 and B4. Along with minor negative effects occurring in the PUA and / or other
settlements, the cumulative effects are also significant. Though these options could all generate significant
effects, they can be differentiated on the severity of the effects / likelihood of occurrence. Option B2 is most likely
to have the greatest negative effects in Loughborough, whilst option B3 would have widespread effects across
the greatest number of settlements. Option B6 perhaps performs the best as it would not involve significant
effects at service centres, whilst the other three would.
The effects for C1 are difficult to predict accurately without a firmer understanding of the location of development.
However, looking at potential areas for a new settlement, negative effects would be unlikely for two of the
locations, and only minor for another. It Is also assumed that enhancement would form a key principle of
development. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted at this stage (but with uncertainties).
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 do not propose growth in the service centres, and therefore effects are neutral. For options
A2 and A4, and to a lesser extent options A3 and A6, there would be growth at the service centres and this could
impact on the Soar Valley, in particular the River Soar, with Quorn, Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel and to a
lesser extent Sileby all in close proximity. The proximity of these settlements to the corridor could increase run off
into the watercourses, in particular during construction, increasing the risk of contamination and reducing water
quality. Similarly with more development in option A4 in Anstey, there is pressure on Anstey and Rothley Brook,
therefore the proximity of development could cause similar issues. The effects are predicted to be minor
negative for options A2, A3 and A4 and neutral for option A6 (which involves the least growth).
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water
quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option A4 would have the very similar effects as option B6, given that the level of growth would be very similar.
Options B2, B3 and B4 however would lead to substantially more growth in the service centres, which could
exacerbate potential effects on water quality (due to construction) in the short term. In the longer term however,
the effects are unlikely to be significant as water infrastructure would need to be upgraded and the change in land
use from agricultural to residential could help to reduce pollution somewhat. There would also be a need to
consider SuDs in new developments. Therefore, only minor negative effects are predicted for options B2, B3,
B4 and B6.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to reduce the potential for polluting activities and demand for water resources.

Loughborough / Shepshed:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A4 would involve the most development, with the additional population to the area potentially
having an effect on water quality in the short term, as drainage and sewage facilities may need to be upgraded to
cope with additional waste water and surface water run-off. The effects are not considered to be significant, as
there will be a requirement for waste water facilities and SUDs to manage the potential effects of new
development. Potential contamination to watercourses during construction could also be an issue, as described
for the service centres.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water
quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 (in particular), B3, B4 and B6 would all lead to substantially greater amounts of growth compared to
any of the options in scenario A. The potential for short term effects on water quality due to construction could be
exacerbated, though it would be expected that mitigation would be secured to ensure that effects are not
significant. There is likely to be a need to enhance waste water and drainage infrastructure to support this level of
growth. Minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the Loughborough / Shepshed as there would be a very low level of growth
involved for option C1. This ought to reduce the potential for polluting activities and demand for water resources.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 all propose the delivery of 3350 homes. The likely location of sites would be
within and adjacent to the Leicester Urban Area, such as within Thurmaston and adjacent to the City boundary
adjacent to the A46. There are waterbodies around the River Soar and in the lakes around Leicester Marina and
Watermead Country Park to the east of Thurmaston.
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Whilst these waterbodies are unlikely to be significantly affected, development of sites in close proximity such as
the industrial estate or Mill Lane Car Park, would need to ensure effective mitigation. Development which
changes to residential from the existing employment uses over the longer term, could potentially bring benefits to
water quality as residential development once constructed is less likely to be polluting.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water
quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain though.
Overall, the effects are predicted to be neutral on balance.
Option A4 involves a lower amount of growth than all other options, and therefore neutral effects are predicted
as well.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The level of growth for options B2, B3 and B6 is the same as for A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6. Therefore, the effects
are predicted to be the same (neutral). Though the growth for option B2 is slightly greater, the effects are still
predicted to be neutral.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA as there would be a very low level of growth involved for option C1.
This ought to reduce the potential for polluting activities and demand for water resources.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only options A3 and A4 involve growth in ‘other settlements’ and ‘smaller villages and hamlets’. Therefore, there
are neutral effects for each of the other options (A1, A2, A5, A6). Assuming a relatively even split amongst the
settlements, it is likely that growth could be accommodated in most locations without having significant effects on
existing resources and water quality. Furthermore, there would also be a need to consider SuDs in new
developments. Therefore options A3 and A4 are also predicted to have neutral effects.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water
quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 involve no growth in the other settlements and so neutral effects are predicted. Option B3
involves similar levels of growth compared to options A3 and A4, and so neutral effects are predicted. Option B4
however, would double the amount of growth in smaller settlements, this could put some of the smaller waste
water treatment facilities under more pressure and increase surface water run-off, having an uncertain minor
negative effect in the short term (as waste water may be more difficult to manage in rural areas)
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for ‘other settlements’ as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. This ought to reduce the potential for polluting activities and demand for water resources.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth is very small under option A4, and if spread across
the small villages and hamlets should not have any effects on water quality in any particular location. Neutral
effects are therefore predicted for A4 as well.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth for B4 is still small in the context of the overall
amount of development across the borough, and so effects are unlikely to be significant.
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Neutral effects are still predicted at this level of growth at the Hamlets, though it may be more difficult to manage
waste water in rural areas due to a lack of centralised infrastructure. Therefore, there are uncertainties involved.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only options A5 and A6 involve new settlements. The effects are therefore neutral for options A1, A2, A3 and
A4. The effects for options A5 and A6 are the same, as each would involve the same level of growth at new
settlements (i.e. 3000 dwellings). It is likely water quality would be unaffected as there will need to be new
drainage and water treatment installed as part of any development.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water
quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The effects are the same for scenario B, which involve the same level of growth at new settlements as for
scenario A. Therefore, the effects are neutral for all options.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Effects are highly dependent upon location, which makes it hard to provide an overall conclusion.
With regards to broad areas to the east of the borough, there are a number of minor watercourses that could
possibly be affected by development in the short term. However, it is likely that mitigation would manage such
effects. Much of the land in this location is in use for agriculture and falls within a nitrate vulnerable zone for
surface water. The change of land use from agricultural to residential, open space and other uses may therefore
help to address water quality issues in the longer term.
To the north east of the PUA, the picture is similar to that described above, and therefore similar effects would be
expected.
To the west of Shepshed the land is similarly agricultural. Given the proximity to Black Brook, there may be
potential for effects on water quality during construction, but conversely, a change of use could help to reduce
surface water run-off of nitrates.
Overall, it is concluded that significant effects on water quality would be unlikely at any of the locations, with
potential improvements in the longer term. However, there could be short term negative effects. An uncertain
effect is predicted at this stage due to the lack of detail about location and layouts (which would be important in
determining more accurate effects).

Overall effects
Option A1 is predicted to have a minor negative effect on water quality, which his associated with higher levels
of growth in Loughborough and Shepshed. Whilst growth around Loughborough and Shepshed is predominantly
in existing or adjoining built up areas, there is development likely to occur around Black Brook, which could see
some short term impacts, particularly during the construction phase. The currently open and rural nature would
be replaced by built-up development which can increase run off likelihood into the watercourse also.
Options A2, A3 and A4 are predicted to experience minor negative effects due to the development within the
Soar Valley corridor, which is characterised by water courses with reliant biodiversity. The associated disruption
and pollution with construction could cause some short term problems. This would need to be mitigated by
comprehensive drainage systems.
Options A5 and A6 are predicted to have neutral effects on water quality as the spread and density of
developments should ensure that pressures on water quality in any one location are reduced. The new
settlements will need to include comprehensive drainage and waste water treatment works in support of
development. The scale of growth should provide the economies of scale to secure effective mitigation /
enhancement.
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Options B2, B3, B4 and B6 all involve double the amount of growth across the borough compared to those
options in scenario A. The majority of the additional growth would be focused towards Loughborough/Shepshed
and the Service Centres.
Whilst this overall increase in growth could put greater pressure on water resources by increasing the demands
upon waste water treatment and drainage infrastructure, it is unlikely that development would be approved
without subsequent planned upgrades. Implementing sustainable drainage systems should also help to ensure
that increased hardstanding does not lead to more surface water pollution, whilst a change in use from
agricultural land to residential land could also contribute to a reduction in pollution. Therefore, on balance, the
effects for each of these options are only considered to be minor negative.
Option C could also put greater overall pressure on water resources, depending upon the level of growth
delivered. This would be lower than scenario B though, and ought to be possible to manage with upgrades to
infrastructure. As development would be likely to involve large amounts of agricultural land, the change in land
use could contribute to a reduction in pollution in the longer term. An uncertain effect is predicted at this stage
though.
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Service centres
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Though some sites are adjacent to flood zones 2/3 there are no significant flood risks at any of the potential sites
for development in Anstey. There is also limited potential for effects in Mountsorrel, Rothley, Sileby and Barrow
upon Soar for the same reasons.
Sites in Quorn however, fall within flood zones 3/2 and therefore potential for negative effects exists at all levels
of growth.
For each of the options a neutral effect is predicted. Though there could be potential effects at Quorn, these
could be avoided by developing elsewhere, or more appropriate uses. The overall level of growth in each
settlement should not lead to an increased flood risk elsewhere, provided that suitable drainage improvements
are secured. This might be more difficult to achieve at higher levels of growth such as for options A2 and A4.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At a higher scale of growth the likelihood of sites being within areas at risk of fluvial flooding does not increase
substantially, as none of the available sites present particular issues. However, the increase in growth overall
could be more difficult to manage in terms of surface water drainage. Therefore, uncertain (minor) negative
effects are predicted for each option.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. It would therefore be unlikely that development occurs in areas of flood risk, and the contribution to
flood risk elsewhere would be minimal.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Sites in Shepshed are largely within flood zone 1. The exceptions are sites to the west of the settlement, where
the perimeter of sites are intercepted by flood zone 2 and 3 associated with Black Brook. Within the
Loughborough Urban Area, the majority of potential development sites fall within flood zone 1, with only several
sites having small parts of the site falling within flood zones 2 and 3. The sites on the urban periphery (to the
south) contain greater areas of flood zones 2 and 3. However, the site options are large, and it should therefore
be possible to avoid areas of flood risk and introduce sustainable drainage systems.
For each of the options, the risk of flooding on development sites should be low, as the sites are largely not at
risk of flooding. At higher amounts of growth (option A1 for example) were there would be a need to release
more land, then there could be development on sites that involve a greater element of flood risk. This is a
potential negative effect, but ought to be possible to mitigate given the nature of the sites.
In terms of the overall level of growth, and potential changes to hydrology, a large increase in development in and
around Loughborough and Shepshed are most likely to contribute to increased flood risk in the longer term.
Therefore, option A1 is likely to have the greatest potential for negative effects in this respect also.
Overall, option A1 is predicted to have minor negative effects, whilst options A2, A3, A4, A5 and A6 are
predicted to have neutral effects.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3, B4 and B6 would all involve considerably more development in Loughborough/Shepshed
compared to any option under scenario A. This would most definitely involve the development of sites that
contain areas at risk of flooding. However, the nature of flood risk on available development sites ought to allow
for significant effects to be avoided provided that sustainable drainage systems are implemented. A minor
negative effect is predicted for options B3, B4 and B6. For option B2, which involves maximised growth, there
would be much less flexibility in the choice of sites and layout / densities, therefore a significant negative effect
could occur.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
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Neutral effects are predicted for Loughborough / Shepshed as there would be a very low level of growth
involved for option C1. It would therefore be unlikely that development occurs in areas of flood risk, and the
contribution to flood risk elsewhere would be minimal.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The majority of sites potentially available for development in the PUA do not fall within Flood Zones 2 or 3.
However, there are some sites within Thurmaston that fall entirely within Flood Zone 3. Sites in Syston have
mixed risks of flooding. At a lower level of growth it ought to be possible to avoid areas of flood risk. At higher
levels of growth the need to develop in areas at greater risk (or closer proximity) to areas of flood risk would be
necessary.
To deliver 3350 homes (as per options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6) would require development on the available sites
in the PUA and upon sites in Syston. Therefore, there would be potential for development that is affected by
flood risk, which is a minor negative effect. At a lower level of growth (option A4), these potential effects could
be more easily avoided and thus a neutral effect is predicted.
The overall level of growth involved could also affect surface water run-off and drainage patterns. However,
several sites would be brownfield, and it ought to be possible to incorporate SUDs to greenfield site options given
their size.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3, and B6 all involve the same level of growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6. Therefore, minor
negative effects are also predicted. Though option B4 involves double the level of growth compared to option
A4, the effects are still predicted to be neutral, as there would still be a degree of flexibility in the choice of sites
(to allow for areas of flood risk to be avoided).
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA as there would be a very low level of growth involved for option C1. It
would therefore be unlikely that development occurs in areas of flood risk, and the contribution to flood risk
elsewhere would be minimal.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Sites within the ‘other settlements’ have mixed risk of flooding. At some settlements, potential development sites
do not fall within flood risk zones at all (Rearsby, East Goscote, Cossington, Thrussington, Wymeswold), whilst in
others, small parts of the sites fall within flood zones 2 and 3, but this it mostly at the edge (Thurcaston, Burton
on the Wolds, Barkby).
Growth for options A3 and A4 is at a level where it ought to be possible to avoid flood risk and/or implement
suitable mitigation in the form of SUDs. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
There is no growth for options B2 and B6, so neutral effects are predicted. Option B3 has similar growth to
options A3 and A4, and so a neutral effect is still predicted. For option B3, the amount of growth in the other
settlements increases slightly compared to option A3, whilst the amount in the smaller settlements also
increases. Despite these increases, it should still be possible to avoid flood risk, so neutral effects are
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the other settlements as there would be a very low level of growth involved for
option C1. It would therefore be unlikely that development occurs in areas of flood risk, and the contribution to
flood risk elsewhere would be minimal.

Small Villages and Hamlets
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Water environment: Flooding
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth is very small under option A4, and if spread across
the small villages and hamlets should not have any effects in terms of flood risk locally given the flexibility in the
sites available. However, it is noted that several settlements do fall within close proximity to flood risk zone 2/3
including Swithland, Barkby, Beeby and Wanlip. However, the majority of sites available in the SHLAA do not fall
outside flood zone 1.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth for B4 is still small in the context of the overall
amount of development across the borough, and so effects are unlikely to be significant. Neutral effects are still
predicted locally at this level of growth at the Small Villages and Hamlets. Although there may be a greater
number of sites developed, this would not contribute to increased flood risk locally as there are sufficient sites
available that do not fall into areas of flood risk. Having said this, speculative sites that come forward in certain
settlements may well fall into areas of flood risk. It is expected that these would not be supported though given
the need to apply the sequential test.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Flood risk at the new settlement in Barkby is unlikely to present a constraint to development, as there are no
areas at risk of flooding on site. It ought to be possible to manage surface water run-off through the application of
SUDs. Likewise, the site at Wymeswold is not at risk of fluvial flooding and is unlikely to present a constraint to
development, nor increase flood risk downstream.
The site at Cotes contains small areas that fall within Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3; a small stream running through
the site, as well as a small part of the River Soar flood plain. Despite this, the development of the site could be
accommodated without increasing flood risk. Not least, the large nature of the site ought to allow for green
infrastructure and sustainable drainage systems to be incorporated. Therefore, a neutral effect is predicted.
At the potential new settlement site in Thurcaston, there is a band of flood zone 2/3 running through the site from
south-east to north-west. There is also a band of flood risk zone 2/3 to the north west of the site associated with
the Rothley Brook. Development here is more greatly constrained by potential flood risk, but again it ought to be
possible to incorporate green infrastructure and drainage solutions into a large development. An uncertain
negative effect is predicted at this location.
Overall, the effects of development for options A5 and A6 are predicted to be neutral in terms of the new
settlements. This reflects the neutral effects at three of the new settlements, and only uncertain negative effects
at Thurcaston. There may also be the potential for enhancement to flood risk management at each of the new
settlement developments.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The effects for options B2, B3, B4 and B6 are neutral, as they involve no growth or the same level of growth as
options A5 / A6.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
None of the broad locations for a potential new large scale settlement fall within areas that are at a high risk of
flooding. Whilst small parts of a development site might be intersected by areas at risk of flooding, it should be
relatively easy to avoid areas of flooding. The large scale growth in development in one location could possibly
lead to increases in surface water run-off / changes to hydrology downstream. However, the scale of growth
involved should allow for mitigation measures in the form of SUDs (utilising natural systems). Consequently, the
effects are likely to be neutral overall regardless of location.
Overall effects
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Water environment: Flooding
Option A1 is predicted to have a minor negative effect overall. This is mainly attributable to several sites
potentially being developed in Loughborough/Shepshed and the PUA that contain areas at risk of flooding. The
large focus of growth in these locations could also be more likely to contribute to changes in hydrology.
Options A2-A6 are all predicted to have neutral effects. The spread of growth across the borough should allow
for areas at risk of flooding to be avoided in the main. The more dispersed nature of growth should also lead to
less pressure on drainage infrastructure in any one location. Though there are minor negative effects at the
PUA, the overall picture is neutral.
Options B3, B4 and B6 are all predicted to have minor negative effects with regards to flooding. There would be
substantially more growth at Loughborough/Shepshed, which would mean sites at partial risk of flooding would
need to be developed. The overall increase in growth in this area could also affect surface water run-off.
Likewise, an increase in growth at the service centres could also affect drainage, and/or lead to a need for more
dense development. These are only uncertain negative effects, but in combination with the potential effects at
the PUA and the minor negative effects at Loughborough, each option is likely to be negative overall. Due to the
significant level of growth at Loughborough for option B2, and the lack of site flexibility, a significant negative
effect has been identified for option B2.
Option C1 is predicted to have neutral effects across the borough. The effects at existing settlements would be
limited given the low scale of growth involved. Though there would be substantial growth at a large new
settlement, this isn’t likely to be in areas of high flood risk and mitigation and enhancement ought to be possible
to ensure that impacts on flood risk downstream is not increased.
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Land: Soil resources
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For the service centres, site options are mostly on the urban fringe and would therefore involve the loss of
agricultural land.
Options A1 and A5 involve no development in Service Centres. Option A6 involves the lowest amount of growth.
In Sileby, presuming a need to provide approximately 125 dwellings (one 6th of the total of 750), there could be a
loss of up to 4ha of land, but it would most likely be grade 2 land. At Anstey, presuming a similar level of growth,
the loss of land would similarly be up to 4ha, but grade 2 land could be avoided – i.e. it would be grade 3. At
Rothley, a similar amount again would be lost (4ha of grade 3 land). For Barrow upon Soar, a similar loss would
be expected (4ha of grade 2 land). There would be limited loss of agricultural land at Mountsorrel. At Quorn, a
loss of up to 4ha of grade 3 land is predicted.
Overall, the total loss of agricultural land under option A6 could be up to 20ha, with at least 12ha likely to be
grade 2. Whilst any loss of agricultural land is considered to be negative from a soil resources perspective, the
effects are predicted to be neutral as the magnitude of effects is small, in the context of resources at a borough
scale.
For option A3, the level of growth in the service centres is double that under option A6. Given the need for
additional land for development, the loss of agricultural land would be likely to be approximately 36ha in total.
Again, this would be a mix of grade 2 and 3. The majority of land at Sileby is grade 2, and so a further 4 ha of
grade 2 could be lost here. At Barrow, a similar loss would be expected, but it could be a mix of grade 2 and 3. A
further 4ha of grade 3 land could be lost at Anstey, and similarly at Rothley. For Quorn, the additional site options
do not involve agricultural land and thus, no further loss would be anticipated.
Option A2 involves a greater amount of growth in the service centres compared to option A3. Wherever this is
delivered it is likely to lead to further loss of agricultural land. This could equate to approximately 18 ha of
additional land lost, equating to 54ha in total. Given the quantum and quality of land likely to be lost, a minor
negative effect is predicted.
Option A4, would deliver 2458 dwellings across the service centres, which is more than three times the amount
for option A6. Wherever this additional growth is delivered, it is likely to lead to further loss of agricultural land.
This could equate to approximately 60 ha in total. Given the quantum and quality (large amounts of grade 2) of
land likely to be lost, a significant negative effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B6 would involve approximately the same level of growth as option A4, and therefore 60ha of land could
be lost. This is a significant negative effect.
Option B2 involves 4080 homes, which could lead to a loss of 110ha in total, which is also a significant negative
effect.
Option B3 involves a further 270 homes which could equate to an additional 8ha (118ha total) and option B4
involves a further 220 homes still which could lead to a total loss of 125ha. All four options are predicted to have
significant negative effects due to the scale of loss, and the greater likelihood that grade 2 land would be lost
too.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres. At the scale of growth involved, it ought to be possible to
avoid best and most versatile agricultural land entirely. At worst, there could be a loss of 5ha land across the
Service Centres, which is minimal in the context of the Borough resources.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are a number of options in the urban area of Loughborough and Shepshed that could accommodate a
proportion of new growth under each of the options. There is also non-agricultural land outside the urban area in
Shepshed that could accommodate growth. This would help to avoid the loss of agricultural land and it is
assumed brownfield sites would be maximised as part of the spatial strategy. However, to meet the required
housing targets under each option, there would be a need to release greenfield land on the fringes of
Loughborough and Shepshed.
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For option A6, which involves the lowest level of growth in these areas, there ought to be greater flexibility in the
choice of sites. There may be enough sites in the urban area and on non-agricultural land to deliver this option.
Even if a small number of greenfield sites were selected, the total loss would be unlikely to be greater than 12ha.
The effects are therefore predicted to be neutral, as the magnitude of loss is very small, and a large proportion of
this could be Grade 3 (which may or may not be best or most versatile agricultural land).
Option A3 (2100 dwellings) involves more than double the amount of growth compared to option A6. There would
therefore be a need to release further greenfield land. There would still be some flexibility in site choice though,
and so grade 3 land could be targeted rather than grade 2. However, it might be expected that a further 35 ha of
land would be lost. A total loss of 47 ha is considered to be a minor negative effect.
Option A5 involves slightly lower growth than option A3 (350 dwellings less) and therefore, would be likely to
involve approximately 10ha less compared to option A3 (i.e. a total loss of approximately 37ha). This is a minor
negative effect.
Option A1 involves the greatest amount of growth at 4750 dwellings. This would necessitate the need for further
land take, of which a greater amount would be likely to be grade 2 agricultural land. In total approximately 110ha
could be lost, which is predicted to be a significant negative effect given the higher overall loss and proportion
of higher quality land.
For option A2, the loss of land would be approximately 70ha, which is considered to be a minor negative effect.
Whilst the quantum of land affected is fairly high, it ought to be possible to mostly avoid grade 2 land.
For option A4, the loss of land would be approximately 95ha, of which a greater proportion would need to include
Grade 2 land. This is considered a significant negative effect given the higher overall loss and proportion of
higher quality land.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3, B4, B6 would all involve substantially more growth compared to options under scenario A. There
would be a loss of approximately 200ha for each option, which is a significant negative effect.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for Loughborough / Shepshed. At the scale of growth involved, it ought to be
possible to avoid best and most versatile agricultural land entirely. At worst, there could be a loss of 7ha land, but
this is unlikely, and is minimal in the context of the Borough resources.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 all involve approximately 3350 dwellings. Presuming this consisted of a mix of
urban sites (i.e. within Thurmaston) and sites on the urban fringe (at Thurmaston, Birstall and adjacent to the
A630 for example) and at Syston (a mix of urban and mostly greenfield sites) there would be a potential loss of
agricultural land classified mostly Grade 3 land. Site opportunities adjacent to Thurmaston consist of
approximately 27ha of grade 3 agricultural land. This could be lost to development. Similarly, 20 ha of land
adjacent to the A630 is classified as grade 3 (though this doesn’t appear to be in agricultural use and may not be
best and most versatile (i.e. 3a). Approximately 55 ha of land could also be lost in Syston of either grade 2 or 3
land. Overall, approximately 85ha could be lost, with the majority being Grade 3 land. This could be higher
though should the brownfield sites in the urban area not be found to be deliverable. This is considered to be a
minor negative effect.
Option A4 delivers much fewer dwellings, and would therefore be much less likely to lead to the loss of
agricultural land. Given that some of the land could be met in the urban area of Birstall and Thurmaston on nonagricultural land, the total loss of grade 3 land would likely be less than 15 ha. Therefore, a neutral effect is
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve the same growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5, and A6, and therefore the effects are
the same (85ha - Minor negative). Option B4 would involve lower growth, and the likelihood and amount of loss
is therefore lower (approximately 45ha). This is considered to be a neutral effect.
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Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA. At the scale of growth involved, it ought to be possible to avoid best
and most versatile agricultural land entirely. At worst, there could be a loss of 10ha land, but this is unlikely and is
minimal in the context of the Borough resources.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The majority of ‘other settlements’ fall within the countryside / rural parts of the Borough. Therefore, the majority
of land available for development is classified as either grade 2 or grade 3. The exceptions are in Queniborough
and East Goscote, which present several sites that are not agricultural in nature. Assuming a fairly even split
across the settlements (though some villages do not have the same opportunities for development as others),
there would be some loss of agricultural land in most of the settlements. In some settlements, the loss would be
of grade 3 land (Wymeswold, Thrussington, Burton on the Wolds, Hathern), whilst at others it would likely be
grade 2 (Rearsby). In total, approximately 27ha could be affected for option A3 and 17ha for option A4, but the
majority would be grade 3 (which may or may not be best and most versatile land). Given the low magnitude of
land likely to be lost, and most of this being grade 3 land, neutral effects are predicted for options A3 and A4 (the
only options to involve growth in the ‘other settlements’. All other options are also predicted to have neutral
effects given that there is no growth involved.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B3 would involve similar growth to option A3 and therefore the effects are neutral. Option B4 would
deliver twice the amount of growth compared to option A4 (both being proportionate approaches), and therefore a
loss of up to 45ha could occur. This is a neutral effect given the low magnitude of effects in the context of the
borough.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres. At the scale of growth involved, it ought to be possible to
avoid best and most versatile agricultural land entirely. At worst, there could be a loss of 3ha land across the
Service Centres, which is minimal in the context of the Borough resources.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The villages and hamlets vary in character, with some being located in
Charnwood Forest, and others in more open countryside on agricultural land. The grade varies from 2 to 3
dependent upon location. Overall, the loss of agricultural land for A4 would be likely to be less than 7 ha, and
perhaps lower given the flexibility in site choices across the borough. This is not considered to be significant in
the context of borough-wide and regional resources. Consequently, a neutral effect is also predicted for A4.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. Overall, the loss of agricultural land for A4 would be likely to be less than
14 ha, with at least half of this being grade 3 land that may not actually be classified as best and most versatile.
Therefore, this minor loss is not considered to be significant in the context of borough-wide and regional
resources, nor at a local level with regards to the rural economy in these areas. Consequently, a neutral effect is
also predicted for B4.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
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The new settlement opportunity at Cotes is classified as predominately grade 2 land (132ha), which appears from
field patterns to be in agricultural use. The new settlement opportunity Barkby is categorised as grade 3 land
(47ha), which appears to be in agricultural use. The new settlement opportunity Wymeswold is partially an
airfield plus areas of grade 2 and 3. However, much of the land does not appear to be in agricultural use, rather it
is semi-natural greenspace. A loss of land here is unlikely to affect any best or most versatile land. The new
settlement opportunity Thurcaston is composed of approximately 20ha of grade 2 land and 16ha of grade 3 land,
which appear to be in agricultural use.
In total, the development of these sites as new settlements would be likely to result in over 200ha of agricultural
land loss. This is predicted to be a significant negative effect for both options A5 and A6.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 do not involve growth at the new settlements, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option B6 involves the same growth at new settlements as for options A5 and A6, and so a significant negative
effect is also predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
The loss of agricultural land would be largely dependent upon the location of a new settlement. To the east of the
borough in the open countryside, it is likely that a new settlement would involve a substantial amount of
agricultural land loss. This could be grade 2 or 3 land up to approximately 360ha. This would be a significant
negative effect. West of Shepshed, there would also be a similar loss of agricultural land, but this would be
predominantly grade 3. To the north east of the PUA the effects would be similar, with potential loss of grade 2
and / or 3 land. Therefore, significant negative effects could occur in two of these locations.

Overall effects
Each of the options is predicted to have significant effects upon soil resources. The different options involve loss
in different locations, but the overall picture is that agricultural land is likely to be lost regardless. Though each
option would involve a significant loss of resource. Options A5 and A6 are considered to perform the poorest
under scenario A, as they would lead to substantially more loss compared to the other options. For scenario B,
all of the options would involve greater loss compared to Scenario A, with Option B6 performing the worst. Option
C1 would also have significant negative effects, focused almost entirely at a new settlement.
The total amount of land lost under the options is estimated as follows; Option A1 = 195ha, Option A2 = 218 ha;
Option A3 = 195ha, Option A4 = 194ha, Option A5 = 322ha, Option A6 = 317ha, Option B2 = 395ha, Option B3 =
448ha , Option B4 = 415ha, Option B6 = 545ha, Option C1 = 360ha?
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Air quality
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Existing services and road networks would be used to support development in the service centres, with the level
of growth involved not likely to require strategic infrastructure upgrades. Though increased growth could
contribute to transport along routes into Leicester and Loughborough, the effects on air quality locally are not
likely to be significant at this level of growth due to the spread of development and the absence of air quality
management areas (AQMAs) or areas of concern at the Service Centres.
Consequently, each of the options is predicted to have neutral effects with regards to air quality in the service
centres.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At a higher scale of growth, air quality is still not anticipated to be significantly affected in the service centres
themselves, but could lead to a worsening of quality in town centres due to increased traffic, congestion and car
usage. Furthermore, the overall increase in housing would lead to increased car trips, which could contribute to
air quality issues in more sensitive areas such as Loughborough and Leicester City. For options B2, B3 and B4 a
potential minor negative effect is predicted, with a neutral effect for option B6 which involves lower growth.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres. At the scale of growth involved, the number of additional
trips generated would be minor and unlikely to contribute to air quality issues.

Loughborough / Shepshed:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Data for Loughborough from 2015 indicates that there has been a significant reduction in the concentration of
NO2 levels around the town centre since the opening of the Inner Relief Road in November 20149. The AQMA
however still remains within Loughborough (Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)) and there is potential for this area to be
worsened by concentrated development resulting in more congestion and car journeys. The AQMA around the
railway station is particularly sensitive to being affected.
For options A3, A5 and A6, which involve lower levels of growth, development could be contained mostly within
the urban areas, and therefore, the need to travel would be somewhat reduced. The overall level of growth
would be less likely to have significant negative effects upon air quality, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options A2 and A4 would involve a higher amount of growth and so there may be potential for negative effects
on air quality, but there is uncertainty. Option A1 is most likely to have effects on air quality due to the higher
concentration of growth in and around Loughborough and Shepshed. However, the effects are not predicted to
be significant given the spread of development and choice of sites. It may also be possible to secure
infrastructure improvements for larger developments. A minor negative effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At a higher scale of growth, there would be a need to release the majority if not all available sites, which could
lead to increased trips to, from and through Loughborough and Shepshed. This could lead to worsening air
quality, possibly in AQMAs. Consequently, a significant negative effect is predicted for options B2, B3, B4, B610 (with option B2 performing worst). The potential to secure strategic road improvements might help to reduce
air quality pressures, but this has not been factored into the assessment given that there are no specific schemes
planned.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for Loughborough / Shepshed. At the scale of growth involved, the number of
additional trips generated would be minor and unlikely to contribute to air quality issues.
9
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PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Travel into and out of Leicester often suffers peak time congestion along the main arterial routes. This is
highlighted by the AQMA in Syston (NO2), and within Leicester City itself. Increased development on the urban
periphery is likely to increase traffic along these routes, which could impact upon air quality in these areas.
Monitoring data suggests that annual mean objective of 40μg/m3 is not close to being exceeded in Syston, or in
locations around the PUA. Therefore, whilst the level of increased growth involved could lead to a worsening of
air quality, the effects would not be expected to be significant.
A minor negative effect is predicted for options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6. For option A5, a neutral effect is
predicted as the amount of growth focused in these areas is much lower.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve the same growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 and therefore minor negative
effects are predicted. Option B4 involves a lower level of growth, and so the effects are less likely to occur. An
uncertain negative effect is predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA. At the scale of growth involved, the number of additional trips
generated would be minor and unlikely to contribute to air quality issues.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Given the more rural nature of some of the ‘other settlements’ and hamlets, growth in these locations is likely to
increase the number and length of car trips. However, the dispersed nature of growth and lack of existing air
quality issues in the other settlements (and hamlets for option A4) means that significant effects upon air quality
would not be anticipated in these areas. Neutral effects are predicted for all options, though it is possible that
growth in these areas could contribute to traffic along major routes.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Despite a higher level of growth at the other settlements and hamlets under option B4, the effects are still
predicted to be neutral for each of the options.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the other settlements. At the scale of growth involved, the number of additional
trips generated would be minor and unlikely to contribute to air quality issues.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth under A4 would be low in the context of overall
development across the borough. Though this is likely to encourage car trips, the effects on air quality would be
neutral as new homes would not be placed in sensitive areas or generate significant emissions.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth under B4 would be low in the context of overall
development across the borough. Though this is likely to encourage car trips, the effects on air quality would be
neutral as new homes would not be placed in sensitive areas or generate significant emissions.
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Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only Options A5 and A6 propose development in new/expanded settlements. New development here would
need to include accessible services, a well-designed infrastructure network and effective public transport to
ensure that car journeys are minimised and that congestion into the main towns in the Borough and surrounding
areas is minimised. However, it is anticipated there will be a minor negative effect on air quality given that the
new settlements at Cotes / Wymeswold could lead to higher levels of traffic on routes towards Loughborough and
settlements at Thurcaston and Barkby could contribute to air quality issues in the PUA.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B6 involves the same level of growth as options A5 and A6, and therefore minor negative effects are
predicted also.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
The effects of option C1 would be largely dependent upon the location of a large new settlement.
Common to all three broad opportunity areas is the very large scale of growth in one location which could put
pressure on local road networks and subsequently increase the emissions of air pollutants. A large settlement to
the west of Shepshed could potentially increase the amount of traffic travelling through Loughborough compared
to more modest growth in this area. Consequently, there could be potential to affect the AQMA in this area and
also activity at Junction 23 of the M1. Though a development of such size would be expected to make
substantial contributions to highways network improvements, a significant negative effect could still potentially
occur in this location. Likewise, growth to the north east of the PUA could lead to substantially more car trips to
and from Leicester and possibly through Syston AQMA. This could also potentially have significant negative
effects. A development to the east of Loughborough in the open countryside would be further away from urban
areas with higher concentrations of pollutants. Additional car trips may therefore be less likely to contribute to air
quality issues in one particular area that is already sensitive to additional emissions. As the location of a new
settlement and supporting infrastructure is not known at this time, a precautionary approach is taken and a
potential significant negative effect is recorded for option C1.

Overall effects
Option A1 focuses growth purely at Loughborough and Shepshed and the PUA. Growth in these areas could
both potentially affect air quality in AQMAs, though the effects would not be anticipated to be significant in either
location. Overall, the effects are predicted to be minor negative.
Option A2 shows a similar pattern of development as option 1, with a concentration around the PUA,
Loughborough and Shepshed, but more growth is diverted from Loughborough to the Service Centres. This is
likely to lead to less pressure on the AQMAs at Loughborough, and so effects here are likely to be lower. The
effects in the Service Centres are not expected to be significant either, but growth here could still generate trips
to and from areas of greater sensitivity. A minor negative effect is predicted overall.
Option A3 disperses growth further to the other settlements, lowering the amounts focused at Loughborough and
the Service Centres. As a result, effects on air quality in any particular location are predicted to be lower. Though
the overall increase in growth could still lead to increases in traffic, the effects are not expected to be significant.
Minor negative effects could still be generated in the PUA though. Overall, an uncertain negative effect is
predicted.
Option A4 takes a proportionate approach which should enable a more even spread of development throughout
the Borough. This approach would lead to the lowest level of growth at the PUA, and so effects here could be
better avoided. Neutral effects are predicted in the majority of areas, though there are potentially negative effects
in Loughborough. Despite there being less of a focus in any one area, increased traffic and patterns of travel
could still contribute to air quality issues in sensitive locations. An uncertain (minor) negative effect is
predicted overall.
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Options A5 and A6 propose similar amounts of development, focused largely at the PUA and new settlements.
This pattern of growth could lead to minor negative effects in these locations. In combination with growth at the
PUA, two of the new settlements nearby (Barkby and Thurcaston) could exacerbate the effects in the PUA. It is
uncertain whether these effects would be significant without transport modelling. Minor negative effects are
predicted at this stage.
Options B2, B3, B4, B6 all propose substantially higher levels of growth to Loughborough. This would lead to an
increase in traffic, which could potentially affect air quality. Though the inner link road has reduced air quality
problems in the centre somewhat, it is unclear whether the additional level of growth could be accommodated
without a worsening of air quality. An increase in growth would also occur at the service centres for options B2,
B3 and B6, which could generate minor negative effects in these locations, and also contribute to traffic heading
towards more sensitive areas. Overall a significant negative effect is predicted for each option.
Option B6 would have fewer effects at the service centres, but greater effects as a result of new settlements.
Overall, the effects are still significantly positive.
Overall, option C1 is predicted to have a potential significant negative effect with regards to air quality. Placing
a substantial amount of growth in one location could potentially increase air pollutants. Should this be within
close proximity to urban areas with designated AQMAs the additional traffic could potentially contribute to a
worsening in air quality. The effects across the rest of the district would be minimal, with the exception of those
settlements that are located within close proximity to a new settlement.
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Climate change
Overall effects
The ability to deliver resource efficient and resilient developments ought not to be dependent upon location.
Therefore, the distribution of homes to different levels of the settlement hierarchy should have the same effects
on emissions from the built environment regardless of location. Development in any location should also provide
opportunities to introduce resilience measures such as green infrastructure, green roofs, SUDs. The effect of
scenario A on emissions is predicted to be neutral with regards to the built environment; as such growth might be
expected to occur anyway in the absence of the plan (albeit in a less strategic manner). For scenario B, the level
of growth is higher, and thus the overall emissions on the Borough may be expected to increase (though this
could correspond in a decrease elsewhere).
Location can also lead to differences in the amount of emissions from transport, and certain locations or types of
sites (larger mixed use) may also be more likely to support decentralised energy schemes. These factors are
discussed below with regards to each option. The effects have not been broken down by different levels of the
settlement hierarchy, as impacts in one area could offset those in another. Therefore, it is more appropriate to
discuss the overall implications of each option with regards to emissions and resilience.
Option A1 focuses the majority of growth in Loughborough / Shepshed and the principal urban area. Both these
locations have good access to jobs, services and public transport. Therefore, new development should be less
likely to generate long car trips (and associated emissions). This option would also not lead to further growth in
less accessible locations. Whilst there is no solid evidence to support decentralised energy schemes, the scale
of some site options in Loughborough, and the higher heat demand in the urban area could make these locations
more suitable for such schemes.
Larger site options may also be more appropriate for delivering strategic green infrastructure improvements,
which can help with climate change resilience for wildlife and for human health. This could be particularly
beneficial for more built up areas such as Loughborough, Shepshed and Syston, in terms of helping to reduce a
potential heat island effect.
On balance, a major positive effect is predicted in terms of climate change emissions.
Option A2 still focuses a large proportion of growth to the PUA, but slightly less to Loughborough and Shepshed,
whilst including growth at the service centres. Whilst access to services, facilities and jobs are more accessible
in Loughborough compared to the service centres; these settlements still offer reasonable accessibility.
Therefore, anticipated trips by car ought not to be significantly higher compared to Option A1.
With regards to resilience, growth at some of the service centres would be on smaller scale sites, and so
strategic improvements may be more difficult to secure. The lower demand for heat and the smaller scale of
sites could also make decentralised energy opportunities less feasible. On balance, a minor positive effect is
predicted.
Option B2 involves the same distribution of growth as Option A2, but delivers double the amount of housing. The
effects would therefore be exacerbated. The increased amount of growth at the service centres in particular
could help to create a critical mass to support new facilities that improve accessibility and reduce the need to
travel. However, the overall increase in growth could lead to greater emissions overall. Therefore, the positive
effects are somewhat dampened. A minor positive effect is predicted.
Option A3 disperses growth further, with slightly less growth at Loughborough and the service centres, but more
at ‘other settlements’ at a lower level of the settlement hierarchy. Given that some of these settlements have
poorer access to services, facilities and public transport, this option is more likely to lead to an increase in car
trips and associated emissions. The opportunities for strategic resilience measures or low carbon energy
schemes are also likely to be more limited for the smaller-scale site options at these settlements. On balance a
neutral effect is predicted. In the absence of a Plan, one might expect some growth at different levels of the
settlement hierarchy anyway. This option would not lead to substantial differences in travel pattern and
emissions compared to the baseline situation.
Option B3 proposes a similar distribution to option A3, but with increased growth in Loughborough/Shepshed and
the Service centres. The effects are therefore likely to be a minor positive to reflect the location of a critical
mass of people in accessible locations. As for option B2 though, the higher level of growth dampens the positive
effects somewhat.
Option A4 would see the bulk of growth in Loughborough. Unlike the other 5 options, there would be much lower
growth in the PUA, but a more dispersed pattern of growth across the borough. Growth in the PUA could help to
reduce the length of trips made to access jobs (with many opportunities in the City Centre), and therefore
redistribution of these to smaller settlements (other settlements / small villages and hamlets) across the district
might lead to an increase in emissions from transport overall. Consequently, a minor negative effect is
predicted.

205

Page 481

Climate change
Option B4 involves a higher amount of growth in the other settlements and smaller villages compared to any
option. This will lead to a greater amount of homes in areas that are more reliant on the private car. This could
lead to an increase in emissions. Whilst the increase in growth at the service centres and
Loughborough/Shepshed could be positive in respect of supporting new services, and placing homes in
accessible locations, the overall increase in growth offsets this somewhat. A minor negative effect is predicted.
Options A5 and A6 involve the same level of growth at the PUA as options A1, A2 and A3. Growth here ought to
have relatively good access to facilities and jobs and help minimise increases in transport emissions. Both
options also involve a modest amount of growth in Loughborough, whilst option A6 involves growth in the service
centres too. The growth in these locations and the PUA is predicted to have a minor positive effect in terms of
emissions. However, there would also be substantial growth at new / expanded settlements. The location of
these settlements is not ideal with regards to accessibility. Therefore, without securing new services and facilities
to serve new communities, there is likely to be an increase in car travel associated with growth in these locations.
This offsets any positive effects that could be achieved through a focus on the PUA and Loughborough.
On balance a minor negative effect is predicted for both options. There is uncertainty though, as new settlements
of this scale ought to be more suitable for securing improved services and facilities.
Option B6 involves a new settlement, with the level of growth at these locations the same as options A5 and A6.
The effects associated with these (i.e. potentially negative) therefore remain. As per the other options under
scenario B which involve increased growth in Loughborough and the Service centres, there are some positives
with regards to locating people in accessible areas. However, the overall increase in growth offsets this
somewhat. An uncertain negative effect is predicted.
The effects of option C1 will be dependent upon the location of a new settlement. Generally speaking, the
settlements should have good access to local services, facilities and open green space because this would be an
integral part of development at such a scale. This ought to help reduce emissions from this form of travel.
However, access to jobs may be reliant upon private cars unless expanded bus facilities are established as part
of development. This could therefore lead to an increase in carbon emissions. Overall, it is likely that the
emissions generated would be minor taking these different factors into account. With regards to the potential for
low carbon energy generation and sustainable design, it ought to be more feasible to establish viable schemes
for larger scale developments. However, viability would also depend upon there being a suitably varied range of
uses and anchor loads for heat. It is unclear whether new settlements would involve such features. Therefore
effects are uncertain in this respect. With regards to resilience, large new settlements should provide good
opportunities to incorporate multi-functional green infrastructure which can help manage flood risk and other
effects of climate change. Overall, an uncertain (minor) negative effect is predicted.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 are predicted to have neutral effects in terms of the service centres, as there would be no
focused growth. The effects for options A2, A3, A4 and A6 would vary, as growth at each of the service centres
would be different, and could give more or less flexibility in the choice of sites, and / or ability for mitigation.
As a general point, growth throughout the Soar Valley is likely to have greater potential to affect areas of potential
archaeological importance, as these locations are where human activity has been focused. In terms of effects on
the historic built environment, this varies for each settlement.
At Barrow-upon-Soar, none of the site development options are in locations that would lead to significant effects
upon the character of the settlement or any historic assets. However, several of the sites are not logical
extensions to the urban area, so could affect the feel of the urban fringes.
At Quorn there is sufficient development capacity in non-sensitive locations alongside the A6. Therefore, neutral
effects for each option would be anticipated.
There are a variety of site options in Sileby. Effects upon cultural and natural heritage would be dependent upon
which sites were developed. There are sizeable development opportunities at the urban fringe that ought to be
possible to deliver without having a negative effect upon the character of the settlement. However, as arable
land, these areas could be of importance for archaeology. At lower levels of growth such as for option A6,
effects ought to be neutral, whilst they could be negative at the highest levels of growth such as for option A4.
At Rothley, the potential for negative effects is higher, as development could cut into Rothley Park, which
provides the setting for a range of historic assets. Other development opportunities, such as at Woodcock Farm,
would have the potential to affect the setting of a listed building (Woodcock Farm Barn). For option A4, the level
of growth required would be higher, and so a negative effect could occur, whilst for option A6, it ought to be
possible to avoid negative effects. For options A2 and A3 a minor negative effect is more likely.
For Anstey, growth opportunities could potentially sit to the south of the Conservation Area, affecting the open
nature of this area. Development here could potentially have minor negative effects, but could probably be
avoided at lower growth options. Other site options on the urban fringe are unlikely to have adverse effects on
the character of the settlement, as they would likely be an extension to existing suburban housing development
which has already shaped the character of these areas.
Overall, the effects on the service centres is not predicted to be significant for any of the options. Option A4,
which proposes the most growth in these settlements, has the potential for negative effects, but only in Rothley
and Sileby. Therefore, only a minor negative effect is predicted overall.
Options A2 and A3 would involve lesser growth, and so the effects could potentially be better managed.
Consequently, an uncertain negative effect is predicted to reflect greater flexibility.
Option A6 would allow for growth to be delivered at suitable locations and densities to allow for negative effects
to be avoided. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B6 involves similar growth to option A4, and therefore a minor negative effect is also predicted. Options
B2, B3 and B4 involve much more growth in the service centres. In some of the settlements, this would be
unlikely to have a substantially different effect given the location of potential development sites. However, at
others such as Rothley and Sileby, there could be potential for more pronounced negative effects.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres with regards to heritage. At the scale of growth involved, it
is unlikely that the character of settlements would be adversely affected. It should be possible to avoid sensitive
sites and implement suitable mitigation.
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Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For each of the options, it is likely that there would be maximisation of brownfield sites in the urban areas. For
Shepshed, the majority of sites do not contain nor are adjacent to designated heritage assets. Development here
would not be expected to affect the setting of more distant heritage assets either as they are relatively well
screened or have no major bearing on the character of the area.
For Loughborough, there are several sites that fall within or adjacent to the Conservation Area and/or contain
listed buildings. At some sites, it ought to be relatively easy to avoid harm to the historic environment, and
perhaps achieve enhancement (for example, 45-54 Pinfold Gate falls within a site option, but this frontage could
be retained and the surrounding built environment improved). There are sites adjacent to Conservation Areas
that do not add to their character, and redevelopment ought to improve the built environment (for example, site
options at Lemyngton Street, Land at True Lovers Walk / Frederick Street, Station Avenue, Leicester
Road/Aumberry Gap). At other sites though, there could be potential negative effects on heritage that are difficult
to avoid (for example; Rosebury School site - which could involve the loss of a listed building, or Land off
Leicester Road – which could change the open nature of Loughborough Chapels). Overall, the effects in the
urban areas of Loughborough and Shepshed would be anticipated to be neutral. There may be some minor
negative effects at certain sites in Loughborough, but positive effects / enhancements at others. The effects in
Shepshed urban area would not be substantial.
For each option there would also be a need (to differing extents) to release site options on the urban fringes of
Shepshed and Loughborough.
The scale of growth involved for option A1 would necessitate most of the site options at Shepshed and / or one of
the larger site options to the south of Loughborough. The effects on heritage assets from expansion at Shepshed
would not be anticipated to be significant, given that there are very few designated heritage assets at the urban
fringe. At Loughborough, the potential for effects is somewhat higher, as there are a number of heritage assets
close to the Charnwood Forest. Development here would likely change the setting of these assets. At this level
of growth, it may be possible to avoid the most sensitive locations through site choice or lower density
development. A significant negative effect is predicted at this stage, though there is potential for this to be
avoided dependent upon the sites involved.
For options A2, and A4, the level of growth is less compared to option A1, and it ought to be possible to avoid
growth in areas of greatest sensitivity. A minor negative effect is therefore predicted.
For options A3 and A5, the growth would be lesser still, and therefore it ought to be possible to avoid sensitive
areas. An uncertain negative effect is predicted though as effects could still occur be dependent upon the sites
that were allocated.
For option A6, the level of growth would be lower than options A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5, and thus even greater
flexibility would be afforded. Therefore, the effects are predicted to be neutral.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3, B4 and B6 all involve substantially greater growth than any option under scenario A. The effects
upon sites on the rural fringes are therefore more likely to occur. Significant negative effects are predicted,
which may be more difficult to avoid, especially for option B2.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for Loughborough / Shepshed with regards to heritage. At the scale of growth
involved, it is unlikely that the character of the built environment would be adversely affected. It should be
possible to avoid sensitive sites and implement suitable mitigation.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Effects of development in Thurmaston and Birstall are predicted to be neutral. The site options are either
industrial in nature, or on the edge of established housing estates. Neither contains important heritage assets,
nor do they contribute positively to the character of the settlements. Likewise, site options adjacent to the A5630
are not likely to have effects upon the historic environment.
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However, site options to the north of Keyham Lane West (at Hamilton Grounds Farm), could have significant
negative effects upon the Deserted village of Hamilton Scheduled Monument. An open rural setting is important
to the Scheduled Monuments, and thus development in this location (particularly on the adjacent site option)
could alter its setting.
There are a mix of smaller scale site opportunities in the urban area of Syston, and larger greenfield site options
to the urban fringes. Though some of the urban options fall within the conservation area it should be possible to
secure sensitive design that brings about improvements to the built environment. For options A1, A2, A3, A5 and
A6 there would also be a requirement to release land at the urban fringes. The scale of growth required should
be possible to accommodate without having substantial effects on the character of Syston.
For options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6, there would be a need to release the majority of available sites at the
principal urban area and some sites within Syston. Whilst this would have neutral effects in the most part, it
could have effects upon the deserted village of Hamilton Scheduled Monument. Avoiding development at the
Hamilton Grounds Farm site ought to be possible at this level of growth though, which should minimise the
potential for negative effects. Overall, an uncertain negative effect is predicted.
For option A4, the level of growth is lower, and it would therefore be much more possible to avoid growth at the
Hamilton Farm sites. Therefore a neutral effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve the same level of growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6. Therefore an
uncertain negative effect is also predicted. Despite option B4 involving double the amount of growth as option
A4, the effects are still predicted to be neutral as there is sufficient flexibility to avoid effects.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA with regards to heritage. At the scale of growth involved, it is unlikely
that the character of the built and natural environment would be adversely affected. It should be possible to avoid
sensitive sites and implement suitable mitigation.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5, A6 and A7 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options A3 and A4 both involve growth at the other settlements, with option A4 also involving some growth at
smaller villages and hamlets (but less at the other settlements compared to option A3). Modest growth at some
of the other settlements ought to be accommodated without having significant effects upon the character of the
settlements or the historic core. For example, site options in Queniborough are unlikely to lead to major changes
to the approach to the settlement or having negative effects on historic features. Likewise, site options in East
Goscote and Hathern should not be particularly sensitive to change.
At other settlements, the potential for effects is higher. For example, Thrussington as a relatively small
settlement with a rural character could potentially be adversely affected by growth. The extent of the settlement
would be increased, and this could affect approaches into the village. At higher scales of growth, significant
negative effects could be generated.
At Wymeswold, development of sites could affect the rural ‘feel’ of approaches into the village along East Road
and narrow Lane. Whilst low density, sensitive schemes could possibly be delivered, a change to the character
of the settlement is likely. And so minor negative effects could be anticipated.
There are several site options in Rearsby, and the effects would be dependent on those which were allocated.
Potentially, the character of the Conservation Area could be affected at higher levels of growth.
At the smaller villages and hamlets, the potential to affect the character of settlements is likely to increase given
their smaller size, rural nature and in some instances sensitive locations (for example Newton Linfield). However,
the scale of growth would be fairly low if spread across the Borough. Therefore, the effects would not be
anticipated to be significant overall.
Overall, option A3 is predicted to have a minor negative effect. Growth at the other settlements could be
accommodated in the main, without having a significant effect upon settlements.
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However, in some instances, negative effects would need to be managed. This ought to be feasible though by
reducing growth to sensitive settlements and / or delivering low density, sympathetic design to emulate the rural
feel of these settlements. An uncertain effect is recorded in line with the precautionary principle.
Option A4 is predicted to perform similarly. Though the more dispersed nature of this option would mean that
smaller villages and hamlets could be adversely affected, the effects ought to be minor overall for the other
settlements. The lower level of growth at the ‘other settlements’ compared to option A3, should also allow for
effects in these locations to be better managed too, and so the negative effects are less certain.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted. The growth
for option B3 is broadly the same as option A3 and so a minor negative effect is predicted. Option B4 involves
double the growth at the other settlements and smaller villages compared to option A4. Therefore, the likelihood
that sensitive sites could be affected increases, and it may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate effects.
Consequently, the negative effects are more certain. A minor negative effect is still predicted for the other
settlements though as the level and spread of growth should still allow for significant effects to be avoided.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the other settlements with regards to heritage. At the scale of growth involved,
it is unlikely that the character of the built and natural environment would be adversely affected. It should be
possible to avoid sensitive settlements, sites and implement suitable mitigation.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth under A4 would be very low in the context of overall
development across the borough. However, housing development in such settlements could be substantial in the
context of their scale and form. The majority of hamlets / small villages are designated as Conservation Areas
and contain a number of listed buildings. Even a small amount of growth in these locations may alter the setting
of the listed buildings as well as encroaching into the Conservation Areas. There should be some flexibility in the
choice of sites and the spread of development to avoid significant effects in most locations and therefore only
minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth under B4 would still be relatively low in the context
of overall development across the borough. However, the increased growth at the small villages and hamlets
could lead to more notable effects on the character of these settlements and the setting of listed buildings. There
is therefore potential for significant negative effects at some of these settlements.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at small villages and hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The new settlement at Barkby is adjacent to the conservation area. Whilst there are no heritage assets on site as
such, a development of this scale next to Barkby has the potential to alter the setting of the village. It may be
possible to retain a rural feel to the development, but this would require a much lower density development.
A new settlement at Wymeswold / Hoton sits adjacent to Hoton village conservation area. Development of the
scale proposed could therefore alter the setting of this village substantially. A negative effect is predicted, but it is
acknowledged that the inclusion of buffer zones between the village and the airfield part of the site could mitigate
adverse effects and help to ensure that the character of the village is better protected.
Cotes is a small village with several listed buildings and an adjacent Scheduled Monument (Cotes deserted
medieval village). An application for a large scale mixed use development was submitted (P/13/1842/2) to the
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Council and Historic England considered that there could be substantial harm to the Scheduled Monument on the
basis of the plans submitted. Though a new scheme here could be designed and laid out differently so as to
reduce harm, the potential for negative effects clearly exists.
A new settlement at Thurcaston would expand the built form of the settlement. However, this would be unlikely to
be visible from the existing village centre, or along most routes through the village. The exception would be
along Thurcaston Lane, where a new settlement could be visible and potentially affect the rural feel of the village
approach. The edge of the site to the north west would also be adjacent to Mill House Farmhouse (Grade II
Listed Building). The setting of the building could be adversely affected, given that it has a rural context.
Overall, options A5 and A6 (which involve the new settlements) have the potential to have negative effects upon
the historic environment (as discussed above). However, despite the scale of development involved, it ought to
be possible to mitigate effects by ensuring development incorporates green infrastructure, buffer zones and
sympathetic design. At the Cotes location however, there is evidence that development could cause substantial
harm to heritage assets, and so the potential for significant negative effects is greater. Overall, a minor negative
effect is predicted reflecting the potential for mitigation and the lower magnitude of effects at three of the four
locations.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 do not involve growth at new settlements and therefore neutral effects are predicted.
Option B6 involves the same level of growth as options 5 and 6, and so a minor negative effect is predicted
also. As per options A5 and A6 there are uncertainties as to whether the effects could be significant.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
The effects on the historic environment will be largely dependent upon location. As this is not known for certain
at this stage, there is an inherent degree of uncertainty in the assessment. Commentary is provided for the three
broad areas of opportunity. To the west of Shepshed, a new settlement would not be likely to lead to a direct
loss of heritage assets, nor should it affect the setting of heritage assets in Shepshed. Although there is a
scheduled monument over the local authority boundary, it ought to be possible to mitigate effects on the setting of
this asset. A new settlement to the east of Loughborough in the open countryside ought to be able to avoid direct
effects upon designated heritage assets. Though the character of the landscape would be affected in this
location, which could change the character of smaller settlements nearby, it should be possible to avoid
significant effects on heritage. To the north east of the Leicester urban area a new settlement would likely be in
the open countryside, and it ought to be possible to avoid the direct loss of heritage assets. However, there
could potentially be effects on the setting of nearby assets and settlements. Overall, it is likely that significant
negative effects could be avoided regardless of location. However, it is not possible to rule out adverse effects at
this stage, and so a minor negative effect is recorded.

Overall effects
Option A1 is predicted to have a minor negative effect overall across the district. Adverse effects would be
avoided at the service centres and other settlements and there would be no new settlements. Whilst the effects
at the PUA could potentially be avoided (hence an uncertain negative effect), there could be significant negative
effects in Loughborough both within the urban area and at the urban fringes. Nevertheless, the lack of effects in
sensitive locations throughout the Soar Valley, and the potential to minimise effects in Loughborough means that
the effects are not significant overall across the borough when considered holistically.
For option A2, a minor negative effect is also predicted. However, the effects would be generated in different
areas compared to option A1. Due to the scale of growth at the service centres, it might be difficult to avoid
effects upon heritage assets in some settlements. There may also be greater potential to affect areas of
archaeological value given past activity along the Soar Valley. The effects in Loughborough are less likely to be
negative (compared to option A1), but there is some uncertainty for the PUA. Overall, a minor negative effect is
predicted.
Option A3 could have potential negative effects at multiple locations across the district. However, it could be
possible to avoid effects at the PUA, Service Centres and Loughborough/Shepshed. The effects upon other
settlements are more likely to occur, but these are only minor. Overall, the effects are predicted to be uncertain
negative as it may well be possible to minimise effects in the majority of the settlements.
Option A4 would have similar effects to option A3, but a lower growth in the PUA would mean that negative
effects here were less likely. However, the effects at service centres and Loughborough would be more certain
to occur. Overall, a minor negative effect is still predicted, reflecting effects on the character of a number of
settlements across the district.
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Option A5 is predicted to have an uncertain minor negative effect overall. There could be negative effects
associated with the new settlements. However, the minor effects at Loughborough and the PUA, could probably
be mitigated or avoided depending upon the location of sites involved and design. Neutral effects are also
predicted for service centres and smaller settlements, which have sensitive character. The overall picture is
therefore likely to be mostly neutral, but in line with the precautionary principle an uncertain effect is identified
overall.
Option A6 is predicted to have similar effects to option A5, though the focus on service centres instead of
Loughborough would be less likely to have negative effects. Overall an uncertain minor negative effect is
predicted.
Options B2, B3, B4 and B6 are all predicted to have significant negative effects overall. Each option could
have major effects in Loughborough, as well as at the service centres for B2, B3 and B4. Generally, the effects
are lower at the other settlements and the PUA. Option B6 would have fewer effects across the district compared
to options B2, B3 and B4, but still generate significant effects in Loughborough. Overall, the effects on multiple
settlements, although minor is considered to be significant at the borough level when considered alongside the
effects at Loughborough.
Though each of these options could generate significant negative effects, it is important to acknowledge that
mitigation, avoidance (though more difficult at this scale of growth) and enhancement could be secured through
accompanying plan policies. Therefore, this level of growth is not inherently significant with regards to the
historic environment.
At this stage however, uncertainty about sites and the policies that would support the strategy means that a
significant effect ought to be predicted.
Option C1 is predicted to have mostly neutral effects on heritage across the district due to the low levels of
growth at existing settlements. Whilst a large new settlement would undoubtedly change the character of the
countryside in whichever area it was located, it ought to be possible to avoid significant effects on heritage.
There is potential for minor negative effects at a new settlement, but this is offset by the protection of assets
throughout the rest of the borough. The overall impacts are therefore uncertain minor negative effects.
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Population: Poverty and deprivation
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 do not propose growth in the service centres, and therefore the effects upon deprivation are
not likely to be significant. The service centres are broadly characterised by low levels of multiple deprivation
(with the exception of small pockets at Mountsorrel and Sileby that fall within the 20-40% most deprived areas. In
the absence of growth, it is therefore unlikely that deprivation would worsen or improve to a significant degree.
However, a lack of growth does not allow for the support of new social / community infrastructure. Neutral
effects are predicted.
For option A2, and to a lesser extent option A4, there would be moderate growth at the service centres.
Assuming a relatively even distribution of growth between the service centres, there is potential for positive
effects in tackling pockets of deprivation through development contributions to schools, play areas and open
space. This would be most beneficial in Mountsorrel and Sileby, where deprivation is slightly worse than at other
service centres. Whilst increased growth could (conversely) have negative effects by increasing traffic
congestion and putting pressure on services, the level of growth involved for these options is fairly modest, and
so such issues ought to be avoided. On balance, the effects are likely to be uncertain (minor) positive, as the
benefits in areas of greatest need would not be assured.
The slightly lower growth options A3 and A6 are unlikely to have a notable effect on levels of deprivation, and
therefore neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B4 proposes 4,579 dwellings at service centres. Option B2 and option B3 propose similar, but slightly
lower levels of growth. All three options would require maximisation of sites for development, which would result
in less flexibility on deciding which sites should be brought forward. Whilst the increased level of growth would
bring with it higher levels of traffic and potential amenity issues for existing communities, it should also bring more
affordable housing and greater contributions to community infrastructure improvements that can help to tackle
deprivation. On balance, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option B6 proposes a similar level of growth at the service centres as option A4, therefore uncertain minor
positive effects are predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
At very low levels of growth it is unlikely that deprivation would worsen or improve to a significant degree.
However, a lack of growth does not allow for the support of new social / community infrastructure. The service
centres are generally characterised by low levels of deprivation though and so neutral effects are predicted.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option A (4,750 dwellings) and to a lesser extent option A4 (3,590) would bring the most growth to Loughborough
and Shepshed and therefore have the greatest potential to impact upon poverty and deprivation in these areas.
This level of growth could bring forward development on a more strategic level and potentially be able to tackle
areas that fall within the top 10% most deprived areas in the UK, including Loughborough Storer and
Loughborough Hastings ward that lie to the east of the city. If growth can be considered on a larger scale then
the incorporation of enhanced or new facilities and schools could be brought forward alongside developments.
There are a small number of sites available within the most deprived areas surrounding Loughborough and
Shepshed which could be developed to help alleviate some of the issues relating to poverty and deprivation (i.e.
affordable housing, play space). However, greater benefits could be derived if growth includes larger sites to the
edge of the current built up area. These larger sites currently have low levels of deprivation, but in some places
(e.g. to the south east of Loughborough) adjoin areas that have a higher level of deprivation. Therefore growth on
a larger scale could provide greater opportunities to deliver the required infrastructure to support improvements
that deprived communities can benefit from. A significant positive effect is predicted for option A1 and a minor
positive effect for option A4.
Options A2, A3 and A4 all look to deliver between 2,000 – 3,000 dwellings split between both Loughborough and
Shepshed. This level of growth would help to provide affordable housing and associated improvements to
facilities, but at a lesser extent compared to option A1. The necessity to develop larger strategic sites would be
lower for these options, and therefore, the benefits accrued may not be as substantial. Therefore, only minor
positive effects are predicted. The increase in traffic generated as a result of growth would be unlikely to have
significant effects upon deprived communities.
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Option A5 (1,750) and to a greater extent option A6 (1,000) would bring forward the least amount of growth,
which could be mainly accommodated by the smaller sites that sit within the urban area. Developing these sites
could lead to small scale improvements in deprived areas by provision of affordable housing and community
facilities such as play space. However, the scale of the sites and growth overall is unlikely to support strategic
improvements to infrastructure. Therefore, the effects are likely to be very focused and it is uncertain if tangible
benefits would be accrued. Conversely, a lack of substantial growth in Loughborough and Shepshed could help
to alleviate pressure on existing services and infrastructure. On balance, uncertain positive effects are
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2 proposes the highest level of growth to Loughborough and Shepshed (8,270 dwellings). This level of
growth reaches the maximum SHLAA capacity, therefore all sites identifies would have to be brought forward for
development. This growth would help to secure more affordable homes, and would also be required to contribute
towards enhancements to services and facilities including health, education and recreation. As well as the jobs
created through growth, this option would therefore be likely to have positive effects in terms of helping to tackle
deprivation. Sites adjacent to deprived areas would most certainly need to be developed, which could have
particular benefits, if on-site facilities are accessible to existing communities. However, at this scale of growth
there is also potential for more traffic and congestion in the urban area, which could affect deprived communities.
A loss of open space at the urban fringe could also be perceived as negative by residents who access this land
for recreation. In particular, there would be a loss of land adjacent to the Charnwood Forest. On balance a
minor positive effect is predicted. It would be important to ensure that phasing of development took account of
the capacity of facilities, or there may be potential for short term negative effects in terms of access to education
and health facilities.
Options B3, B4 and B6 all propose around 7,000 new dwellings to Loughborough and Shepshed. These options
would have similar effects to option B2 in terms of bringing new housing and infrastructure. As the level of
growth is slightly lower, there would be less pressure to develop all sites, but the potential for negative effects
would still exist given the need for the loss of open space, and an increased pressure on services and
infrastructure (at least in the short term). Consequently, the effects are predicted to be positive, but not
significant.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
At a low level of growth it is unlikely that deprivation would worsen or improve to a significant degree. However, a
lack of growth does not allow for the support of new social / community infrastructure. Given that some parts of
Loughborough fall within the top 20% deprived communities in the country, this could be viewed as a missed
opportunity. Therefore, uncertain negative effects are predicted.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are a number of sites that could accommodate growth on the edge of Leicester. Whilst the majority of
these do not fall directly within areas of high multiple deprivation, they are adjacent to areas in the City that fall
within the top 10 % deprived nationally (for example Stocking Farm ward in Leicester City is within the top 10%,
also Rushley mead ward falls within the top 20% most deprived wards). Sites to the south-west of Syston and
East Syston also fall within the top 30% most deprived wards in the country. Growth in these locations has the
potential to benefit nearby communities through contributions to infrastructure improvements (social and
physical), and greater availability of affordable housing. However, these areas are also in areas that could suffer
negative implications. For example, traffic is expected to increase along the A563 and is likely to have the
greatest impact on the deprived areas which are in the closest proximity to the road network. Therefore, positive
effects are likely to be offset slightly by a loss of open space, increased traffic and short term pressure on existing
services.
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 all propose a fairly modest amount of growth in the PUA. Though there could be
some minor negative effects (as identified above), the positives should outweigh these and target growth to areas
that are most in need of investment. Therefore, overall, a significant positive effect is predicted.
Option A4 (1,067 dwellings), would bring a lower level of growth to the edge of Leicester. Therefore, the effects
(positive and negative) on deprivation would be less significant. An uncertain minor positive effect is
predicted.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2, B3 and B6 all propose the same level of growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 discussed above.
Therefore significant positive effects are also predicted.
Option B3 proposes a slightly lower level of growth (2,068). This is predicted to have a minor positive effect.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Given the low level of growth involved, it is unlikely that deprivation would worsen or improve to a significant
degree. However, lower levels of growth do not allow for the support of new social / community infrastructure.
Given that some parts of the Leicester urban area fall within the top 20% deprived communities in the country,
this could be viewed as a missed opportunity. Neutral effects are predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5 & A6 propose no development at other settlements and smaller settlements. These areas
are mostly located in areas with low levels of multiple deprivation. Therefore, the need for regeneration and
growth to tackle deprivation is not a priority here. Whilst a lack of growth would not help to tackle rural
accessibility issues, it would be expected to have a neutral effect with regards to deprivation.
Option A3 and to a lesser extent option A4 propose a small level of growth to other settlements and villages. As
these areas are generally characterised by low levels of deprivation, this growth would not be anticipated to have
significant effects as it is small scale and not in priority areas. However, if increased growth is not matched
sufficiently with enhancements to local facilities and services, levels of deprivation could perhaps decline in some
domains. On balance, the effects are likely to be neutral in terms of levels of deprivation.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 propose no growth and thus a neutral effect is predicted as per options A1, A2, A5 and A6.
Whilst options B2 and B4 propose growth at the other settlements, the effects are also predicted to be neutral
with regards to deprivation for the reasons discussed above for options A3 and A4.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 proposes limited development at other settlements and smaller settlements. These areas are mostly
located in areas with low levels of multiple deprivation. Therefore, the need for regeneration and growth to tackle
deprivation is not a priority here. Whilst a lack of growth would not help to tackle rural accessibility issues, it
would be expected to have a neutral effect with regards to deprivation.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth under A4 would be low in the context of overall
development across the borough. The smaller villages and hamlets are broadly located in areas of low
deprivation, and so positive effects in this respect are unlikely to occur by locating small amounts of growth in
these areas. Conversely, the amount of growth directed from other areas that could benefit more from growth is
minimal. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted overall.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
for all other options under this scenario. Though higher than growth under A4, the level of growth for B4 would
still be low in the context of overall development across the borough. Therefore, neutral effects are still
predicted overall.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.
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New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
With the exception of Barkby, the new settlements are not located in areas that could be accessed by nearby
communities with high levels of deprivation. Given that options A1, A2, A3, and A4 do not propose growth in
new settlements, the effects are therefore likely to be neutral as no existing communities would be likely to
affected (positively or negatively).
Options A5 & A6 (3,000 homes) would look to bring forward growth to new settlements within Charnwood. A new
settlement at Barkby, Wymeswold / Hoton, Thurcaston and Cotes could incorporate opportunities for new
facilities to be provided alongside housing growth in order to create sustainable communities. Whilst this would
not necessarily help to tackle deprivation in existing communities, it ought to ensure that future communities are
less likely to become deprived (by ensuring they are sustainable to begin with). Growth at Barkby may also
benefit deprived communities at Syston and Thurmaston, through improved access to associated services and
facilities such as health care and formal open space. An uncertain minor positive effect is predicted as access
is not immediate and might not be taken up by residents without access to a car.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 do not proposed any growth at new settlements, therefore effects are neutral.
Option B6, proposes the delivery of 3,000 dwellings to new settlements, the same as option A5 and A6 discussed
above, therefore uncertain minor positive effects are also predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
A new settlement is unlikely to have direct benefits for deprived communities through the delivery of social
infrastructure or access to facilities. However, the provision of new affordable homes with mixed tenures could
present opportunities for some residents to access better quality housing. Whilst this would not necessarily help
to tackle deprivation in existing communities, it ought to ensure that future communities are less likely to become
deprived (by ensuring they are sustainable to begin with). An uncertain minor positive effect is predicted.

Overall effects
Option A1 proposes the majority of growth to the PUA and Loughborough / Shepshed. Due to there being areas
of deprivation in both these locations, there is potential to have significant positive effects. Though no growth is
focused at other settlements across the borough, the levels of deprivation in these areas is broadly low, so the
effects would be mainly neutral. The overall effects are still considered to be significantly positive.
For Option A2 the effects at the PUA would likely to be significantly positive too, but the positive effects in other
locations are more uncertain. Therefore, a minor positive effect is predicted overall.
Option A3 proposes further dispersal away from the service centres to the other settlements. As deprivation is
not a prevalent issue in the other settlements, the effects of growth in these locations is broadly neutral. Diverting
growth from the service centres would reduce the potential positives in this area too. A minor positive effect is
predicted overall reflecting the significant effects that would be generated at the PUA.
Option A4 proposes proportionate growth. This would direct less growth to the PUA and Loughborough and
therefore lacks the positive effects in these locations. There is greater uncertainty about the positive effects in
the PUA and the Service Centres too. Overall, this constitutes an uncertain minor positive effect.
Option A5 would also generate significant positive effects at the PUA. However, due to lower levels of growth in
Loughborough, the positive effects are only minor. There could also be neutral effects at the service centres and
other settlements. This creates a less positive picture across the borough overall, but there could also be some
positive effects by creating new sustainable settlements. Therefore a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option A6 is similar to option A5, but the implications for the service centres would be neutral rather than
potentially negative. This still equates to a minor positive effect overall.
Whilst Options B2 and B3 would have similar benefits with regards to the PUA, they both propose a substantial
additional amount of growth at the service centres and Loughborough / Shepshed. The increased benefits from
growth include more affordable housing and infrastructure investment. However, this large increase in growth
could also have negative implications in terms of increased traffic and a loss of open space.
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Therefore, the positive effects are only considered to be minor for Loughborough and the Service Centres.
Overall, a significant positive effect is predicted as there would be benefits across most of the Borough,
including in the most deprived areas.
Option B4 proposes proportionate growth, which would not achieve the same positive effects at the PUA
compared to options B2, B3 and B6. The effects overall are predicted to be a minor positive.
Option B6 is similar to option A6, but a greater amount of growth at Loughborough would lead to more certain
positive effects, and there would also be greater potential for positive effects at the service centres. Combined
with a significant positive effect at the PUA and minor positives at new settlements, the overall effects are
considered to be positive significant effects.
Option C1 is predicted to have neutral effects for most parts of the Borough owing to the large focus on one new
settlement. At a new settlement, new communities ought to benefit from higher quality design and access to
facilities and services, hence making it less likely that these areas will become deprived in the future. However,
the benefits for existing communities are likely to be limited (i.e. to those moving into the area). Consequently,
the overall effects are predicted to be neutral.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 do not propose growth in the service centres. Consequently, the loss of open space from
new development would be less likely to occur. There are health facilities in these locations which are
accessible, and a lack of further growth would mean that additional pressure on these services would be
reduced. Conversely, a lack of growth does not allow for improvements to be made through development
contributions to new or enhanced services, nor green infrastructure and recreational improvements. The
effects are therefore predicted to be neutral.
Option A6 proposes the lowest level of growth to the service centres. The choice of sites ought to be flexible,
and those with good access to health and recreational facilities could be developed. The effects on open
space and recreation would be limited given the scale of growth at each Service Centre, but likewise, the
effects on services and facilities would be less pronounced. Overall, neutral effects are predicted.
Option A3 proposes double the amount of growth compared to option A6, and so there could be increased
pressures on open space and health facilities. Most of the service centres have at least one GP surgery, with
the exception of Rothley, whereby increasing pressure would be put on nearby services at Mountsorrel. At
this scale of growth, there may not be a critical mass to support new facilities. Where it is not possible to
expand sites, residents may therefore need to travel further to access facilities and services, which is an
uncertain minor negative effect. Conversely, a higher level of growth could (particularly on larger sites)
present opportunities to secure local improvements to green infrastructure and open space provision. These
are uncertain minor positive effects. Overall, a mixed effect is predicted.
Options A2 and A4 involve slightly higher growth compared to option A3. The increase in population would
have the potential to put increasing pressure on existing health and leisure services, unless new / enhanced
services were brought forward along with this proposed level of growth in housing. There would also be
greater pressure to release greenfield land, which could be used for recreation. Consequently, minor
negative effects could occur. However, growth also brings potential for enhancement, and the service
centres are broadly well located in terms of access to recreation opportunities. Minor positive effects are
also predicted. Overall, the effects are mixed.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B4 at the higher growth level proposes 4,579 dwellings at service centres. Option B2 and option B3
propose similar, but slightly lower levels of growth. Each of these options could have negative effects by
putting substantial pressure on existing services. However, at the level of growth involved, it ought to be
possible to support new facilities which would benefit new and existing communities. The larger sites that may
be involved could also present more opportunities for strategic improvements to open space and green
infrastructure. Consequently, a significant positive effect is predicted in the long term. However, minor
negative effects are also predicted, as some residents may perceive a loss of open space as negative, and
may suffer from poorer access to facilities in the short term.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
A low level of growth is predicted at the service centres. With regards to a loss of open space and recreational
facilities, the effects are therefore likely to be neutral. Conversely, there are low chances of securing
enhancement to green infrastructure. As the level of growth is low, the pressure on health facilities and other
services would also be minor, and so neutral effects are anticipated.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Currently, there are two GP surgeries located in Shepshed, 4 within the built up area of Loughborough and an
additional three GP surgeries dispersed between to the two areas.
By locating growth in locations close to the centre of town in Loughborough and Shepshed there is the
opportunity to ensure good access to current health and leisure facilities, along with opportunities to improve
access to open space, including green linkages throughout the built up area.
Sites able to accommodate larger growth are on the edges of the built up area. Therefore access to health
services in these locations would be more distant unless new facilities were secured alongside development.
Option A1 (4,750) proposes the highest level of growth and some of the larger sites would need to be
developed to achieve this target.
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This could lead to a loss of open green space on the urban fringes, some of which is valuable as recreational
space and is a gateway to the Charnwood Forest. Though enhancements might be delivered as part of
development, the potential for negative effects exists. The pressure on health services would also be
substantial at this level of growth, so enhancement or new facilities would be required. At this scale of growth,
there remains some flexibility in the choice of sites and densities, so it ought to be possible to plan for health
and recreation positively. However, a potential minor negative effect is predicted to reflect these issues.
Significant positive effects are recorded relating to good accessibility in the urban centre to health facilities
and enhancement opportunities at the urban fringe.
Options A2 and A4 have the potential to direct development to some of the smaller more accessible sites
within the built up urban areas, alongside a smaller number of large sites on the edge of Loughborough and
Shepshed, which could create the critical mass for new facilities. The larger sites could also bring
opportunities to create new recreational spaces, which could encourage participation in recreation without
resulting in wholesale development of open space at the urban fringes. Whilst these are positive effects, they
are less likely to be significant compared to option A1. However, the negative effects are also less likely to be
prominent.
Options A3 and A5 propose slightly lower growth than options A2 and A4, and so it ought to be possible to
avoid negative effects. However, the likelihood of positive effects occurring is also more uncertain.
Option A6 proposes the least growth to sites located close to Loughborough and Shepshed. If development
was focused on the smaller sites within the current built up urban area, there would be good access to existing
health facilities, and avoidance of the loss of open space. Whilst there may be additional pressure put upon
the existing services, they should be able to accommodate this level of growth dispersed across the urban
area. Conversely, there are less opportunities to provide new services, or to improve access to open space
and promote/provide recreational facilities at the urban fringe. Consequently, neutral effects are predicted
overall.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2 would deliver the highest level of growth to Loughborough and Shepshed (8270 dwellings). To a
lesser extent option B3, B4 and B6 propose around 7,000 new dwellings. The effect this could have on healthy
and active lifestyles in the area could be significant as large amounts of greenfield land would be needed to
deliver this growth, along with increasing pressures on existing health services and recreational facilities.
There would be a need to deliver development on large sites for each of these options, which ought to support
new health and recreational facilities if planned strategically. This could have significant positive effects for
new communities, but also for those in surrounding areas (some of which have high levels of deprivation) that
could access these new facilities and also improve links into the Charnwood Forest if well designed.
Conversely, in some areas, there would be a loss of open space and a lack of new health and leisure facilities,
meaning that communities in these areas could be negatively affected.
The strategic nature of development that would be required to deliver these levels of growth could also mean
that new services and facilities are not delivered in the early phases. This could generate short term negative
effects. Overall mixed effects are predicted, with both the positives and negatives being significant.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
At the level of growth proposed, the likelihood of effects upon health services are minor, and so neutral effects
would be anticipated. Likewise, there would be minimal loss of open space and recreation. However,
opportunities to secure enhancements to public facilities and green infrastructure through development would
be limited. Therefore, the overall effects in this area are likely to be neutral.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 (3,350 dwellings) all focus growth to the edge of Leicester into the urban area
of Thurmsaston, Birstall and Syston. These areas all have reasonable access to health facilities and
recreational facilities (for example Watermead Country Park), so new development ought to be well located in
this respect, which is positive. The level of growth involved however could put pressure on these facilities
unless supported by enhancements, which is a potential negative effect. The level of growth and sites
involved ought to allow for such enhancements, though some existing facilities could be unable to expand.
An uncertain negative effect is predicted in this respect.
Development on some sites which are currently privately owned could lead to improved access to open green
space if enhancements are secured to green infrastructure. This could help to increase participation of
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physical activity helping to improve health and wellbeing. Therefore; minor positive effects are also
predicted.
Option A4 proposes 1,067 new dwellings at the edge of Leicester. This level of growth could also put
pressure on existing services, but would be less likely to impact upon open green space. Therefore, it ought
to be possible to avoid negative effects for this option. The likelihood of positive effects occurring would be
lower though, so a neutral effect is predicted overall.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 all propose the same level of growth at options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 discussed
above; therefore mixed effects are predicted also.
Option B2 proposes to deliver 2,068 dwellings to the PUA. This could put pressure on health services in the
area, and may involve a greater risk of open green space being affected (compared to option A4). However,
there is also a greater potential for enhancements to green infrastructure being secured. Compared to options
B2, B3 and B6, the certainty of positive effects occurring would be lower, so an uncertain positive effect is
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
A low level of growth is predicted at the urban fringes of Leicester. With regards to a loss of open space and
recreational facilities, the effects are therefore likely to be neutral. Conversely, there are low chances of
securing enhancement to green infrastructure. As the level of growth is low, the pressure on health facilities
and other services would also be minor, and so neutral effects are anticipated.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5 and A6 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted
with regards to healthy lifestyles. Without substantial growth in these areas, the critical mass for new heath
facilities would not be generated, and so it would only lead to more people having to travel further to access
facilities if additional growth was located here. The lack of development would also help to protect green and
open space, which is used for recreation.
Options A3 and A4 involve growth at the other settlements, with option A4 also involving some growth at
smaller villages and hamlets (but less at the other settlements compared to option A3). Modest growth at
some of the other settlements ought to be accommodated without having significant effects upon the health
and active lifestyles of the population. However, an increase in the population at settlements that current have
no GP surgery and leisure facilities would mean that access to services was poor for some new residents.
This would lead to a need to travel to higher order settlements (For example, residents at Queniborough, East
Goscote and Thrussington may need to use GP services at Syston). A minor negative effect is recorded in
this respect for both options.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options B3 and B4 pose a similar level of growth to other settlements as option A3 discussed above, therefore
minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
A low level of growth is predicted at the other settlements. With regards to a loss of open space and
recreational facilities, the effects are therefore likely to be neutral. Conversely, there are low chances of
securing enhancement to green infrastructure. As the level of growth is low, the pressure on health facilities
and other services would also be minor, and so neutral effects are anticipated.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option A4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Development here would have poor
access to health facilities and other services and would not generate the demand for local improvements.
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Therefore, access to health for new residents would be reliant on car travel. The loss of open space is also
likely to occur, but this should not affect the wider accessibility to the countryside given the location of such
settlements.
Overall, the effects are likely to be neutral given the very low level of new development involved.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option B4 would involve growth at the hamlets and small villages. Development here would have poor
access to health facilities and other services and would not generate the demand for local improvements.
Therefore, access to health for new residents would be reliant on car travel. The loss of open space is also
likely to occur, but this should not affect the wider accessibility to the countryside given the location of such
settlements. Overall, the effects are likely to be minor negative for B4 on a local basis.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets and so a neutral effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, and option A4 do not propose growth at other settlements, and therefore effects are
neutral. There are no existing communities likely to be affected.
Option A5 and A6 (3,000 dwellings) could deliver a significant amount of growth to new settlements. There are
limited health and leisure services within the close vicinity of the new settlements at present, with nearby
settlements mostly reliant on the service centres for health and leisure facilities. However, at such a scale of
growth it ought to be possible to create the critical mass for new satellite health facilities to serve new
communities (and any nearby lower order settlements such as Barkby, Wymeswold, Hoton). Therefore, the
new communities ought to be well served by health and community facilities.
The scale of the sites should also help to secure accessible green infrastructure for new residents, and for
nearby communities if good links are created. Given that these areas are not specifically used for recreation
at present, this could be an improvement on the baseline position and could be a significant positive effect.
However, without scheme details, it is not possible to be certain about the extent of positive effects, so a
minor positive effect is predicted at this stage.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 do not propose growth at new/expanded settlements, and therefore effects are
neutral.
Options B6 proposes the same level of growth as options A5 and A6, therefore a minor positive effect is
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 would involve a significant amount of growth at one new settlement. At the scale of growth
involved, there would be a requirement to deliver new education and health facilities. Therefore new
communities would be likely to be well served.
Nearby settlements may also benefit from access to new improved facilities (though it is unclear which these
would be at this stage). There would be a loss of large amounts of open countryside, but it is less likely that
this would be used by communities (such as open space on the fringes of larger settlements).
A new settlement would also be expected to incorporate garden village principles and so green infrastructure
improvement should be a key element of the development(s). Consequently, access to quality greenspace for
recreation ought to be good for residents in these areas. A significant positive effect is predicted overall to
reflect the likelihood of new facilities being established and enhancements to green infrastructure. The
benefits would only be likely to accrue in the longer term though as a new settlement of this scale would
require considerable planning.
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Overall effects
Option A1 is predicted to have a minor positive effect overall across the borough. Whilst the effects across
much of the borough would be neutral, there could be significant positive effects in Loughborough and minor
benefits at the PUA. However, there may also be negative effects for some communities in Loughborough
which offset the positives somewhat.
Option A2 is less likely to generate a significant positive effect in any one location, and there may be mixed
effects at the service centres, Loughborough/Shepshed and the PUA. However, the positives are more
pronounced and are likely to outweigh the negatives overall. A minor positive effect is predicted overall.
Option A3 is likely to have less prominent and more uncertain effects due to the dispersal of growth, both
positive and negative.
Whilst the loss of open space in any one location would be lower, opportunities to deliver new facilities along
with population growth could be more limited due to the growth being dispersed.
Growth at the other settlements would also lead to negative effects by placing people in less accessible areas.
Overall, a neutral effect is predicted, as there could be gains and losses in different areas, but no significant
change Borough trends.
Option A4 is predicted to have similar effects to option A3, though there would be less potential for positive
effects at the PUA, and greater potential for negative effects at the service centres. Conversely, the positive
effects are more certain at the service centres and Loughborough / Shepshed. Overall, a neutral effect is
predicted, as there could be gains and losses in different areas, but no significant change to Borough trends.
Options A5 and A6 are both predicted to have minor positive effects overall. Neither option is likely to
generate significant negative effects, and in the main, the effects would be neutral across the borough with the
exception of the PUA and at new settlements. In particular, the new settlements could create new facilities and
enhancements to green infrastructure that benefit new and existing communities.
Option B2 delivers a substantial amount of growth to Loughborough / Shepshed and the Service Centres.
This would necessitate the development of larger sites in these areas and could create the critical mass to
support new health facilities. Though there would be significant loss of open space, there could be
enhancement to recreational facilities, and overall the positive effects should outweigh the negatives in these
locations. Overall, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option B3 would have similar effects to option B2, but there could be negative effects at the other settlements
associated with poor access to facilities. Overall, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option B4 proposes proportionate growth, which also involves substantial growth at Loughborough/Shepshed.
The effects here are therefore similar to options B2, B3 and B6. However, the positive effects at the service
centres and the PUA would be less pronounced due to fewer opportunities to support new and enhanced
facilities. Minor negative effects are also predicted for the other settlements and the small villages and
hamlets. An uncertain positive effect is predicted overall, as it is more likely, but unclear whether the
positives would outweigh the negatives.
Option B6 is likely to have similar effects to option B2, but with the additional benefits that could be generated
at the PUA. Consequently, a significant positive effect is predicted overall.
Overall, option C1 is predicted to have a minor positive effect with regards to health and wellbeing. There
would be mostly neutral effects across much of the borough due to low levels of planned development. Whilst
this would reduce pressure on facilities and open space, it would not help to instigate improvements.
Significant growth at a new settlement would ensure new communities have good access to health and
educational facilities, open space and perhaps other leisure facilities. This would have significant benefits in
this location, but only in the longer term. On balance a minor positive effect is predicted across the borough
as a whole as the significant positive effects would be concentrated in one location and only accrue in the long
term, possibly beyond the plan period.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Should the objectively assessed housing need be achieved, this would lead to positive effects on housing.
However, setting a target in line with the OAN, does not necessarily mean it will be achieved if there are issues of
deliverability and phasing. Therefore, at this scale of growth, the potential for significant positive effects could be
reduced somewhat.
The distribution of housing is also important to ensure that a wide range of communities benefit from growth, and
that development occurs in appropriate, attractive locations.
Options A1, A5 and B2 do not propose growth in the service centres, and therefore minor negative effects
could occur here as it would not support a growth in population for these settlements. As higher-order
settlements with good access to services and jobs, having no planned growth in these areas may not help to
tackle local needs and market demands.
For option A4, and to a lesser extent options A2 and A3, there would be growth at the service centres. Therefore
larger levels of growth around these service areas is likely to make a positive contribution to delivery and
affordability, although in the more rural locations, there would be less opportunity to address affordability, There
is likely to be sufficient land capacity to deliver all the options due to the level of growth being below the SLHAA
capacity, however the higher levels of growth there could be particular needs for supporting infrastructure to
make such growth deliverable. Due to these peripheral locations typically having higher house prices than areas
within the surrounding larger settlements within Charnwood, growth here could help to impact affordability, Option
A4 is predicted to have a significant positive effect on housing provision and at the slightly lower level of
growth, option A2 and A3 could provide moderate positive effects.
The lowest level of growth would be through option A6 (750 dwellings), which once dispersed across all the
service centres would not bring forward a significant number of homes to each area, therefore only minor
positive effects could be realised.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B4 at the higher growth level proposes 4,579 dwellings at service centres. Option B2 and option B3
propose similar, but slightly lower levels of growth. Therefore, significant positive effects in terms of housing
numbers for service centre, as a greater mix in housing types could be delivered on a range of sites.
Option B6 proposes a similar amount of growth as option A4, therefore, it could be predicted that significant
positive effects could also be felt.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves a very limited amount of growth in the Service Centres, therefore minor negative effects
could occur as it would not support a growth in population for these settlements. As higher-order settlements
with good access to services and jobs, having no planned growth in these areas may not help to tackle local
needs and market demands.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are a number of sites able to accommodate growth around Loughborough and Shepshed. The SHLAA
capacity is 8,270, which none of the options for growth put forward, therefore there ought to be good flexibility in
the choice of sites for allocation. This increased flexibility could help provide homes that meet the need of the
community in specific locations, resulting in an adequate supply of housing and ensuring an appropriate mix of
dwelling size, type and tenure. Sites within the current built up area could present opportunities to make better
use of the current building stock.
Option A1 proposes the highest level of growth, which ought to be most positive with regards to the contribution
to deliverability and affordability. This option should best help to meet the needs of the community in this location
and therefore, minor positive effects are predicted.
Option A4 and to a lesser extent options A2 and A3 would deliver a moderate amount of additional housing to the
current stock at Loughborough and Shepshed, contributing to additional affordable and specialist housing. This
contributes to a minor positive effect in these locations.

224

Page 500

Population: Housing
Options A5 and to a lesser extent option A6, could also deliver additional housing, but due to the lower level of
growth the effects would be less prominent.
Given the potential for some sites to only be deliverable in the longer term, the effects are predicted to be
uncertain positive effects.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2 would deliver the highest level of growth to Loughborough and Shepshed. To a lesser extent options 8,
B4 and B6 propose around 7,000 new dwellings. Therefore, the extent of opportunities for mixed housing to the
area is high, resulting in significant positive effects for Loughborough and Shepshed. The flexibility afforded
by the wide range of sites available ought to ensure that opportunities for growth exist throughout the plan period.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves a very limited amount of growth at Loughborough / Shepshed; therefore minor negative
effects could occur as it would not support a growth in population for these settlements. As the largest
settlements in the borough with good access to services and jobs, having no planned growth in these areas may
not help to tackle local needs and market demands.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 (3,350 dwellings) all propose growth to the edge of Leicester. Given that there is a
demand for housing in Leicester City, meeting needs on the periphery is likely to have benefits for communities in
these locations, and also those looking to maintain a connection to the City. Minor positive effects are
predicted.
Whilst option A4 proposes a lower level of growth of 1,067 dwellings. This option would not take the opportunity
to help meet needs where they are arising (i.e. within close proximity to Leicester), and therefore, a neutral
effect is predicted with regards to housing (this level of growth may be anticipated anyway given it represents a
proportionate approach).
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2, B3 and B6 all propose the same level of growth at options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 discussed above,
therefore minor positive effects are predicted.
Option B4 proposes to deliver 2,068 dwellings to the PUA. This level of growth ought to help to contribute
towards meeting needs and tackling affordability. However, the effects are less certain compared to options B2,
B3 and B6.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves a very limited amount of growth at the PUA; therefore minor negative effects could occur as
it would not support housing delivery for communities in this area. Given the close proximity to Leicester City
and the inability to meet needs in the City itself, this could be negative with regards to housing provision in an
area of need.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5 and A6 do not propose growth in the other settlements, and therefore effects are predicted to
be negative here. There would be limited support for new housing in these locations beyond windfall
development, and therefore it may be difficult to tackle rural affordability issues. These locations are also
attractive for market development. Minor negative effects are predicted as the magnitude of effects are small.
Option A3 and to a lesser extent option A4 (which disperses growth further) ought to have minor positive effects
by supporting a modest amount of growth in the other settlements. Therefore, minor positive effects are
predicted for both options.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so minor negative effects are predicted.
Options B3 and B4 propose a similar level of growth to other settlements as option A3 discussed above,
therefore minor positive effects are predicted. For option A4, which proposes almost double the amount of
growth to other settlements and smaller settlements combined, there ought to be a significant positive effect in
terms of the provision of housing need in rural areas and supporting the viability of these communities.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so minor negative effects are predicted.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 do not propose growth in the small villages and hamlets, and therefore effects are
likely to be neutral or possibly negative should there be specific demand in such areas. There would be limited
support for new housing in these locations beyond windfall development, and therefore it may be difficult to tackle
rural affordability issues. Uncertain minor negative effects are predicted as the magnitude of effects is small
and the suitability for housing in these locations is questionable given their lack of services and facilities.
Option A4 which disperses growth to include small villages and hamlets could have some benefits for a limited
number of people. However, the benefits would be offset by the likelihood that housing in these locations would
not deliver accessible homes that communities need. Overall, a localised minor positive effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve no growth in the small villages and hamlets and therefore uncertain minor
negative effects are predicted (as per options A1, A2, A3, A5, A6).
Option B4 proposes almost double the amount of growth to smaller settlements which ought to have minor
positive effects with regards to allowing the market to deliver homes. However, the amount of housing would
not be enough to support new facilities, and would therefore be unsustainably located. This offsets the positive
effects somewhat.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets so an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3 and A4 do not propose growth in new settlements, and therefore effects are neutral. The
effects are neutral as not developing new settlements would not directly lead to a decline in housing availability
and affordability in existing settlements.
Options A5 and A6 both involve substantial housing provision though sites at new settlements and expansion to
other settlements within the plan area, This could contribute to meeting the borough’s housing needs, and could
provide a mix of types of housing that could generate more affordable housing compared to other ‘sub’ market
areas with well-established values. However, the delivery of growth may be affected by the reliance on
infrastructure required to support this level of growth. Minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 do not propose growth at new/expanded settlements, and therefore effects are neutral.
Option B6 proposes the same level of growth as options A5 and A6, therefore minor positive effects are
predicted.
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Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves substantial housing provision though one large settlement. It is unknown where this would be,
but the beneficial effects would be mostly restricted to the settlement and nearby communities. The housing
delivered could contribute to meeting the borough’s housing needs, and could provide a mix of types of housing
that could generate more affordable housing compared to other ‘sub’ market areas with well-established values.
However, the delivery of growth may be affected by the reliance on infrastructure required to support this level of
growth and provision would most likely not be delivered in full within the plan period.
The ability to achieve a 5 year housing supply may also be affected with over-reliance on one large site that
would need to be appropriately phased. Consequently, the overall effects on housing are likely to be mixed.
Minor negative effects are recorded for the short term, with minor positive effects in the longer term.

Overall effects
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Dependent upon the size, location and complexity of development of the sites involved, planning to deliver a
housing target in-line with the OAHN may fall short of actually achieving this level of housing growth. Therefore,
significant positive effects are not predicted to be likely for any of the options under Scenario A.
Option A1 proposes the majority of growth around the PUA and Loughborough/Shepshed. Whilst this could result
in positive effects in these areas with regards to housing delivery, it would not help to meet needs in the service
centres and rural locations. These negative effects could offset the benefits achieved in Loughborough and the
PUA somewhat, and so the positive effects are uncertain (and minor).
Option A2 would generate minor positive effects across a range of settlements, including Loughborough /
Shepshed, the service centres and the PUA. By spreading development more widely across the borough, more
communities would be likely to benefit and the range of sites would be increased. Therefore, despite potential
negative effects in the ‘other’ and smaller settlements, a minor positive effect is predicted overall.
Option A3 disperses growth across a larger number of sites, which could present a greater opportunity to meet
‘local needs’ in a range of settlements, including those in the other settlements. This could help to deliver a mix of
housing types in different locations, and help to increase the affordability of these areas by increasing the current
housing stock. Whilst there could be some very localised minor negative effects related to the smaller villages
and hamlets, a minor positive effect is predicted overall.
Option A4 proposes proportionate growth across according to the settlement hierarchy. This would lead to
positive effects in the existing centres of population, helping to meet needs in a variety of locations (to different
extents). However, this option would do less to meet needs in the PUA, which is a missed opportunity to help
tackle affordability and housing availability in the wider City. Nevertheless, the overall effects across the borough
are likely to be minor positive.
Option A5 proposes growth at the largest built-up urban areas around the edge of Leicester and
Loughborough/Shepshed, along with significant growth at new settlements. This presents opportunities to grow
the housing stock around these areas and ensure an appropriate mix of dwellings are delivered at new
settlements. However, strategic infrastructure may need to be delivered at new settlements to allow housing to
come forward at this scale over the plan period. The lack of growth in the service centres and other settlements
could also be negative in respect of (not) helping to tackle housing needs in these areas. On balance, positive
effects ought to be achieved across the district, but there is greater uncertainty associated with this option given
the negative effects at some settlements and potential deliverability/phasing issues associated with large
settlements. Uncertain positive effects are predicted.
Option A6 proposes similar growth to option 5 with additional growth at service centres rather than at
Loughborough / Shepshed. The effects are therefore similar to option A5, but the potential for negative effects is
reduced for the service centres. The overall effects are therefore predicted to be less uncertain for the borough
as a whole, so minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Growth at this higher level should provide greater flexibility in the choice of sites, which makes it more likely that
the objectively assessed housing needs would be met over the plan period. The greater number and types of
sites should also ensure that the needs of a variety of communities could be met. Consequently, options B2, B3,
B4, B6 are all predicted to have significant positive effects overall.
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However, the relative performance at different settlements differs slightly, with options B2, B3 and B6 potentially
having negative implications for the lower order settlements.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 is predicated to have mixed effects on housing over the plan period.
There is little provision for the majority of existing settlements across the Borough, and so potential negative
effects are recorded.
Whilst provision of new housing at a large scale new settlement is likely to have minor positive effects in the
longer term, it is probable that the full housing needs would not be met in the plan period and a 5 year supply
may be difficult to achieve. Consequently, minor negative effects are predicted also.
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Local economy
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 do not propose growth in the service centres, and therefore effects are predicted to be
neutral.
For option A4, and to a lesser extent options A2 and A3, there would be growth at the service centres, which
would likely have a positive effect on the service centres local economies. An increase in homes would help to
provide accommodation for workers. If housing is located in accessible locations, via the transport network, this
could help support the expansion of economic/employment hubs. The larger service centres located along the
Soar Valley provides a variety of industrial employment opportunities, including activities related to mineral
extraction, textiles and engineering. There would also be job creation to construct homes in these service
centres. Overall, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option A6 (750 dwellings) delivers a lower level of growth, which is unlikely to have a significant effect at any of
the service centres. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B4 at the higher growth level proposes 4,579 dwellings at service centres. Option B2 and option B3
propose similar, but slightly lower levels of growth. Growth at this level would help to generate jobs for the
construction of homes in these locations, whilst also placing new development in settlements with relatively good
access to jobs in the larger centres of Leicester and Loughborough. An increase in housing should also help to
support increased local spending. Significant positive effects are predicted.
Option B6 proposes a similar amount of growth as option A4; therefore, therefore minor positive effects are
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Options C1 proposes a very low level of growth across the service centres, and therefore effects are predicted to
be neutral with regards to the local economies in these areas.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Loughborough is the Boroughs principle employment centre and over the years has diversified from a traditional
textile and engineering base into pharmaceuticals, general manufacturing services, and warehousing and
distribution. A key component of the service sector is research and development. This area offers strong new
employment potential especially through the development of the Science Park off Ashby Road, which Charnwood
Borough Council has identified as a key employment location, along with the enterprise park. A further boost to
this sector has been the arrival of AstraZeneca at Loughborough Industrial Park, following their take-over of
Fisons Pharmaceuticals. Both Loughborough University and Loughborough College of Further Education are
both critically important to the local economy.
Shepshed has moved from a traditional reliance on manufacturing towards distribution firms and facilities. These
are taking advantage of a location adjacent to Junction 23 of the M1. The town has strengthened economic links
with Loughborough in recent years also.
Both locations should also be able to benefit from job opportunities at the East Midlands Gateway.
Option A1 (4,750) proposes the highest level of growth under scenario A. Growth here would link homes to job
opportunities very well, and would help to support local services and facilities. Also, this level of growth may
support opportunities to create/expand current employment hubs, allowing the continuation of employment rates
around Loughborough and Shepshed and job diversification. New development could help to provide
accommodation for the working age population due to the delivery of a diverse range of housing to the area
Therefore, for option A1 significant positive effect could be predicted.
Options A2 and A3 and to a lesser extend option A4 has the potential to direct development to some of the
smaller more accessible sites within the built up urban areas, alongside some large sites on the edge of
Loughborough and Shepshed. Therefore, there could be opportunities to link up new development with the
existing employment centres, via public transport. Provision of homes in the periphery could help to tackle
deprivation in the City itself, should it help to provide accommodation for such communities along with increased
job diversification. Minor positive effects are predicted for this level of growth.
Option A6 (1,000) and to a lesser extent option A5 propose the least growth to sites located close to
Loughborough and Shepshed.
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Therefore, there would be fewer opportunities to support economic growth around Loughborough. However there
would also be less competition for jobs in the area. It is less likely that positive effects would be generated, and
therefore, uncertain minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2 would deliver the highest level of growth to Loughborough and Shepshed. To a lesser extent, options
B3, B4 and B6 propose around 7,000 new dwellings. Growth for all these options would provide substantial
amounts of new housing in Loughborough and Shepshed, which would provide accommodation to support jobs
growth in this area. This level of growth could also support infrastructure improvements and local spending.
Significant positive effects are predicted.
At this level of growth however, there could be increased competition for jobs should there be increased
migration into the area. The large scale level of growth could also put pressure on transport routes, which could
have negative implications. Uncertain minor negative effects are predicted to reflect these issues.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Options C1 proposes a very low level of growth at Loughborough / Shepshed, and therefore effects are predicted
to be neutral with regards to the local economies in these areas.

PUA:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 (3,350 dwellings) all propose growth to the edge of Leicester into the urban area of
Thurmaston, Birstall and Syston. The delivery of homes to the Leicester urban periphery should provide homes
that have good access to jobs in the city, and further afield should there be connections to the strategic road
networks. However, access to a large proportion of these jobs outside of Leicester could rely on the private car,
and so certain communities might not benefit. Provision of homes to the edge of Leicester could help tackle
deprivation in the worst effected wards, should it help to provide accommodation and job opportunities to such
communities. Housing provision close to the City and surrounding employment hubs (for example the Global
Technologies Hub) could also help to improve graduate retention (access to higher quality jobs) and fill gaps in
the market (leisure and creative industries), which is something that is currently lacking across the whole of
Charnwood. Therefore, significant positive effects are predicted.
Option A4 proposes 1,067 new dwellings at the edge of Leicester. This level of growth could be accommodated
on some of the smaller sites located around the urban areas of Thurmaston, Birstall and Syston. However, this
level of growth may be expected to be absorbed by these settlement areas, without providing any significant
economic boost. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option B2, B3 and B6 all propose the same level of growth as options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 discussed above,
therefore Significant positive effects are also predicted.
Option B4 proposes to deliver 2,068 dwellings to the PUA. This level of growth is lower than those discussed
above, therefore minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Options C1 proposes a very low level of growth across the PUA, and therefore effects are predicted to be neutral
with regards to the local economies in these areas.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5 and A6 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options A3 and A4 involve a limited amount of growth at the other settlements, with option A4 also involving
some growth at smaller villages and hamlets (but less at the other settlements compared to option A3). In
general, the smaller towns and villages already struggle to provide local job opportunities for skilled workers.
Therefore, growth in these locations would be likely to result in greater levels of commuting. Growth in the rural
areas would also do little to address regeneration, as most of these locations are affluent. It would also draw
investment away from more suitable locations for economic growth such as the Service Centres, PUA and
Loughborough/Shepshed.
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Given that the magnitude of growth here is low, only minor negative effects are predicted. Conversely,
increased housing in these areas could help to support an increase in spending in the other settlements, which
ought to be positive for local businesses in these areas. Minor positive effects are therefore predicted for A3
and A4.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options B3 and B4 propose a similar level of growth to other settlements as option A3 discussed above,
therefore both positive and negative effects are predicted (minor).
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Options C1 proposes a very low level of growth across the other settlements, and therefore effects are predicted
to be neutral with regards to the local economies in these areas.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 do not propose growth in the small villages and hamlets, and therefore effects are
likely to be neutral with regards to the economy.
Option A4 which disperses growth to include small villages and hamlets could have some benefits for a limited
number of businesses that are located in these areas. However, the magnitude of effects would be very minor
given that these settlements have no more than one local facility, and these are mostly not employment
generating (i.e. community facilities and recreation / leisure). Presuming a fairly proportionate split between the
settlements, it is not likely that there would be any notable effect in any particular settlement with regards to the
economy. Furthermore, growth would draw housing away from areas with better access to jobs. This is
negative, but the scale of effects is so low that they are considered to be neutral. Overall, a neutral effect is
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve no growth in the small villages and hamlets and therefore neutral effects are
predicted (as per options A1, A2, A3, A5, A6).
Option B4 proposes almost double the amount of growth to smaller settlements, but even at this scale, it is
unlikely to support new business opportunities, and there are limited existing opportunities to build upon. Neutral
effects are therefore still predicted with regards to opportunities. At this scale of growth, a greater amount is
drawn away from more accessible locations for jobs, which is a minor negative effect.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets so neutral effects are predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, and option A4 do not propose growth at other settlements, and therefore effects are
predicted to be neutral.
Option A5 and A6 (3,000 dwellings) would deliver a substantial amount of growth to new settlements. The
location of these new settlements is varied. At Thurcaston and Barkby, there are close links to the City, whilst at
Cotes and Wymeswold / Hoton, the sites are more detached from urban centres, but should provide access to
jobs in Loughborough (though probably by car). Growth would support accommodation for workers, though not
all locations are ideal in terms of access to jobs. Nevertheless, positive effects would be generated. The effects
on existing settlements would be more limited, as growth would create new settlements / local centres in their
own right. Therefore, the effects for existing communities would be limited.
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Should strategic infrastructure and public transport links be improved as part of development at Thurcaston and
Barkby settlements, this could potentially benefit deprived communities in the City by providing an increased
range of accommodation.
Overall, minor positive effects are predicted. Whilst the new settlements would provide accommodation for the
working age population, the benefits for existing communities would be limited, and the location of some new
settlements is not ideally related to jobs (without access to a car).
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 do not propose growth at new/expanded settlements, and therefore effects are neutral.
Option B6 proposes the same level of growth as options A5 and A6; therefore minor positive effects could also
be predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 will contribute benefits to the economy with regards to the design and construction of a large new
settlement. New homes would also support the local labour pool required for economic growth, which his
beneficial to the local economy. At the scale of growth involved, it is likely a new district centre would be
required, which would support a small number of local jobs. It is unknown whether employment land would be a
part of a new settlement, but this would make sense if such a development is to support sustainable patterns of
development. At this scale of growth, it may also be necessary to provide infrastructure improvements, which
could (depending on location) help to improve transport links, and attract inward investment. Whilst positive
effects are likely, it is unclear the extent to which these would be significant, and which areas would benefit most.
Therefore, only minor positive effects are predicted at this stage.
Overall effects
Option A1 focuses growth around the PUA and Loughborough / Shepshed, which are key areas of economic
activity in the Borough. This should locate housing in areas with good access to employment and allow
continued economic growth in key locations. The scale of growth at Loughborough and Shepshed could also
help to strengthen links between these two areas. Significant positive effects are generated overall despite
there being neutral effects in other areas of the Borough.
Option A2 would not generate significant negative effects at Loughborough, but would have some benefits here
and also at the Service Centres. The positive effects at the PUA would also be significant. On balance, the
effects generated across the Borough ought to be significant positive effects.
Option A3 is similar to option A2 in terms of growth around the PUA, Loughborough/Shepshed and service
centres, but would include some growth around other settlements. Similar positive effects are predicted
compared to option A2, but at the other settlements, there could be some minor benefits in terms of support for
these economies. There could also be slight negatives due to increased commuting though. Overall, the effects
are still predicted to be significant.
Option A4 proposes proportionate throughout Charnwood, but does not propose growth at new settlements. The
opportunity to support economic growth in each location is more limited due to growth being more dispersed.
This approach also does not make the most of the opportunities to provide housing at the PUA (which would
support access to jobs in the City and could possibly help tackle deprivation). Therefore, minor positive effects
are predicted overall.
Options A5 and A6 direct a substantial proportion of the total growth to new settlements, which reduces the
potential for positive effects at Loughborough and the service centres. No significant positive effects are
predicted in any particular settlement, or as a result of the total quantum of development. Consequently, a minor
positive effect is predicted overall for both options.
Each of the options at the higher level of growth (Scenario B) would lead to a greater amount of housing in
Loughborough / Shepshed and the Service Centres, which is more likely to support economic growth in these
accessible locations. Increase growth overall is also likely to support an increase in construction jobs, increased
local spending and contributions to infrastructure improvements. However, a higher level of growth could
increase competition for local jobs if there is increased in-migration, and could also put pressure on transport
networks, which are potentially negative effects at Loughborough for options B2, B2, B4 and B6.
Overall, Option B2 is predicted to have significant positive effects, reflecting the benefits that ought to be
generated at the key employment locations of Loughborough, close to the PUA and at the Service Centres.
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Though there are some potentially minor negative effects at Loughborough/Shepshed, the overall effects should
still be positive given the increased likelihood of new homes being built-out in the plan period.
Likewise, Option B3 is predicted to have significant positive effects, with the overall effects across the borough
quite similar to Option B2.
Option B4 proposes proportionate growth, which means that opportunities at the PUA are less likely to generate
significant effects. Instead, minor benefits would be generated at other settlements. However, a minor negative
effect could also be generated as a result of growth in these areas. Overall, a significant positive effect is still
predicted, as there would still be substantial growth at Loughborough / Shepshed and the Service Centres.
However, a minor negative effect is also predicted to account for those recorded at the other settlements and
potentially at Loughborough / Shepshed.
Option B6 is similar to option B2, although slightly less growth is directed to Loughborough and Shepshed along
with service centres, and instead is distributed to new settlements. Whilst this reduces the significance of the
positive effects at the service centres, it generates positive effects at the new settlements, which could also
benefit areas that they are related to such as the PUA (Thurcaston, Birstall, Syston). Consequently, a
significant positive effect is still predicted overall.
Option C1 is predicted to have a minor positive effect overall. This relates entirely to the benefits that a large
scale new settlement could have in terms of job creation for construction, the delivery of new facilities and
services, and potential improvements to infrastructure. Direct benefits to existing settlements would likely be
limited (with the exception of jobs creation during construction), and it is uncertain whether employment land
would be involved as part of a new settlement. Consequently, there are considerable uncertainties associated
with this approach at this stage.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1 and A5 involve no growth at the service centres, and so the effects in terms of traffic would be
neutral. However, there would be fewer opportunities to support improvements to existing facilities, and a missed
opportunity to locate development in accessible locations. A neutral effect is predicted.
Option A6 distributes a relatively small amount of growth to the service centres, which is unlikely to create
significant amounts of traffic. The new homes are likely to have good access to services and facilities though and
could help to support small improvements to community infrastructure. At this level of growth, the critical mass
required to support new health and education facilities may not be generated, so effects on such services would
be less likely to be positive. On balance, neutral effects are predicted.
Option A3 distributes double the amount of growth towards the service centres compared to option A6. At this
level of growth, there would be increased pressure on existing services and facilities. However, higher levels of
development contributions could also better help to support new facilities for new and existing communities. On
balance a minor positive effect is predicted.
Options A2 and A4 (to a greater extent) would involve the greatest amount of growth at the service centres. This
would ensure that a substantial proportion of new development is located in accessible settlements. There
should also be better opportunities to secure improvements to community infrastructure, and to support new or
expanded health and education facilities. A minor positive effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 all involve substantially more growth in the Service Centres compared to the options
under scenario A. This could lead to increased pressure in terms of traffic and congestion. However, access to
services ought to be relatively good for new development (though the necessity for a higher level of growth could
mean that the more distant sites at the urban fringes may be developed).
Growth at this level could provide the critical mass for new local facilities, particularly at larger sites. This should
have benefits for existing and new communities and generate significant positive effects. The likelihood of
this occurring is uncertain though as it would depend upon the distribution of development between the Service
Centres and site locations.
Option B4 would involve similar growth to options A2 and A4, and therefore minor positive effects are
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves limited growth at the service centres, and so the effects in terms of traffic would be neutral.
However, there would be fewer opportunities to support improvements to existing facilities, and a missed
opportunity to locate development in accessible locations. A neutral effect is predicted.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Both Loughborough and Shepshed possess a wide range of local facilities and services, including good public
transport links. Access to jobs would also be good given the opportunities in Loughborough itself and links to
Leicester and Derby via train. Development in the urban area would therefore have excellent accessibility.
Growth at the urban fringes would be less well connected with regards to existing local services, but would be
likely to have good public transport access. The scale of some sites at the urban fringe could also be more likely
to support on-site facilities that could benefit new and existing communities.
For option A1, which involves the greatest amount of growth under this scenario, minor positive effects are
predicted. This reflects the benefits of growth in the urban centre, and some growth at the urban fringes. The
effects are not predicted to be significant, as it is uncertain which sites would be involved and whether the critical
mass would be created for new facilities in certain locations.
Options A2 and A4 involve lower levels of growth, but would still place development in accessible locations. The
requirement for development at the urban fringe would be lower, and so new facilities may be less necessary.
Overall, minor positive effects are predicted.
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Options A3 and A5 involve lower levels of growth still, and could mostly be accommodated in the urban area.
Minor positive effects are predicted.
Option A6 involves the lowest level of growth and is therefore unlikely to have notable effects on accessibility.
Neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
All four options involve substantial growth at Loughborough / Shepshed. Each would require the release of urban
fringe sites, with option B2 perhaps requiring all available sites. This level of growth ought to support new
facilities, which should benefit new and existing communities. However, it is uncertain at this stage where these
would be and the extent of positive effects. Increased growth at the urban fringes would also be more likely to
support enhancements / expansions to public transport routes, which would help these areas access the town
centres better. However, the scale of growth could also impact upon traffic and congestion, which could offset
some of these positives. Overall, minor positive effects are predicted. Whilst there is potential for significant
positive effects, it is uncertain at this stage if or where they would be generated.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves limited growth at Loughborough, and so the effects in terms of localised traffic would be
neutral. However, there would be fewer opportunities to support improvements to existing facilities, and a missed
opportunity to locate development in accessible locations. A neutral effect is predicted.

PUA:
Scenario A1 (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 all involve the same level of growth at the PUA, which it is assumed would be
distributed across areas such as Syston, Birstall and Thurmaston. These areas have broadly good access to
services and facilities with a GP in Syston and two GPs in both Birstall and Thurmaston. There are also multiple
primary schools in the area and three secondary schools. Public transport access is reasonable, with links to the
City helping to reduce the distance needed to access jobs and a wide range of cultural and recreational facilities.
Though this level of growth could impact upon traffic, new and existing residents should still benefit from good
accessibility; with potential improvements being achieved through development contributions. Consequently, a
minor positive effect is predicted.
Option A4 would involve a smaller amount of development, and so whilst new development would still be well
located, the opportunity to enhance facilities would be lower. Therefore, an uncertain minor positive effect is
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 would have significant positive effects, as the level of growth is the same as for options,
A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6.
Option B4 would involve a smaller amount of development, and so whilst new development would still be well
located, the opportunity to enhance facilities would be lower. Therefore, only a minor positive effect is
predicted.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves limited growth at the service centres, and so the effects in terms of traffic would be neutral.
However, there would be fewer opportunities to support improvements to existing facilities, and a missed
opportunity to locate development in broadly accessible locations. A neutral effect is predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A5 and A6 do not involve any growth at the smaller settlements, which is a neutral effect in
terms of accessibility in these areas. However, a lack of growth in these areas would not help to support
improvements to rural accessibility (which might otherwise benefit from developer contributions).
Options A3 and A4 involve growth at other settlements and hamlets (option A4 only).
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Many of these settlements do not have as wide a range of local facilities, and therefore, accessibility is likely to
be poorer for residents in these communities. The amount of development involved is unlikely to create a critical
mass to support new facilities, but may have some minor beneficial effects on community infrastructure. Overall,
a minor negative effect is predicted for both scenarios.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B1 and B4 do not involve growth at the other settlements and so neutral effects are predicted. Option
B2 involves similar growth to options A3 and A4 and thus a minor negative effect is predicted. Option B3
involves slightly higher growth than all other options at the other settlements, and so more development would be
located in areas with poorer accessibility. However, the higher level of growth could better support new facilities
in rural areas (though not to the extent that new facilities would be created). This offsets the negative effects
somewhat, and so a minor negative effect is still predicted overall.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves limited growth at the smaller settlements, which is a neutral effect in terms of accessibility in
these areas. However, a lack of growth in these areas would not help to support improvements to rural
accessibility (which might otherwise benefit from developer contributions).

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 do not propose growth in the small villages and hamlets, and therefore effects are
likely to be neutral with regards to accessibility.
Option A4 involves a small amount of growth at small villages and hamlets. These settlements all have poor
access to a wide range of local facilities, and therefore, accessibility is likely to be much poorer for residents in
these communities. The amount of development involved would not create a critical mass to support new
facilities, and is unlikely to have any positive effect. With regards to travel, car trips are more likely to be
generated given the inability to walk to local services, and the poorer public transport links. Whilst this is
negative, it is unlikely to be significant with regards to traffic and congestion given the dispersed nature of
development. Overall neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve no growth in the small villages and hamlets and therefore neutral effects are
predicted (as per options A1, A2, A3, A5, A6).
Option B4 proposes almost double the amount of growth to smaller settlements compared to A4, but even at this
scale, it is unlikely to support new facilities. At this scale of growth, a greater amount of housing is drawn away
from more accessible locations for facilities and jobs, which is recorded as a minor negative effect.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the small villages and hamlets so neutral effects are predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1-A4 do not involve growth at new settlements, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options A5 and A6 both involve growth at new settlements. These areas currently have poor or no access to
services and facilities. Therefore, unless the new settlements generate the critical mass to support new schools
and health facilities, these communities will need to travel to access basic services. Access to cultural and
community facilities in these locations would also be dependent upon developer contributions.
The level of growth involved ought to support new primary facilities, but it is unlikely new secondary schools
would be supported. Likewise, satellite health facilities could be supported, but the likelihood of large new health
facilities would be uncertain.
Access to public transport would also be dependent on new or amended services being secured. Given the
potential for a large amount of growth to be located in areas of relatively poor accessibility, and the uncertainty of
new facilities being secured, an uncertain negative effect is predicted at this stage.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B4 are predicted to have neutral effects as they involve no growth at new settlements.
Option B6 is predicted to have an uncertain negative effect, as it involves the same level of growth as options
A5 and A6 above.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Option C1 involves substantial growth at a large new settlement. Though the precise location is unknown, the
opportunity areas broadly will have poor or no access to services and facilities. Therefore, unless the new
settlements generate the critical mass to support new schools and health facilities, these communities will need
to travel to access basic services. Access to cultural and community facilities in these locations would also be
dependent upon developer contributions.
The level of growth involved ought to support new primary facilities and a new secondary school, which would
benefit the new communities. The potential for new health facilities would also be higher than for a series of
smaller new settlements (as per A5 / A6 / B6). This ought to reduce the need to travel to reach such facilities.
Access to public transport would also be dependent on new or amended services being secured. At the scale of
growth involved it is likely that services would be viable, though this may be more difficult in a more isolated
location.
Overall, accessibility to local basic services, a district centre, public transport and recreation ought to be good.
However, it is likely that car travel would be increased, especially if a new settlement is located in the open
countryside. For this reason, a minor positive effect is predicted (rather than significant positive effects).

Overall effects
Option A1 is predicted to have a minor positive effect overall. Development would be focused on the most
accessible locations, and would not be likely to create negative effects in any areas.
Option A2 is predicted to have minor positive effects overall. There would be positive effects in the Service
Centres, Loughborough / Shepshed and the PUA, but none are predicted to be significant.
Option A3 is predicted to have minor positive effects overall. Though accessibility of some new development
would be poor, the effects ought to be offset by the positive effects generated across other areas within the
Borough.
Option A4 is predicted to have a minor positive effect, though it would be less likely to generate benefits at the
PUA compared to all other options.
Option A5 would generate positive effects in the main, as large amounts of growth are directed to Loughborough
and the PUA. However, there are potential negative effects at new settlements which could offset these positive
effects somewhat. Therefore, an uncertain minor positive effect is predicted overall.
Option A6 is predicted to have neutral effects. Though much of the development would be located in areas with
fairly good accessibility, it would be at a level that does not generate benefits in terms of new community facilities
and infrastructure. Though positive effects are identified at the PUA, there are potential negatives associated
with new settlements.
Options B2 and B3 are predicted to have significant positive effects overall. Growth would be located in areas
with good accessibility, and at the higher levels of growth involved, this could create a critical mass to support
new onsite facilities in some areas which would benefit new and existing services. In the service centres this is
predicted to be significantly positive, but not at Loughborough, where new development at the urban fringe could
still be quite distant to the town centre despite local facilities potentially being created. Though the increased level
of growth overall could increase traffic and congestion, accessibility to services should still remain good.
Option B4 is predicted to have a minor positive effect overall. The benefits generated across the Borough
would be mostly minor positives, though growth at other settlements would offset this somewhat.
Option B6 is predicted to have a significant positive effect overall. This is related to the positive effects that
would be generated across the Borough at the service centres, Loughborough / Shepshed and the PUA. Though
there are uncertain negative effects at the new settlements, these do not outweigh the cumulative positive effects
that should be generated in accessible locations.
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Option C1 is predicted to have a mostly neutral effect with regards to accessibility for most of the borough as
there is little growth in existing settlements.
Whilst accessibility at a new settlement ought to be good for new communities, there may still be a reliance on
car travel to access jobs and retail. Overall, neutral effects are predicted as the overall effect on the Borough’s
patterns of travel would be minimal.
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Minerals
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The potential for mineral resources to be sterilised by development varies at each of the service centres, as
outlined below.
Anstey – A total of 5ha of development land falls within an igneous rock safeguarded area. It is likely this could
be avoided under each spatial option due to the flexibility in site choice.
Barrow upon Soar – A total of 25ha of gypsum rock, 17ha of sand and gravel, and 2.6 ha of igneous rock
overlaps with development site options. However, not all of these site options would be required under any of the
spatial options. It ought to be possible to avoid loss for option A6 (the lowest level of growth). However, a loss of
4 ha of sand and gravel and/or Gypsum could occur for option A3. For option A4, a loss of 9ha could occur, with
up to 7ha for option A2.
Quorn – Small areas of sand and gravel (less than 2 ha) and Gypsum (less than 2ha) could be affected by
development. However, it is unlikely that minerals extraction would be feasible on the sites involved, and the loss
would be very small for any of the spatial options.
Sileby – There are a range of site options overlapping with minerals safeguarding zones. Approximately 13ha fall
within Gypsum safeguarded areas, 33ha within sand and gravel, and 2 ha of igneous rock. However, not all of
these site options would be required under any of the spatial options. There are also site options not falling into
minerals safeguarded areas. At lower levels of growth (option A6) it is possible that sites in the urban area could
accommodate development needs. For flexibility, greenfield sites may be required though, so potentially 3ha of
land could be lost. At double the amount of growth (option A3) the potential for a 67ha overlap could occur.
Option A4 could lead to a loss of 12 ha, whilst option A2 could lead to a loss of up to 10ha.
Rothley - There are a range of site options overlapping with minerals safeguarding zones. Approximately 36ha
fall within safeguarded areas for sand and gravel and 3ha fall within igneous rock areas. However, not all of
these site options would be required under any of the spatial options. For option A6, approximately 5 ha could be
affected, with up to 14ha for the highest growth under option A4. Option A3 could affect approximately 10ha, and
option A2 up to 8ha.
Mountsorrel – No minerals safeguarded areas would be affected.
As there is no growth proposed at the service centres for options A1 and A5, a neutral effect is predicted for
both.
Option A6 would have the lowest amount of growth (for the options involving some growth) and would overlap
with less resources (up to 8 ha of sand and gravel). This is considered to be a neutral effect due to the low
magnitude of the effects.
Option A3 could overlap with more areas of minerals safeguarding compared to A6 (almost double), which would
increase the potential for sterilisation. A total of up to 21ha (mainly sand and gravel) could potentially be lost.
However, it ought to be possible to avoid safeguarded areas easier than for options A2 and A4. Therefore, a
neutral effect is predicted for option A3.
Option A2 would overlap with even more areas of minerals safeguarding than option A3, with up to 25ha
potentially being affected (mostly sand and gravel). This is predicted to be neutral effect, given the extent of
resources that would remain throughout the borough.
Option A4 is likely to have the most prominent effects, as it involves the greatest amount of growth at the service
centres. Though minerals safeguarded zones would be avoided at some settlements, there could be sterilisation
of resources at others. Sand and Gravel is likely to be most affected, with a total of approximately 35 ha
potentially affected. This is predicted to be neutral effect, given the extent of resources that would remain
throughout the borough.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3, B4 and B6 would all involve greater levels of growth in the service centres than the
corresponding options Under scenario A.
For option B2, there would be double the growth compared to option A2. This would require greater release of
land at each service centre. The implications of this would be up to an additional 30ha of overlap with
safeguarded minerals (60ha in total). This is an uncertain negative effect, as it may still be possible to avoid
some areas, and viable working of minerals might not be possible anyway.
Options B3 and B4 would involve further growth still, with potential overall overlap with minerals safeguarded
areas of 70ha in total For B4. Minor negative effects are predicted, as the flexibility in site choice would reduce
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further. Option B6 would involve similar levels of growth to option A4, and thus the same neutral effects are
predicted (35ha overlap).
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the service centres with regards to minerals. At the scale of growth involved, it
would be possible (and very likely) to avoid overlap with minerals safeguarded areas.

Loughborough / Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
To the south east of Loughborough, several site options fall within sand and gravel minerals safeguarding areas
(with a total of approximately 90ha involved). Development here could therefore potentially sterilise these
resources. Similarly, development in Shepshed could potentially involve the loss of sand and gravel resources,
with approximately 80ha of potential development land falling within safeguarded zones. There are also site
options within Shepshed overlapping with clay resources (20 ha) and igneous rock (10 ha).
It is more likely that negative effects would occur for option A1, where the flexibility in site choice would be lower.
For this growth option, it is possible that approximately 104ha of sand and gravel resources could be affected, as
well as clay resources and igneous rock. This is predicted to be a minor negative effect. The effects are not
considered to be significant, as a substantial area of (sand and gravel resources would remain and the loss of
clay and igneous rock would be low. The location of development sites close to the urban fringe may also not be
suitable for minerals extraction anyway.
Option A4 involves the next highest level of growth, with the potential of up to 65ha being affected. This is
predicted to be an uncertain negative effect, as it ought to be easier to avoid safeguarded areas compared to
option A1.
For options A2, A3, and A5, the overlap with minerals safeguarded zones would be much lower, with
approximately 43ha of sand and gravel potentially affected for option A2, up to 22ha for option A3 and 6ha for
option A5. Clay and igneous rock would be less likely to be affected too. A neutral effect is predicted for
options A2, A3 and A5.
For option A6, the potential overlap with minerals zones would be lowest of any option, and could potentially be
avoided altogether, thus a neutral effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B3, B4 and B6 require double the amount of growth compared to option A4. At this level of growth a
further 115ha of land could potentially be affected, due to the need to utilise a greater number of sites
overlapping with minerals areas. This could be total of approximately 180ha, which is a minor negative effect.
The level of growth would be higher still for Option B2 and would therefore be likely to include the majority of
areas of minerals safeguarding in the area (192ha). This is a minor negative effect.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for Loughborough / Shepshed with regards to minerals. At the scale of growth
involved, it would be possible (and very likely) to avoid overlap with minerals safeguarded areas.

PUA
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The majority of site options at the PUA (Thurmaston, Thurcaston and Birstall) are either within the built up urban
area, or do not fall within minerals safeguarding zones. Therefore, effects due to development in this location
and negligible for options A1-A6.
However, there would also be growth in Syston as part of the PUA (approximately 1550 homes) which could
potentially overlap with 56ha of minerals safeguarded areas for options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6. Though this is
possible negative, it is considered a neutral effect in the context of the minerals resources across the borough
and the likelihood of these locations being suitable for workings.
For option A4, it should be possible to avoid all minerals safeguarded areas.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The higher growth options B2, B3 and B6 involve the same level of housing at the PUA as A1, A2, A3, A5 and
A6. The effects are therefore the same. Option B4 involves approximately double the amount of growth
compared to option A4 (both being proportionate growth options). At this level of growth a neutral effect is still
predicted, as it ought to be possible to avoid minerals safeguarded zones in the main.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for the PUA with regards to minerals. At the scale of growth involved, it would be
possible (and very likely) to avoid overlap with minerals safeguarded areas.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Development at some of the ‘other settlements’ could potentially overlap with minerals safeguarding zones, whilst
at others, effects would be neutral. For example, there would be no overlap at Hathern, Wymeswold or East
Goscote. In other areas, there would be an overlap with areas of sand and gravel resources (Queniborough,
Rearsby and Barkby for example), but the total potential loss of resources would be minor (less than 20ha in
total). With regards to other minerals, site options surrounding Burton upon the Wolds overlap with Gypsum
safeguarded areas. However, there are sufficient alternative sites to deliver proposed levels of growth. Overall, a
neutral effect is predicted for option A3. For option A4, the effects at the other settlements would be lower, but
there could be some overlap with minerals safeguarded zones at smaller settlements such as Newton Linfield
(Igneous Rock), Seagrave (Gypsum). The effects would be negligible though as the scale of growth is very low
(up to 20ha).
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2 and B6 do not involve any growth, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option B3 involves slightly lower levels of growth compared to option A3 (both options being driven by the
settlement hierarchy). This would perhaps lead to a slightly lower magnitude of effect (5ha less). A neutral
effect is still predicted. For option B4, the amount of growth in the other settlements and hamlets would be
double that of option A4 (both options being proportionate approaches). This would lead to a greater potential for
effects, with perhaps up to 40ha of minerals safeguarded areas overlapped. The magnitude of effects is still low
so a neutral effect is predicted for option B4 also.
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
Neutral effects are predicted for other settlements with regards to minerals. At the scale of growth involved, it
would be possible (and very likely) to avoid overlap with minerals safeguarded areas.

Small Villages and Hamlets
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options A1, A2, A3, A5 and A6 do not propose growth in the small villages and hamlets, and therefore effects are
likely to be neutral with regards to the economy.
Option A4 which disperses growth to include small villages and hamlets could involve growth in areas that
overlap with minerals safeguarded areas (Gypsum, Igneous rock, sand and gravel), but this would be a very
small amount (under 7ha) and unlikely to be appropriate to undertake minerals extraction immediately adjacent to
small settlements. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options B2, B3 and B6 involve no growth in the small villages and hamlets and therefore neutral effects are
predicted (as per options A1, A2, A3, A5, A6).
Option B4 proposes almost double the amount of growth to smaller settlements compared to A4, but even at this
scale, it is unlikely that more than 15ha of land would be overlapped. Therefore, neutral effects are still predicted
at a higher scale of growth.
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Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
This option does not involve growth at the hamlets so neutral effects are predicted for C1.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The new settlement at Barkby is partly overlapped by sand and minerals safeguarded zone, but this part of the
site would likely be unsuitable for feasible minerals workings. Therefore, effects are likely to be neutral.
The new settlement at Wymeswold / Hoton falls within approximately 35ha of Gypsum minerals safeguarded
area. However, much of this falls below built up area (former airfield), and is therefore unlikely to be a suitable
site for minerals extraction. Therefore, effects are likely to be neutral.
The new settlement at Cotes overlaps with approximately 110 ha of sand and gravel mineral safeguarded zone.
The new settlement at Thurcaston does not overlap with ay minerals safeguarded zones. Therefore, effects are
neutral.
Options A5 and A6 could lead to the potential sterilisation of up to 110ha of sand and gravel resources. This is
considered to be a minor negative effect in the context of total mineral resources. There is also uncertainty
whether the minerals here would be workable in any case.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The only option involving growth at a new settlement is option B6. This is at the same scale as for options A5
and A6, which also involve a new settlement. Therefore the effects are the same (a minor negative effect).
Scenario C (Discussion of options for delivering a standalone large settlement)
A large new settlement could involve overlap with 290 – 360ha of Clay Minerals Safeguarding Area to the east of
the borough in the open countryside. Resources may be suitable for extraction, and so sterilisation would be
likely if growth occurred here. This would constitute a minor negative effect on a borough scale. However,
should the settlement be located to the north east of the PUA, there would be neutral effects as there would be
limited overlap with mineral resources in this area. Should a large scale settlement be brought forward to the
West of Shepshed, there would be probable overlap with up to 75ha of sand and gravel Minerals Safeguarded
areas too. Whilst the extent of effects would be lower compared to a settlement located to the west of the
Borough, there would still be potential for minor negative effects. Consequently, an uncertain negative effect is
predicted at this stage, reflecting the possible overlap with mineral resources in two of the three broad locations
that a new settlement could be located within.

Overall effects
Each of the options could lead to the sterilisation of mineral resources due to housing development. This would
mostly be sand and gravel resources, which form the largest mineral resource that overlap with site options within
the Borough. The loss involved at individual settlements would be unlikely to be significant in the main, as the
magnitude of effects would be low, and the potential for resource extraction may also be low. In combination, the
potential sterilisation of minerals across the borough amounts to more prominent effects for some options though
(as discussed below).
Option A1 could lead to the sterilisation of up to 160 ha of mineral resources. The majority would be at Shepshed
and Loughborough and Syston and would be likely to be sand and gravel resources (though there could also be
igneous rock and clay resources affected at Shepshed). However, the nature of some sites involved could mean
that mineral extraction was not feasible anyway. Therefore, any ‘real’ loss of workable minerals would be likely to
be lower than 160ha. With this in mind, and in the context of the total resources present across the district, the
negative effects are not predicted to be significant overall.
Option A2 could lead to the sterilisation of up to 124 ha of mineral resources, with the majority likely to be sand
and gravel. This would consist of land at Shepshed, Loughborough, Syston and several service centres.
However, the nature of some smaller sites involved could mean that mineral extraction was not feasible anyway.
Therefore, any ‘real’ loss of workable minerals would be likely to be lower than 124 ha. With this in mind, and in
the context of the total resources present across the district, the negative effects are not predicted to be
significant overall.
For option A3 a total of up to 119ha of mineral resources could be affected, spread across Syston, Loughborough
/ Shepshed and other settlements. The majority of resources affected would be sand and gravel and much
smaller amounts of Gypsum and Igneous rock.
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The likelihood of all these areas being workable for minerals extraction is low though, so the net ‘loss’ of
resources is likely to be insignificant. Overall, this constitutes an uncertain (minor) negative effect.
For option A4 a total of up to 120ha of mineral resources could be affected, spread across Syston, Loughborough
/ Shepshed, other settlements and small villages and hamlets. The majority of resources affected would be sand
and gravel and much smaller amounts of Gypsum and Igneous rock. The likelihood of all these areas being
workable for minerals extraction is low though, so the net ‘loss’ of resources is likely to be insignificant. Overall,
this constitutes an uncertain (minor) negative effect.
For options A5 and A6, the potential loss of mineral resources would be greatest at new settlements (Cotes). In
combination with potential effects at Loughborough and Syston, option A5 could overlap with 172ha of mineral
safeguarded areas, whist option A6, which involves more growth in the service centres and less in
Loughborough, could involve up to 174ha. These two options perform the least well in terms of minerals
protection. However, the effects are still not considered to be significant in the context of overall resources, and
the likely feasibility of working some of these sites.
Option B2 would involve a total loss of mineral resources of up to 308 ha. The majority would be at
Loughborough / Shepshed, with a range of different minerals potentially affected.
Option B3 would involve a potential loss of mineral resources of up to 321 ha and option B4 - 290ha with the
majority being overlapped in Loughborough and the service centres for both.
Whilst the effects of options B2, B3 and B4 would undoubtedly be more negative than options under scenario A,
the effects are still not predicted to be significant, given the total amount of mineral resources available.
Option B6 would involve the potential loss of minerals resources of up to 346ha with large overlaps in
Loughborough / Shepshed and at new settlements. Given the increased magnitude of effects, and the inability to
avoid minerals safeguarded areas in Loughborough / Shepshed, this is considered to be a minor negative
effect.
Option C1 would in all likelihood involve a limited overlap with minerals safeguarded areas at the Service
Centres, Loughborough / Shepshed, the PUA and other settlements.
It ought to be possible to avoid sterilisation in these areas.
However, depending upon location, a large new settlement could involve overlap with 290 – 360ha of Clay
Minerals Safeguarding Area. The location of these resources (to the east of the borough) may also be suitable for
extraction, and so sterilisation would be likely if growth occurred here. This would constitute a minor negative
effect on a borough scale. However, should the settlement be located to the north east of the PUA, there would
be neutral effects. Consequently, an uncertain negative effect is predicted at this stage.
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Scenario C - Standalone new settlement
C1. Large scale new
settlement
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APPENDIX C: BREAKDOWN OF REFINED HOUSING OPTIONS
As discussed in Section 5 of the interim SA Report, the Council established seven refined
options for the development strategy. Each of these was tested in the SA.
These options are summarised in the table below, followed by a more detailed breakdown of
the distribution of homes across the borough for each option.
Option

Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4
HYBRID
Option 5
Option 6
Option 7

Leicester
urban
area
3000
3000
1000
2500
2000
3300
3300
3900

Loughborough

Shepshed

Service
Centres

Others

COTES

Overall

4000
800
2000
2000
2000
5150
4600
3300

500
2,200
1200
1500
2000
2650
2500
2600

600
2100
1600
1100
1000
4600
3100
4400

0
0
1400
0
800
0
2200
0

0
0
0
1000
0
0
0
1500

8,100
8,100
8,100
8,100
7,800
15,700
15,700
15,700

Option 1 – Urban Concentration A (Low Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable sites and assumptions

Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

3,000

Majority of available sites (total 3,346) including
one large site at Syston (1,200 homes, south of
Syston)

Loughborough

4,000

Mix of sites includes at least one large site
(3,000 south west of Loughborough)

Shepshed

500

Large and medium sites west of Shepshed and
mix of small and medium sized sites in and
around the town.

Anstey

100

Barrow Upon Soar

100

A mix of small and medium sized sites, total of
600 homes at the Service Centres.

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

100

Rothley

100

Sileby

100

Total

8,100

and
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Option 2 – Urban Concentration B (Low Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable sites and assumptions

Leicester Urban Area
3,000
(Birstall, Thurmaston and
Syston)

Majority of available sites (total 3,346) including
one large site at Syston (1,200 homes, south of
Syston)

Loughborough

800

A mix of small and medium sized sites in and
around the town.

Shepshed

2,200

Majority of available sites (total 2,686) including
large and medium sites west of Shepshed and
mix of small and medium sized sites in and
around the town.

Anstey

400

Barrow Upon Soar

400

A mix of small and medium sized sites, total of
2,100 in the Service Centres.

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

400

Rothley

400

Sileby

400

Total

8,100
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Option 3 – Dispersed Settlement Hierarchy Distribution (Low Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable sites and assumptions

Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

1,000

Mix of sites.

Loughborough

2,000

Mix of sites including one large site (1,100 south
of Loughborough) .

Shepshed

2,200

Large and medium sites west of Shepshed and
mix of small and medium sized sites in and
around the town. Base appraisal on these sites.

Anstey

300

Barrow Upon Soar

300

A mix of small and medium sized sites, total of
1,600 homes at the Service Centres.

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

300

Rothley

300

Sileby

300

Barkby

100

Burton on the Wolds

100

Cossington

100

East Goscote

100

Hathern

100

Newtown Linford

100

Queniborough

100

Rearsby

100

Seagrave

100

Swithland

0

Thrussington

100

Thurcaston

100

Woodhouse Eaves

100

Wymeswold

100

Total

8,100

and

A mix of small and medium sized sites, total of
1,400
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Option 4 – Urban Concentration and New Settlement (Low Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable sites and assumptions

Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

2,500

Majority of available sites (total 3,346) including
one large site at Syston (1,200 homes, south of
Syston)

Loughborough

2,000

Mix of sites including one large site (1,000 south
west of Loughborough – part of site promoted)

Shepshed

1,500

Large and medium sites west of Shepshed and
mix of small and medium sized sites in and
around the town.

Anstey

200

Barrow Upon Soar

200

A mix of small and medium sized sites, a total
of 1,100 homes at the Service Centres

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

200

Rothley

200

Sileby

200

Cotes New Settlement

1,000

Total

8,100

and

Option 5 – Urban Concentration (High Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable sites and assumptions

3,300

Majority of available sites (total 3,346) including
one large site at Syston (1,200 homes, south of
Syston)

Loughborough

5,150

Majority of available sites (total 5,154) includes
large sites South and South West of
Loughborough…

Shepshed

2,650

Majority of available sites (total 2,686) including
large site west of Shepshed.

Anstey

950

Barrow Upon Soar

900

Majority of available sites, a total of 4,600
homes at the Service Centres

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

700

Rothley

850

Sileby

900

Markfield

200

Total

15,700

Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

and
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Option 6 – Dispersed Settlement Hierarchy Distribution (High Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable Sites

Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

3,300

Majority of available sites (total 3,346) including
one large site at Syston (1,200 homes, south of
Syston)

Loughborough

4,600

Majority of available sites (total 5,154) includes
large sites South and South West of
Loughborough

Shepshed

2,500

Majority of available sites (total 2,686) including
large site west of Shepshed.

and

Option B4 involved 7050 dwellings at
Loughborough/Shepshed. This is a similar
amount to this option, but it was not known how
it would be split before.
Anstey

600

Barrow Upon Soar

600

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

600

Rothley

600

Sileby

600

Barkby

200

Burton on the Wolds

200

Cossington

200

East Goscote

200

Hathern

100

Newtown Linford

200

Queniborough

200

Rearsby

200

Seagrave

100

Swithland

0

Thrussington

100

Thurcaston

200

Woodhouse Eaves

100

Wymeswold

200

Total

15,700

A mix of small and medium sized sites, total of
3,100 homes at the Service Centres

A mix of small and medium sized sites, total of
2,200
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Option 7 – Urban Concentration and New Settlement (High Growth Scenario)
Settlement

Dwellings

Notable Sites

3,900

Majority of available sites (total 3,346) including
a large site at Syston (1,200 homes, south of
Syston) and plus a large site at Thurcaston (600
homes north east of Thurcaston)

Loughborough

3,300

Majority of available sites (total 5,154) includes
large sites at South (1,000) and South West of
Loughborough (1,500)

Shepshed

2,600

Majority of available sites (total 2,686) including
large site west of Shepshed.

Anstey

950

Barrow Upon Soar

900

A mix of small and medium sized sites, a total
of 4,400 homes at the Service Centres

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

700

Rothley

850

Sileby

900

Cotes New Settlement

1,500

Total

15,700

Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

and

Hybrid Option
Settlement
Leicester Urban Area
(Birstall, Thurmaston
Syston)

Dwellings

Notable Sites

2,000
and

Loughborough

2,000

Shepshed

2,000

Anstey

180

Barrow Upon Soar

180

Mountsorrel

100

Quorn

180

Rothley

180

Sileby

180

Other Settlements

800

Total

7,800
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APPENDIX D: APPRAISAL OF REFINED OPTIONS FOR HOUSING
GROWTH
Lower Growth Options






Option 1: Urban Concentration A (8100 dwellings)
Option 2: Urban Concentration B (8100 dwellings)
Option 3: Dispersed Settlement Hierarchy (8100 dwellings)
Option 4: Urban Concentration / New Settlement (8100 dwellings)
Hybrid Option (7800 dwellings)



Hybrid Option Higher Growth Scenario (50% increase = 11,700 dwellings)

Higher Growth Options




Option 5: Urban Concentration (15,700 dwellings)
Option 6: Dispersed Settlement Hierarchy (15,700 dwellings)
Option 7: Urban Concentration / New Settlement (15,700 dwellings)
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Methodology
The appraisal will identify and evaluate ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline / likely future
baseline associated with each option, drawing on the sustainability topics and objectives as a
methodological framework.
The task of forecasting effects can be challenging due to:


The high level nature of the alternatives under consideration;



Being limited by definition of the baseline and (in particular) the future baseline;



The ability of developers to design out/mitigate effects during the planning application
stage.

In light of this, where likely significant effects are predicted this is done with an accompanying
explanation of the assumptions made.10
It is important to note that effects are predicted based upon the criteria presented within the SEA
Regulations.11 So, for example, account is taken of the nature of effects (including magnitude, spatial
coverage and duration), the sensitivity of receptors, and the likelihood of effects occurring as far as
possible.
The potential for ‘cumulative’ effects is also considered. These effect ‘characteristics’ are described
within the appraisal as appropriate under each sustainability topic. A table is also presented under
each topic summarising the predicted effects and their characteristics (i.e. namely whether they are
significant or not).
For each option, one of the following symbols has been allocated for each SA objective.
Where there is uncertainty, the nature of such effects has been identified. For example, an uncertain
negative effect would be recorded if there is a chance that negative effects could occur but this is
dependent upon unknown factors. It may still be possible to rule out significant effects though, and
so the unknown effect may be minor or potentially significant.
Effects Significance

Effects symbol

Significant positive effects
Minor positive effects
Neutral effects

++
+
0
--

Minor negative effect
Significant negative effect

10

As stated by Government Guidance (The Plan Making Manual, see
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/core/page.do?pageId=156210): "Ultimately, the significance of an effect is a matter of judgment and
should require no more than a clear and reasonable justification."
11
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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Uncertain effects

Effects symbol

Uncertain significant positive effect
Uncertain minor positive effect
Uncertain effects

++?
+?
?

Uncertain minor negative effect

-?

Uncertain significant positive effect

--?

Settlement level effects / overall effects
Where appropriate and possible, the effects have been broken down by the different spatial areas
where they would occur (i.e. The different levels of the settlement hierarchy outlined below).


Leicester Urban Area (LUA)



Loughborough / Shepshed.



Service Centres



Other Settlements



Smaller villages and hamlets



New Settlements



Large standalone settlement

The overall effects across the borough are then identified, taking into account the effects that have
been predicted in different areas across the Borough.
The overall effects are not simply determined through a process of ‘adding-up’ positives and
negatives; rather it is a professional judgement of how significant the overall effects would be for
the Borough, taking into account the effects identified locally.
For example, whilst effects might be significant at a local scale at particular settlements (for example
the loss of a playing field), the effects on the baseline overall may not be significant overall should
there be positive effects (enhancements) or neutral effects elsewhere across the Borough.
An explanation is given to justify the significance scores identified for each option both at the
settlement level and for the borough as a whole.
Assumptions
There are some consistent assumptions applied across the appraisals:
As there are no development sites identified for any of the options, some of the effects are not
certain, but a precautionary approach has been taken to the assessment of effects.
At lower levels of growth there will be greater flexibility in the choice of sites that can be allocated to
deliver the housing targets. Similarly, the availability of sites and capacity of land in different
settlements will influence flexibility.

254

Page 530

It is presumed that the majority of committed development will be built out in the plan period, and
therefore forms part of the projected baseline position. The effects of the options beyond this
baseline position form the basis of this appraisal.
Updates
Following consultation on the Draft Plan (and accompanying Interim SA Report), focused changes
have been made to this appendix in response to feedback received from representors. Most of
these changes are minor and do not change the conclusions as such.
However, one notable addition has been included in response to comments that the preferred
approach (the Hybrid Growth Option) ought to be tested at a higher scale of growth. This additional
option was included for completeness and was undertaken in parallel to further SA work that the
Council commissioned to understand the effects thresholds in different settlements, and the
interplay with the spatial strategy. See Appendix G, which presents an interim Advice note prepared
to explore such issues and to influence the decision making process when finalising the PreSubmission version of the Local Plan.
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Landscape
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Growth at the service centres would most likely be at the edge of these settlements. The effects would depend upon the
level of growth in different service centres. The broad issues and opportunities at each service centre are discussed below.
At Barrow upon Soar, development could encroach into the surrounding countryside. However, it ought to be possible to
accommodate modest growth without affecting the character of the settlement significantly. There should be no significant
issues of coalescence. However, at higher levels of growth, the character of the approach to the settlement could be affected
negatively. Development at certain sites could also present opportunities to deliver enhancements in a green infrastructure
enhancement zone12.
At Quorn, there is a potential area of separation between Quorn and Loughborough. Development here could therefore have
effects on the function of this land. For example, sites PSH343 and PSH98 are categorised as low-medium sensitivity, To
the south-west of Quorn parts have been identified as having medium-high landscape sensitivity. Whereas the land to the
North-East has been identified as Low sensitivity, therefore development in this location is likely to lead to less significant
impacts on landscape.
At Sileby, identified development opportunities (in combination) could be of a magnitude to significantly alter the character
of the surrounding landscape. Lower levels of growth could be accommodated without encroaching into the countryside
substantially. However, at higher growth levels land to the north-east may need to accommodate growth which has been
identified as medium sensitivity to growth, unlike the remaining sites to the east and within the built up area which have
been identified as having low-medium landscape sensitivity.
Between Mountsorrel and Rothley (and between Rothley and Birstall) there are committed developments that could already
close the gap between these settlements. Further development to the north west of Cross Hedge could contribute to further
narrowing, though only marginally. There is an Area of Local Separation proposed to the west of Rothley in the gap between
Rothley Ridgeway, and new development has the potential to affect the setting of these two settlements as they have been
classified as medium landscape sensitivity. Development to the east of Rothley (PSH435 for example) could also lead to
further narrowing of green spaces between Rothley and Mountsorrel. Despite this being categorised as medium sensitivity,
the cumulative loss of land could potentially be significant if higher levels of growth were involved.
Development at Anstey would present an opportunity to deliver enhancements in a green infrastructure enhancement area.
The landscape sensitivity to the east, south and south west of Anstey is classified as ‘medium’, with two small sites to the
north-west being classified as low-medium sensitivity and therefore would be less sensitive to development in this location.
Consequently, the effects here would be anticipated to be neutral (providing that growth was relatively modest).
Option 1 would deliver the lowest level of growth to each of the Service Centres. The level of growth proposed at each
settlement is relatively low (100 dwellings), and there is sufficient capacity to deliver this level of housing development at
each settlement without generating significant negative effects upon landscape character or function. This would be
dependent upon site selection and the layout and design of development though, and so there is some uncertainty. Whilst
there could be some potential for enhancement of landscape, the scale of growth is relatively low, and so local improvements
are likely to be small scale. On balance, the effects are predicted to be neutral at this stage.
Option 3 involves almost treble the amount of development at each of the service centres compared to Option 1 (with the
exception of Mountsorrel). This would necessitate increased release of greenfield land and would be more likely to start
encroaching on more sensitive areas and reduce flexibility (though this would still only be medium sensitivity at worst).
Consequently, an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted.
Option 2 would deliver a slightly higher level of growth still compared to Options 1 and 3. Again, this could predominantly be
accommodated without developing in areas of high or medium-high landscape sensitivity. However, the scale of
development would be more likely to have an effect on the function of the landscape in some service centres, and lead to
more notable changes to the form of settlements. This is particularly the case where there are areas of local separation such
as Quorn and between Mountsorrel / Rothley. Consequently, a minor negative effect is predicted.

12

Green Wedges, Urban Fringe, Green Infrastructure Enhancement Zones and Areas of Local Separation: Methodology and
Assessment Findings Report (March 2016) ARUP on behalf of Charnwood Borough Council
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Landscape
Option 4 involves double the amount of growth at the service centres compared to Option 1, with the exception of
Mountsorrel, which remains at 100 dwellings. For Barrow upon Soar there would be a need for greater release of greenfield
land at the urban fringes, which could potentially have more prominent effects on landscape character at key routes into the
settlement.
Alternatively, it could involve development adjacent to the railway line, reducing open space between residential areas. As a
consequence, an uncertain negative effect is predicted at this location. At Mountsorrel, the effects are likely to be the same
as for option 1 (neutral).
For Quorn, it should still be possible to deliver development without encroaching onto land which has an important
landscape function. However, this depends upon site selection.
At Sileby, the additional growth would lead to changes to the form of the settlement, but this is unlikely to lead to significant
effects given that landscape is of medium sensitivity.
At Rothley, it should still be possible to limit development to one site, or for low density sensitive growth at several sites.
Therefore, the potential for negative effects is predicted to be minor, and not definite. The same is the case for Anstey.
Overall, this level of growth is predicted to have uncertain minor negative effects. This low amount of growth would allow
for some flexibility and would minimise the need to encroach into Areas of Local Separation. There is also potential for green
infrastructure enhancement at several settlements3, which ought to offset the negative effects somewhat.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 would deliver a much higher level of growth than any option under Scenario A. Therefore, greater
amounts of greenfield land would need to be released. It may still be possible to avoid significant effects for some of the
service centres given the availability of less sensitive land. However, at other settlements, significant effects could be
generated. These effects include potential for coalescence between Quorn and Loughborough and Mountsorrel and Rothley.
For Options 5 and 7 in particular (which involve the highest amount of growth at the service centres), there could be
expansion into more sensitive locations, and so significant negative effects are predicted.
Option 5 still involves substantial growth, but the level of development could allow for the incorporation of greater amounts
of mitigation and enhancement (i.e. landscaping and buffer zones) and avoidance of the most sensitive locations. Therefore,
the likelihood of significant negative effects occurring is not definite.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution
amongst the service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. uncertain minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would deliver a very similar level of growth to Option 2 at the service centres. This could predominantly be
accommodated without developing in areas of high or medium-high landscape sensitivity. However, the scale of
development would be more likely to have an effect on the function of the landscape in some service centres, and lead to
more notable changes to the form of settlements. This is particularly the case where there are areas of local separation such
as Quorn and between Mountsorrel / Rothley. Consequently, a l significant negative effect is predicted.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Development within the urban area of Loughborough is unlikely to affect landscape character. However, each option would
involve a degree of growth at the urban fringes (to differing extents).
To the south west of the Loughborough urban area, site options that lie adjacent to the Charnwood Forest are within zones of
medium-high landscape sensitivity to change. Development here would be likely to have negative effects upon the landscape
character of the Charnwood Forest. To the south east of the urban area there are parcels of land with slightly lower
landscape sensitivity with the small parcels identified as having low-medium sensitivity to development and the larger parcels
being identified as medium sensitivity (PSH255) or medium high (PSH248), but these form part of a potential area of local
separation between Loughborough and Quorn. Therefore, development here may also have potential for negative effects.
(for example, PSH248).
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Landscape
Option 1, which involves the highest level of growth, is more likely to encroach upon land to the south of Loughborough.
Consequently, the potential for negative effects is higher. There ought to be some flexibility to avoid the most sensitive areas
and to deliver lower density development as well as enhancing green infrastructure. However, a precautionary approach is
taken so significant negative effects are predicted as there would be areas of medium-high sensitivity affected. To a lesser
extent, options 3 and 4 will also encroach upon land to the south of Loughborough, but there is greater opportunity to avoid
the most sensitive areas. An uncertain minor negative effect is predicted as a result.
Option 2 would involve a lower level of growth to other options and could be delivered without encroaching onto the most
sensitive areas including greenfield land.
Depending upon site location, it may also be possible to achieve enhancements to green infrastructure. Therefore, a neutral
effect is predicted on balance.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 would require substantial release of greenfield land south and south west of Loughborough. At this scale of
growth. it would be almost certain that the most sensitive areas of landscape could be affected and therefore significant
negative effects are predicted. The effects would be most prominent for option 5, which involves the highest level of
growth.
Option 7 is predicted to have a significant negative effect, as some encroachment upon land to the south and south west of
Loughborough which are the most sensitive landscape areas.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves the same amount of growth as options 3 and 4 and therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. uncertain minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be expected to see growth aligned with Option 7. However, where this option would allow for a slightly
lower housing delivery target, the most sensitive landscapes to the south and southwest of Loughborough would be affected
slightly less prominently. As a result, whilst significant negative effects are likely to occur, there is an element of uncertainty
given that the scope for mitigation could be slightly higher.

Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
In Shepshed, the sensitivity of landscape is mixed, with the west broadly being classifies as medium landscape sensitivity,
however if all these sites were to be development this could lead to more significant cumulative impacts. The south being
broadly classified as low-medium sensitivity, whilst to the west along ‘Black Brook’ the sensitivity is determined to be
medium13. This area has also been identified as a green infrastructure enhancement zone14 and development could be the
mechanism for achieving such improvements. Consequently, modest growth in these locations ought to have mostly neutral
effects.
Development within the urban area of Shepshed is unlikely to affect landscape character. Lower levels of growth on sites
west of Shepshed and growth within the urban area (option 1) are predicted to have a neutral effect.
Options 3 and 4 will require a greater amount of growth along the west of Shepshed; which is an area of medium landscape
sensitivity. Despite the potential for green infrastructure enhancements, the greater amount of houses / density of
development would make it more difficult to avoid negative effects. Therefore, a minor negative effect is predicted.
The proposed growth in option 2 would require further development in the area. Despite this area only being of medium
sensitivity in most places, the cumulative effects of multiple sites being developed could potentially generate significant
negative effects. However, there is potential for enhancement in a green infrastructure enhancement zone which ought to
offset these effects. Consequently, only minor negative effects are predicted.

13

Borough of Charnwood Landscape Sensitivity Assessment 2018 Summary for SHLAA sites
Green Wedges, Urban Fringe, Green Infrastructure Enhancement Zones and Areas of Local Separation: Methodology and
Assessment Findings Report (March 2016) ARUP on behalf of Charnwood Borough Council
14
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Landscape
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
With the scale of growth proposed for options 5, 6 and 7, even further release of greenfield land would be required. This
would increase the chances of development on the more sensitive areas of landscape, and therefore significant negative
effects are predicted. Although the growth has potential to delivery major improvements in green infrastructure, the areas of
enhancements will likely be constrained due to the amount of growth required.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves slightly less growth at Shepshed than Option 2. The effects are therefore predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would involve the greatest amount of growth in Shepshed of any option. The potential for significant negative
effects upon landscape character would therefore be even higher.

Leicester urban area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Development at the Leicester urban area would involve several sites in the urban area of Thurmaston and Birstall.
The effect on landscape as a result of such development is likely to be neutral given that the urban area is less sensitive to
change.
However, to meet higher levels of housing growth (as per Options 1, 2 and 4), there would also be a need to release
greenfield land on the urban fringes. This might include land classified as Green Wedge adjacent to the A563 and / or land
adjacent to existing residential areas at Hamilton. The loss of such landscape function is considered to be a minor negative
effect for options 1, 2 and 4.
At Syston, higher levels of growth (associated with options 1, 2 and 4) could involve a Green Wedge and potential Area of
Separation between Syston and the Leicester Urban Area (Thurmaston), on land which is classified as medium-high
sensitivity. It may be necessary to encroach into this area, which could effectively lead to further coalescence of these
settlements. This could be a significant negative effect in this location for options 1 and 2. For Option 4, the scale of growth
is slightly smaller and so there ought to be greater potential to avoid significant negative effects.
A smaller scale release of land to the east of Birstall settlement (where landscape sensitivity is identified as medium-high or
smaller sites as low) would be less of an issue. Development at certain sites could also present opportunities to deliver
enhancements in a green infrastructure enhancement zone5.
For option 3, the effects are predicted to be a neutral effect, as the scale of growth is such that greenfield land loss ought to
be much lower and easier to avoid.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 involve slightly more growth compared to options 1 and 2, and therefore an significant negative effect is
predicted. Option 7 involves a higher level of growth and includes a large site north east of Thurmaston. This ought to result
in the loss of further greenfield land. Consequently, a significant negative effect is predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves more growth than Option 1 but less than Option 4. The effects are predicted to be potential minor
negative effects.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would deliver the same level of housing as Options 1 and 2 with the need to release greenfield land on the
urban fringes (though it is noted that no developable land is identified in this location). This might include land or land
adjacent to existing residential areas at Hamilton. The loss of such landscape function is considered to be a minor negative
effect for this option.
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At Syston, higher levels of growth under this approach could involve a Green Wedge and potential Area of Separation
between Syston and the Leicester Urban Area (Thurmaston), on land which is classified as medium-high sensitivity. It may be
necessary to encroach into this area, which could effectively lead to further coalescence of these settlements. This could be a
significant negative effect in this location for the high growth hybrid option.
Considering the above, the option is likely to result in uncertain significant negative effects.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 do not involve growth in other settlements, and so a neutral effect is predicted for each. For option 3,
there would be growth across the other settlements.
Development at the other settlements would have mixed effects upon landscape. At some settlements, it ought to be
possible to accommodate a modest amount of development without majorly affecting the surrounding landscapes. For
example, at Thrussington, Burton-on-the-Wolds and to a lesser degree at Hathern.
At other settlements though, there are site development options falling with existing Areas of Local Separation.
Development here would have the potential to significantly affect landscape character and contribute to coalescence of
settlements. For example, development could occur on land between Rearsby and East Goscote, closing the gap between
these villages. Likewise, there are a number of site opportunities that fall within an Area of Separation between East Goscote
and Queniborough, and Syston and Queniborough. Other locations are sensitive by virtue of their rural nature and the
settlements in relation to site options for development; for example, Newton Linford, Woodhouse Eaves and Barkby. In
combination, growth in these areas could lead to negative effects upon landscape character in these parts of the borough.
For option 3, a neutral effect is predicted, as the proposed growth still allows for development on sites that would avoid
areas of local separation, could be delivered in keeping with the scale and form of existing settlements, and offers a degree of
flexibility.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 involve no growth at the other settlements and so neutral effects are predicted. Option 6 involves the same
levels of growth to option 3 (scenario A) for some settlement areas and double to others. A minor negative effect is
predicted as development on some sites may resemble a sense of coalescence, such as sites between Rearsby and East
Goscote. The higher scale of development in settlements that are characterised by their small scale and rural nature would
also be more likely to lead to negative effects. Significant effects are unlikely though as there is sufficient land available to be
able to deliver growth without developing in areas classed as medium-high landscape sensitivity.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves a lower amount of growth compared to Option 3, and so neutral effects are also predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would see growth at a level which is marginally lower than prescribed under option 3. The proposed growth
would permit development on sites that would avoid areas of local separation, could be delivered in keeping with the scale
and form of existing settlements, and offers a degree of flexibility. Hence, neutral effects are also predicted.

New settlement:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
A new settlement would occur in the open countryside at Cotes, which would be visible along the northern parts of the River
Soar Valley. The landscape has been identified as medium-high sensitivity. The scale and nature of a new settlement could
therefore erode the rural nature of this part of the borough
As a large scale strategic development, the new settlement has the potential to incorporate substantial amounts of green
infrastructure, which ought to help mitigate negative effects and secure enhancements. However, given the higher
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sensitivity of land in this location, the potential for significant negative effects exists. Consequently, an uncertain significant
negative effect is predicted overall for Option 4.
As other options (1, 2 and 3) do not propose a new settlement, a neutral effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 7 involves a similar (but greater) level of growth at a new settlement at Cotes. A new settlement of this scale will
likely be more prominent and poses greater risk to eroding the intrinsic rural nature of the area. However, the scale of
development could provide greater opportunities to implement green infrastructures that protect and enhance landscape
character. The option is therefore predicted to have a significant negative effect.
Options 5 and 6 are predicted to have neutral effects as there would be no growth at new settlements.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach does not involve any growth at a new standalone settlement and so neutral effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach does not involve any growth at a new standalone settlement and so neutral effects are predicted.

Overall effects
Option 1 is predicted to have negative effects in Loughborough and the LUA (which could potentially be significant in these
locations depending upon the sites developed). There are neutral effects predicted at all other settlements across the
borough (which helps to ‘offset’ the effects at Loughborough and the LUA from a borough wide perspective). However, the
significant negative effects at Loughborough and the LUA are considered to be significant from a borough-wide perspective.
Option 2 would also involve potentially significant effects at the Leicester Urban Area, but there would be no negative effects
in Loughborough. Though negative effects could occur at Shepshed and the service centres instead, these would be minor or
neutral. Overall, a significant negative effect is predicted. However, there is uncertainty, as the effects could potentially be
avoided and would be limited mainly to the Leicester Urban Area.
Option 3 is predicted to have neutral effects in most settlements, with the exception of Shepshed and possibly
Loughborough. The effects would not likely be significant though at a local level or a borough-wise perspective. Therefore,
overall, the effects are only minor, and could potentially be avoided.
Option 4 would generate negative effects in most of the settlements across the borough, but these would only be minor in
nature. Overall, there would be a general worsening of the landscape across the borough, and this could be potentially
significant in the case of a new standalone settlement in Cotes. In combination, the effects are predicted to be significantly
negative.
Options 5, 6 and 7 are predicted to have a significant negative effect overall. The effects in Loughborough would likely be
significant given the need to develop adjacent to Charnwood Forest and the loss of a number of sites at the urban fringe.
Similarly, significant effects are predicted at service centres and Shepshed, as the scale of growth proposed would require the
release of substantial greenfield land and sensitive areas of landscape. A significant negative effect is predicted overall for
each option.
The Hybrid Option is predicted to have minor negative effects at the majority of settlements across the borough apart from
the smaller ‘other settlements’. However, the effects could be avoidable / possible to mitigate in most locations. Overall,
minor negative effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At a higher scale of growth, the hybrid option generates greater negative effects in the service centres, Loughborough,
Shepshed and the LUA. This indicates that landscape constraints are hard to address when this pattern of growth is raised.
The effects in other settlements would remain the same, whilst those in the Service Centres would still not likely be
significant. However, significant negative effects could possibly occur in the Loughborough and the LUA, and more certainly
in Shepshed. Overall, this constitutes a significant negative effect with regards to landscape.
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Scenario C – 11,700 homes
Hybrid Option (High)

--
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Biodiversity and nature conservation
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 and 4 propose relatively low level of growth to the service centres. Therefore, it is unlikely there will be direct
effects on designated habitat sites in/around any of the service centres. Growth along the Soar Valley could potentially
disturb species movement and/or impact the wildlife corridor function of the Soar Valley. There are also areas identified as
‘Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation’ which are more likely to be affected by development at higher levels of growth.
However for these two options, it ought to be possible to better avoid development in close proximity to the Soar Valley
wildlife corridor and areas identified as important for wildlife. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted for Option 1 (which
involves the lowest level of growth). An uncertain minor negative effect is predicted for Option 4, as there higher scale of
growth could necessitate development closer to sensitive areas.
Options 2 and 3 involve higher levels of growth in areas such as Quorn, Rothley and Barrow upon Soar. This will require the
release of aditional greenfield land, and this might be more likely to be in close proximity to wildlife sites such as along
Rothley Brook, adjacent to Quorn House Park, and along the River Soar corridor. For both options, minor negative effects
are predicted. Significant effects should still be possible to avoid as flexibility in site choice would remain, and there ought to
be opportunities to enhance green infrastructure. However, the potential for cumulative effects on the connectivity of
strategic wildlife corridors will need to be carefully managed.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve substantially more growth along the Soar Valley at Service Centres. This could put additional
pressure on biodiversity by disturbing ecological corridors. In particular, there would be a need to locate development
adjacent to watercourses, and there would be a greater loss of greenfield land along the Soar Valley, thereby resulting in its
isolation from the wider ecological networks across Charnwood. The potential for significant negative effects therefore
exists, but it ought to be possible to mitigate effects by ensuring that growth implements green infrastructure enhancements.
However, these three options are predicted to have significant negative effects at this stage.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. an uncertain minor negative effect)
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would deliver a slightly lower level of growth to option 2. Associated with this growth would be the release of
aditional greenfield land, which could be more likely to be in close proximity to wildlife sites such as along Rothley Brook,
adjacent to Quorn House Park, and along the River Soar corridor. Minor negative effects are predicted. Significant effects
should be possible to avoid as flexibility in site choice would remain, and there are likely to be opportunities to enhance
green infrastructure. However, the potential for cumulative effects on the connectivity of strategic wildlife corridors will
need to be carefully managed.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For option 1, the level of growth is the highest (4000 homes) for this scenario, and could potentially necessitate the release of
land in the more sensitive areas to the south of Loughborough. For example, sites near local nature reserves, and SSSI’s (in
particular, this would be wooded areas within the Charnwood Forest such as Mucklin Wood, and Beacon Hill, Hangingstone
and Out Woods). The potential for effects here would be greater as there could be a disturbance to species (noise, light, loss
of supporting habitat), increased visitor pressure, introduction of domestic animals and the potential to fragment habitats.
This level of growth still allows for some flexibility in site choice and lower-density sensitive development. However, given
the importance of the ecological networks in this location, the potential for significant negative effects is recorded. There is
an element of uncertainty relating to the potential to mitigate and avoid impacts.
The next highest growth options under this scenario are options 3 and 4 (2000 dwellings). These options would perhaps allow
the more sensitive sites (to the south-west of Loughborough) to be avoided, or at least at a much lower scale of
development. However, there would still be a need to develop sites in the urban area of Loughborough and some more
limited release of greenfield sites. Development within the inner core of Loughborough would not be anticipated to have
negative effects on biodiversity, as there are no major sites or ecological networks in this area. Consequently, the certainty
of effects occurring is lower, and so minor negative effects are predicted.
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Option 2 involves a relatively low level of growth which could be accommodated in the urban area and a much lower level of
greenfield release. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 6 would involve 600 more homes when compared to Option 1. This would necessitate the release of further
greenfield land to the south of Loughborough, which would make the likelihood of significant effects greater. Though there
could still be potential to mitigate and avoid effects, it is less of a certainty, therefore significant negative effects are
predicted.
Option 7 involves 700 fewer homes compared to Option 1, and so the likelihood of significant negative effects occurring is
lower. Therefore, uncertain significant negative effects are predicted.
Option 5 would involve the highest amount of growth, which would be likely to generate significant negative effects as there
would be less flexibility and ability to avoid encroachment into the Charnwood Forest.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore, the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be expected to involve growth at a marginally lower level to that seen in option 7 which could
potentially lead to the release of land in the more sensitive areas to the south of Loughborough. For example, sites near local
nature reserves, and SSSI’s (in particular, this would be wooded areas within the Charnwood Forest such as Mucklin Wood,
and Beacon Hill, Hangingstone and Out Woods). The potential effects here could disturb species (noise, light, loss of
supporting habitat), increase visitor pressures, introduce domestic animals and potentially fragment habitats. Despite this,
this level of growth allows for more flexibility in site choice and lower-density sensitive development when compared to
option 7. Therefore, an uncertain significant negative effect is predicted.

Shepshed:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 involves limited growth in Shepshed, which could be delivered in the urban area and / or less sensitive sites on the
settlement fringes. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Option 2 involves a higher level of growth that would necessitate the release of greenfield sites on the urban fringes. This
would likely involve sites to the west of the settlement nearby to Black Brook, which could affect water quality and / or
disturb species reliant upon the water environment. Likewise, development to the south of Shepshed is adjacent to
Newhurst Quarry SSSI, and could potentially affect habitats and species here. It could be possible to implement
enhancement in this area, but minor negative effects are predicted at this stage.
Options 3 and 4 involve lower levels of growth which ought to allow for effects to be better avoided. For example, through
avoidance of sensitive sites, lower-density development that include substantial elements of green infrastructure. Therefore,
uncertain minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Each of the options would involve higher growth compared to all of those under Scenario A. The likelihood of negative
effects occurring is therefore greater still. Significant effects ought to be possible to avoid though provided that
enhancement measures are secured, and development is not concentrated in one location (i.e. all to the west / all to the
south). At this stage, minor negative effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Minor negative effects are therefore predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
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Though this option includes further growth still in Shepshed (compared to all previous options), the additional growth
involved should be possible to accommodate across additional sites without giving rise to significant negative effects. As
such, minor negative effects are predicted.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 and 2 propose the delivery of 3000 homes. The likely location of sites would be within and adjacent to the Leicester
Urban Area, such as within Thurmaston, adjacent to the City boundary and adjacent to the A46. There would also be growth
at Syston. The locations of the site development options in these areas do not fall within areas of particular sensitivity with
regards to impacts on SSSIs. However, the location of some sites along the River Soar valley (near to Watermead Country
Park) could potentially cause disturbance to habitats and species here (during construction, and also as a result of increased
recreational pressure once homes are built). However, a change of industrial uses to housing on some sites could reduce the
impact of noise, heavy vehicles and air quality effects though, which would offset negative effects somewhat. On balance
minor negative effects are predicted, as the sites affected are not nationally important, the magnitude of effects would be
low, and enhancement ought to be possible.
Option 3 proposes a lower level of growth of 1000, which ought to allow for greater flexibility in the choice of sites, or the
application of lower density development with greater incorporation of green infrastructure. Therefore, a neutral effect is
predicted.
Option 4 has a slightly lower level of growth of 2500 homes which could present greater flexibility compared to options 1 and
2. However, it is still not certain that the most sensitive areas would be avoided. Therefore an uncertain negative effect is
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 would likely have the same effects as option 1 and 2 given that the level of growth is just slightly higher.
Minor negative effects are predicted.
Option 7 proposes slightly higher growth to option 5 and 6 (600 homes more). This presents a greater likelihood of negative
effects occurring. However, significant effects should still be possible to avoid given the mostly urban location of site options.
On greenfield sites at Sileby, the land is agricultural and is not thought to have particular value for biodiversity. Therefore,
only minor negative effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves double the amount of growth at the Leicester Urban Area as Option 3, which is less than all the other
options (apart from option 3). The precise location of growth will determine whether negative effects could occur or not.
However, this scale of growth ought to ensure that negative effects can be avoided in the main. Therefore, uncertain minor
negative effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach proposes the same level of growth as options 1 and 2 in areas such as within Thurmaston, adjacent to the City
boundary, adjacent to the A46 and at Syston. As such the effects would be broadly mimicked; hence, minor negative effects
are predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 do not involve any growth in the ‘other settlements’, therefore neutral effects are predicted for each of
these options. In the absence of a revised Local Plan, it is unlikely that there would be substantial growth in these areas
anyway, so the situation would be fairly similar.
Only option 3 involves growth in ‘other settlements’. There is an even split amongst the settlements, which means that the
amount in any one settlement is relatively low.
It is likely that growth could be accommodated in most locations without having significant effects on biodiversity.
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This is the case for Barkby, Queniborough, East Goscote, Rearsby, Wymeswold, Cossington, Thrussington and Burton on the
Wolds; where site options are not within close proximity to sensitive habitats, and there is flexibility in site choice at this scale
of growth.
For other settlements there is potential for negative effects due to the potential to disturb habitats in the Charnwood Forest
(Newton Linford and Woodhouse Eaves for example), or the potential to fragment ecological corridors through the Soar
Valley (For example, Thurcaston). These effects could be significant from a local perspective, especially at Woodhouse Eaves
where site options overlap with local wildlife sites. However, from a borough-wide perspective, the effects would be fairly
limited, and so only uncertain minor negative effects are predicted. At this scale of growth it should be possible to redirect
development from settlements with greater sensitivities to those with less sensitivity.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 7 does not involve growth in these settlements, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Options 5 and 6 involve almost double the growth compared to option A4. Therefore, the effects are more likely to occur and
a minor negative effect is predicted (rather than an uncertain effect at the lower scale of growth under Option 4).
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3). Whilst there are
settlements that are sensitive, the effects should be possible to mitigate and would be neutral from a borough wide
perspective.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The higher growth hybrid approach would see growth at a slightly lower level than outlined in option 3. It would be expected
that an even split would distribute development across settlements, with less allocated per settlement than in Option 3, but
more than under the hybrid option itself. At 800 dwellings (the hybrid approach) neutral effects are predicted, whilst at
1400 dwellings (Option 3), uncertain minor negative effects are predicted due to increased potential for habitats to be
affected. At 1200 dwellings, effects could possibly start to occur, and it would be harder to maintain the neutral effects seen
at 800 dwellings. As such, uncertain minor negative effects are predicted.

New / expanded settlement:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option 4 involves a new / standalone settlement. The effects are therefore neutral for options 1, 2, and 3.
Development would be adjacent to Cotes Grassland SSSI, and additoinal grassland identified as a Local Wildlife Site. It would
also be alongside the River Soar valley. Development would be large scale, and could potentially lead to negative effects on
wildlife that relies upon these habitats.
However, development at such a scale would allow for the incorporation of substantial areas of green infrastructure which
should draw people away from the more sensitive areas with regards to recreation. Consequently, only minor negative
effects would be expected, which could be neutral in the longer term once green infrastructure is well established.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement for these options.
Only option 7 involves a new settlement, but the level of growth is 500 dwellings higher than for Option 1. However, the
effects are predicted to be broadly the same. The site area is more than sufficient to accommodate 1500 homes and should
still be able to protect wildlife interests and secure enhancements. Therefore, only minor negative effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The high growth hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
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Option 1 is predicted to have neutral effects in service centres, Shepshed and smaller settlements across the Borough.
However, due to the focused growth at Loughborough there is potential for minor negative effects upon habitats and species
at Charnwood Forest. In addition, there are potential minor negative effects upon the Soar Valley through a focus on the
LUA. Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted for this option. Although there are neutral effects in some locations,
negative effects are likely to occur in sensitive locations such as Charnwood Forest and the River Soar Valley. These are not
predicted to be significant in isolation or combination though.
Option 2 is predicted to have minor negative effects at service centres in several parts of the borough. This reflects the
potential for disturbance along the River Soar and severance of ecological networks. Minor effects are also predicted as
there is potential for localised effects on biodiversity near Loughborough and within the Leicester urban area. Overall, the
effects are predicted to be minor. There would be no significant effects in any one part of the borough, and the effects on
wildlife in each of the different areas could possibly be mitigated, and are not likely to lead to cumulative effects due to
linkages between settlements.
Option 3 is predicted to have minor negative effects, neutral effects or uncertain negative effects across the district. Though
there would be effects across a wider range of locations, these are not predicted to be significant, nor would they be likely to
generate a significant negative effect when considered in combination. There is also uncertainty as to whether negative
effects would arise, and so overall an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted for this option.
Option 4 is predicted to have uncertain negative effects, as the dispersal of growth should help to reduce the potential for
effects in any one location. The only location where negative effects are more certain is at Cotes new settlement, and these
would not be significant. The potential to avoid or mitigate effects in most settlements means that overall, the effects are
only minor, and potentially neutral.
Option 5 is predicted to have a significant negative effect overall. In particular, the level of growth in Loughborough and the
service centres could lead to adverse effects on the Soar Valley and Charnwood forest, which are important locations for
wildlife. Furthermore, minor negative effects are recorded at a range of other settlements across the Borough. In
combination, this is considered to be a significant negative effect from a borough-wise perspective.
Option 6 is predicted to have significant negative effects. In the main, minor negative effects would be generated across
much of the borough’s settlements. However, there would be potential for significant negative effects at service centres and
Loughborough. In combination, there could be significant negative effects along the Soar Valley due to a degree of negative
effects being generated at various settlements along the corridor (with these also being significant at particular locations.
Option 7 generates significant negative effects in the service centres, and potentially at Loughborough. There would also be
minor negative effects in a range of other settlements. A new settlement at Cotes would also generate negative effects due
to the proximity to a local wildlife site and SSSI. Overall, a significant negative effect is predicted.
It should be noted that for each option, the potential for enhancement is mentioned. However, this has not been factored
into the assessment, as there are no details at this stage as to what would be involved, and whether this would be achievable.
This does not mean that significant or minor negative effects are a certainty though, as it is acknowledged several site options
fall into areas that have been identified as green infrastructure enhancement areas.
The Hybrid option is predicted to have negative effects across a range of settlements, but these would only be minor, and in
most instances could likely be mitigated (hence there are uncertainties involved at the service centres, Loughborough and the
Leicester Urban Area.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach is likely to see minor negative effects arise in most parts of Charnwood. The potential to avoid and / or
mitigate effects is lower compared to the initial hybrid approach, and hence minor negative effects are predicted with
greater certainty. In the main, the cumulative effects are unlikely to be significant, as the effects would be fairly localised and
not lead to widespread loss of biodiversity across Charnwood. However, the greater impact of development at
Loughborough could lead to significant negative effects.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For each of the options, there would be differing amounts of growth at the service centres, which could impact on
watercourses along the Soar Valley. In particular, this would involve the River Soar, with Quorn, Barrow upon Soar,
Mountsorrel and to a lesser extent Sileby all in close proximity.
Development at these settlements could increase run-off of pollutants and sediment into watercourses, which could have
a negative effect upon water quality. Similarly, the proximity of development in Anstey to Anstey and Rothley Brook could
cause similar issues.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water quality as
there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain, but are likely to be greater with the higher amount of
land that is lost to agricultural uses. Therefore, uncertain positive effects are predicted for options 2 and 3 (which are
more likely to involve a change in use from agricultural land).
For option 1, the level of growth at each service centre is relatively low, and therefore the potential for negative effects is
much reduced (due to increased flexibility in development locations and less construction activity). Consequently, neutral
effects are predicted.
For options 2, 3 and 4 the level of growth at each of the Service Centres is higher (except for Mountsorrel). This could
increase the potential for negative effects, particularly for Option 2, which involves the most growth.
The effects are predicted to be minor negative for options 2 and 3, as the amount of growth proposed is likely to result in
development on sites that may cause such issues. Options 1 and 4 are considered neutral, as the growth level is less and
can be accommodated on sites that are unlikely to contaminate watercourses.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 would lead to substantially more growth in the service centres, which could exacerbate potential effects
on water quality (due to construction activities) in the short term. In the longer term however, the effects are unlikely to
be significant as water infrastructure would need to be upgraded and the change in land use from agricultural to
residential could help to reduce pollution somewhat. There would also be a need to consider SuDs in new developments.
Therefore, a minor negative effect is still predicted. As per options 2 and 3, there is also potential for minor positive
effects given the greater likelihood of land use changes from agricultural to residential
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. a neutral effect)
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would see growth broadly similar to option 2 and hence, effects would be expected to be aligned. Hence,
some minor positive effects are potentially (though not certainly) likely to be seen where agricultural land is changed to
residential uses, lessening the potential for nitrate pollution of water courses. Conversely, the development could increase
run-off of pollutants and sediment into watercourses, which could have a negative effect upon water quality. Similarly, the
proximity of development in Anstey to Anstey Brook and Rothley Brook could cause similar issues. Hence, nitrate related
uncertain minor positive effects are predicted, alongside some minor negative effects relating to sedimentary run-off and
pollution.

Loughborough:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 would involve the most development in Loughborough (4000 homes) followed by Options 3 and 4 (2000) then
Option 2 (800 dwellings) respectively. Additional growth could potentially affect water quality in the short term, as
drainage and sewage facilities may need to be upgraded to cope with additional waste water and surface water run-off.
The effects are not considered to be significant though, particularly in the longer term, as there would be requirement for
waste water facilities and SUDs to manage the potential effects of new development. Potential contamination to
watercourses during construction could also be an issue, as described for the service centres.
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For Option 1, a potential minor negative effect is predicted, as large areas of greenfield land would be affected to the
South of Loughborough, with watercourses intersecting developable land. For options 2, 3 and 4, the level of growth is
lower, and so the magnitude of effects is likely to be lower accordingly. Consequently, neutral effects are predicted.
Growth is likely to result in the change of agricultural land to the south to residential uses; this could have positive effects
upon water quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain, but most likely to occur for Option
1, which involves the greatest change in land use from agriculture.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 and option 6 (to a lesser extent) propose greater amounts of growth compared to the options in Scenario A. The
potential for short term effects on water quality due to construction would therefore be exacerbated, though it would be
expected that mitigation would be secured to ensure that effects are not significant. There is likely to be a need to
enhance waste water and drainage infrastructure to support this level of growth. Minor negative effects are predicted for
Option 5, as the scale of growth and loss of greenfield land could make it more difficult to mitigate effects. However,
phased development of large sites could help manage these issues. For Option 6, the likelihood of negative effects ought
to be lower, and therefore, there is an element of uncertainty as to whether negative effects would be generated.
Option 7 proposes 3,300 dwellings, which allows for greater flexibility still, and a lower magnitude of growth compared to
Option 6. However, negative effects have not been ruled out given that the scale of development would be large.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. neutral effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would see growth at a slightly lower level than seen in option 7. This lower growth would be expected to
give greater flexibility on allocations, helping to potentially reduce more sensitive land, or developments which could
intersect watercourses. That said, the level of growth would still be expected to lead to some minor negative effects
associated with the implications discussed under Scenario B. Hence, uncertain minor negative effects are predicted.

Shepshed:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Development options in the urban area of Shepshed are unlikely to generate pathways for pollution to watercourses,
though there could be increased run off of pollutants into drains. There are no groundwater protection zones nearby
either, so it is unlikely that impacts upon aquifers would occur. Site options to the west of the settlement are in close
proximity to Black Brook, and could potentially lead to pollution / sedimentation during construction activities. The land
here is a mix of agricultural land that appears to be in active use, whilst other land is open green space / fields. A change of
use from agricultural land has the potential to reduce nitrogen deposits, and so the longer term effects could be positive.
For Option 1, the scale of growth is such that negative effects are likely to be avoided, but likewise, positive longer term
effects would also be less certain. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted overall.
Option 2 and options 3 and 4 (to a lesser extent) have potential for short term effects on water quality, as drainage and
sewage facilities may need to be upgraded to cope with additional waste water and surface water run-off. However, it is
considered that development will be subject to adequate waste water facilities and SUDs. The scale is sufficient for
contamination to watercourses to potentially occur. However, safeguarding measures during construction should be able
to mitigate this. Overall, an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted.
The options include sites west of Shepshed which is currently actively used for agriculture. A change of use to residential
uses could have positive effects upon water quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are minor and
uncertain though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 propose between 2,500 and 2,650 dwellings, which would likely involve development on a mix of sites in
the urban area and to the west of the settlement. At this scale of growth, there is potential for negative effects with
regards to water quality in the short term for the same reasons outlined above.
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There may also be increased pressure on water treatment and drainage networks, but these issues would be expected to
be resolved in the longer term. At these higher levels of growth, the potential for reduced nitrate run-off from agricultural
land uses ought to be greater too. Uncertain minor negative effects are predicted to reflect the issues that might occur
during construction, whilst potential positive effects are also recorded in the longer term.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Uncertain minor negative effects are
therefore predicted along with uncertain minor positive effects.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Similar effects to options 5, 6 and 7 are predicted. Uncertain minor negative effects are therefore predicted along with
uncertain minor positive effects.

Leicester urban area
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 and 2 involve the delivery of 3000 homes and option 4 involves the delivery of 2,500 homes. The likely location
of sites would be within and adjacent to the Leicester Urban Area, such as within Thurmaston and adjacent to the City
boundary. There would also likely be growth at Syston.
There are waterbodies around the River Soar and in the lakes around Leicester Marina and Watermead Country Park to the
east of Thurmaston. Barkby Brook crosses the large development site in Syston.
Whilst these waterbodies are unlikely to be significantly affected, development of sites in close proximity such as the
industrial estate, Mill Lane Car Park would need to ensure effective mitigation. Development which changes to residential
from the existing employment uses over the longer term, could potentially bring benefits to water quality as residential
development once constructed is less likely to be polluting. For the ‘Land at Syston’, it ought to be possible to avoid long
term negative effects, but similar to development elsewhere, there could be short term / temporary disturbances to water
quality; which is a minor negative effect.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water quality as
there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain though, and only likely to occur for growth at urban
fringes on agricultural land. The potential for effects is therefore fairly low.
Option 3 involves a lower amount of growth than all other options, and therefore neutral effects are predicted as well.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The level of growth for options 5 and 6 is only slightly greater than that proposed in options 1 and 2. Therefore, the effects
are predicted to be similar (i.e. uncertain minor negative effects and uncertain minor positive effects).
Option 7 further includes a large site north east of Thurcaston. It is not likely to cause direct impacts on nearby
watercourses, and so no further effects are predicted compared to Options 5 and 6.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves double the amount of growth at the Leicester Urban Area as Option 3, which is less than all the
other options (apart from option 3). Whilst negative effects could still occur, the lower scale of growth makes this less
likely should more sensitive sites be avoided and overall disturbance to watercourses is lower. Conversely, the potential
for improvements due to agricultural land uses is lower.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The high growth hybrid option would be expected to see the same growth and distribution in the Leicester Urban Area as
options 1 and 2, hence, a mixed uncertain minor positive and minor negative effects are anticipated.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
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Options 1, 2 and 4 do not propose growth in other settlement areas, thus neutral effects are predicted for each of these
options.
It is likely that growth could be accommodated in most locations without having significant effects on existing resources
and water quality. Furthermore, there would also be a need to consider SuDs in new developments. Therefore option 3 is
also predicted to have neutral effects.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to residential uses, this could have positive effects upon water quality as
there may be less run-off of nitrates. However, the scale of growth involved is relatively low, and dispersed.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 involve no growth in the other settlements and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option 6 involves the same levels of growth as option 3 (scenario A) for some settlement areas and double at others. In
settlements where additional growth is proposed, this could put some of the smaller waste water treatment facilities
under more pressure and increase surface water run-off of pollutants; having an uncertain minor negative effect in the
short term (as waste water may be more difficult to manage in rural areas). Given the greater change of uses from
agriculture, there may be minor positive effects in the longer term also.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3), and therefore neutral
effects are also predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be expected to deliver 200 homes fewer than option 3. As such, growth would most likely be
accommodated in locations without having significant effects on existing resources and water quality. Additionally, there
would also be a need to consider SuDs in new developments. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.

New settlement:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option 4 involves a new settlement. The effects are therefore neutral for options 1, 2, and 3.
It is likely water quality would be unaffected as there will need to be new drainage and water treatment facilities installed
as part of any development. Most of the site is actively used for agriculture, and a change of use to residential use could
have positive effects on water quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates. These effects are uncertain but are likely to
be positive in the longer term considering that the site is adjacent to the River Soar.
In the short term, there is a risk that water quality could temporarily deteriorate as a result of construction activities.
However, adequate mitigation measures should ensure any effects are minimised and not significantly negative in the long
term. On balance, neutral effects are also predicted for Option 4.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 and 6 do not propose a new settlement and thus a neutral effect is predicted.
The effects for Option 7 are similar to Option 4 (Scenario A) . Whilst the scale of growth is higher, the location of
development would be broadly the same. The requirement for adequate drainage and waste water infrastructure to serve
a new settlement should also be satisfied, and may be more viable with a greater amount of development to serve.
Consequently, the effects are predicted to be the same as for Option 4 (i.e. neutral effects overall).
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
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This approach would not seek to deliver any additional growth in the form of new settlements, hence, neutral effects are
likely.

Overall effects
None of the options are considered likely to have significant negative effects, as the location, spread and scale of
developments should ensure that pressures on water quality in any one location are reduced.
However, where there is a greater amount of development in settlements, the likelihood of temporary negative effects on
water quality is increased. This could be due to an increased pressure on existing water drainage and treatment
infrastructure (prior to improvements being secured), and / or construction activities. Conversely, where there could be a
change of land use / management, positive effects could be generated by reducing the amount of nitrates run-off into
watercourses.
The location that effects are likely to occur differs for each option, as the spread of development is different.
For Option 1, the effects across the Borough are mostly neutral, but for Loughborough and the Leicester urban area, minor
negative effects could be generated. In combination these are not significant at a borough scale though. Minor positive
effects are predicted for the longer term, reflecting the potential for reduced nitrate pollution from agricultural land at
Loughborough.
For options 2 and 3, the effects are generated at the service centres and in Shepshed, rather than Loughborough. Though
the effects overall are likely to be of a slightly greater magnitude compared to Option 1, these are still unlikely to be
significant from a borough wide perspective. The uncertainties that are recorded reflect the potential for negative effects
to be avoided, and with regards to positives, it is unclear what degree of diffuse pollution currently occurs on land that
could be developed.
For Option 4, the effects are mostly neutral for settlements across the borough, but there would be potential effects
associated with a new settlement, and also due to the scale of growth in Shepshed. Again, the in-combination effects are
not predicted to be significant. A new settlement would need to include comprehensive drainage and waste water
treatment works in support of development in a relatively isolated location. The scale of growth should provide the
economies of scale to secure effective mitigation / enhancement.
Options 5, 6 and 7 involve greater amounts of growth at individual settlements and across the borough as a whole. The
potential for negative effects is therefore higher (and less uncertain), as there will be increased development that may be
in close proximity to water resources. The increased growth will also put pressure on waste water treatment and drainage
infrastructure.
However, it is unlikely that development would be approved without subsequent planned upgrades in the longer term.
Implementing sustainable drainage systems should also help to ensure that increased hardstanding does not lead to more
surface water pollution, whilst a change in use from agricultural land to residential land could also contribute to a
reduction in pollution. In the smaller rural settlements, the additional pressure on smaller waste water treatment sites
may be more difficult to manage / more costly.
The hybrid option is predicted to have broadly neutral effects across the borough, with the exception of Shepshed and the
Leicester Urban Area, where short term / temporary negative effects could be generated in relation to construction
activities. In these locations, the change of use from agricultural land to residential could potentially have minor positive
effects in the long term too. Consequently, the overall effects are minor positives and negatives, but there is a degree of
uncertainty.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At a higher scale of growth, there are increased pressures in relation to water quality. However, this is not thought likely to
lead to significant negative effects. There is an assumption that infrastructure could be upgraded to accommodate
growth. With regards to positive effects, there remains potential for agricultural land to be converted and any polluting
activities being reduced. A greater amount of agricultural land would likely be lot, which increases the likelihood of effects
occurring and being positive. However, it is uncertain, given that current pollution levels from agricultural land are not
known for specific parcels. Overall uncertain minor positive and minor negative effects are recorded.

273

Page 549

Water environment: Water quality
Service
centres

Loughborough

Shepshed

LUA

Others

New
settlement

Overall
effects

Scenario A - 8,100 homes
Option 1: Urban
Concentration A

-?

0

+?

0

-

+?

0

0

-?

+?

Option 2: Urban
Concentration B

-

+?

0

-?

+?

-

+?

0

0

-?

+?

Option 3:
Settlement
Hierarchy

-

+?

0

-?

+?

-

+?

0

0

-?

+?

-?

+?

Option 4: Urban
Concentration /
New Settlement

0

0

-?

+?

Hybrid Option

0

0

-?

+?

-?

+?

0

0

-?

+?

0

0

-

+?

0

-

+?

-

+?

-?

+?

0

+?

0

+?

Scenario B - 15,700 homes
Option 5: Urban
Concentration
Option 6:
Settlement
Hierarchy
Option 7: Urban
Concentration /
New Settlement

-

+?

-

+?

-?

+?

-?

+?

-

+?

-?

+?

-?

+?

-?

+?

-

+?

-?

+?

-?

+?

+?

-?

+?

0

0

-?

+?

-?

+?

Scenario C – 11,700 homes
Hybrid Option
(High)

-

+?

-?

-?

+?

0

274

Page 550

Water environment: Flooding
Service centres
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Though some potential development sites are adjacent to flood zones 2 and 3 there are no significant flood risks at any of
the potential sites for development in Anstey.
There is also limited potential for effects in Mountsorrel, Rothley, Sileby and Barrow upon Soar for the same reasons.
Sites in Quorn, however, fall within flood zones 2, 3 and 3a and therefore potential for negative effects exists at all levels of
growth. For options 1 and 4, the level of growth involved is relatively low and there are sites available that could
accommodate growth in flood zone 1. Therefore neutral effects are predicted.
In Rothley, one site is intersected by large areas of flood zone 2/3. However, there is sufficient developable land available
that should allow for this location to be avoided for sensitive uses (even at the highest level of growth proposed at this
settlement)
For each of the options a neutral effect is predicted with regards to new development not being located in flood risk areas.
Though there could be potential negative effects at Quorn at higher levels of growth (as for options 3 and 4), these could
be avoided by diverting growth to other service centres where flood risk is lower.
The overall level of growth in each of the service centres should not lead to an increased flood risk elsewhere as a result of
changes to drainage regimes (provided that suitable drainage improvements are secured). However, this might be more
difficult to achieve at higher levels of growth in the service centres (such as for option 2). Nevertheless, a neutral effect is
predicted for each option, given that the majority of development sites would be in locations where sustainable drainage
solutions ought to be possible to secure.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At a higher scale of growth the likelihood of sites being within areas at risk of fluvial flooding does not increase
substantially, as the available sites at the service centres should allow for development in areas of low flood risk. However,
growth at Quorn and Rothley may need to be reduced to avoid negative effects for options xx and xxx. Without this
intervention, potential negative effects could occur for these options in this respect.
However, the increase in growth overall could be more difficult to manage in terms of surface water drainage and
downstream flood risk. Therefore, uncertain (minor) negative effects are predicted for each option at this scale of growth.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. a neutral effect)
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be expected to see growth and associated effects broadly aligned with option 2, where there is
unlikely to be growth on areas identified as vulnerable to flooding. Hence, neutral effects are likely.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Within the Loughborough Urban Area, the majority of potential development sites fall within flood zone 1, with only
several sites having small parts of the site falling within flood zones 2 and 3. The sites on the urban periphery (to the south)
contain greater areas of flood zones 2 and 3. However, the site options are large, and it should therefore be possible to
avoid areas of flood risk and introduce sustainable drainage systems.
For each of the options, the risk of flooding on development sites should be fairly low, as the sites are largely not at risk of
flooding. At higher amounts of growth, such as that proposed in option 1, were there would be a need to release more
land, then there could be development on sites that involve a greater element of flood risk. This is a potential negative
effect, but ought to be possible to mitigate given the nature of the sites.
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In terms of the overall level of growth, and potential changes to hydrology, a large increase in development in and around
Loughborough is most likely to contribute to increased flood risk in the longer term. Therefore, option 1 is likely to have
the greatest potential for negative effects in this respect also.
Overall, option 1 is predicted to have minor negative effects, whilst options 2, 3 and 4 are predicted to have neutral
effects.

Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5, would involve considerably more development in Loughborough compared to any option under scenario A. This
would most definitely involve the development of sites that contain areas at risk of flooding. However, the nature of flood
risk on available development sites ought to allow for significant effects to be avoided provided that sustainable drainage
systems are implemented. Furthermore, in addition to that likely to be developed to achieve growth options in scenario A
is broadly in areas of low flood risk (south of Loughborough). A minor negative effect is predicted for options 5.
Option 6 involves similar growth to option 1, and therefore the effects would be similar (i.e. an uncertain minor negative
effect). Option 7 involves a relatively low level of growth, and so the effects are neutral.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. neutral effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be likely to result in similar growth, albeit 300 fewer homes, to that seen in option 7 and hence
neutral effects are likely.

Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Sites available for development in Shepshed are largely within flood zone 1. The exceptions are sites to the west of the
settlement, where the perimeter of sites are intercepted by flood zone 2, 3 and 3a associated with Black Brook.
Option 1 states that development would likely be to the west of the settlement and on a range of sites in the urban area.
At the scale of growth involved, it would be possible to avoid areas of flood risk and to incorporate SUDs given that the
urban fringe sites are greenfield, and the amount of growth would not necessitate development on the entire site area to
achieve a viable development. The effects in terms of local surface water drainage are unlikely to be significant given the
relatively low level of growth involved.
For options 2 and 3, the level of growth is much higher, and would require more substantial growth at the urban fringes.
Presuming this would be on land to the west of the settlement, it ought to be possible to accommodate growth without
locating in areas at risk of flooding. The scale of growth required is unlikely to lead to significant changes to surface water
runoff, particularly given that areas of green space would remain between new development and areas of flood risk. It is
presumed that SUDs would be incorporated into development, which would limit negative effects upon hydrology locally
and downstream. However, the potential for minor negative effects exists, with some uncertainty.
Option 4 would involve a slightly lower level of growth, and so the effects are predicted to be neutral.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The growth proposed for options 5, 6 and 7 is higher than any option under Scenario A. This is not substantially higher, but
the additional land required for development could potentially lead to minor negative effects.
Although significant effects could be avoided through the implementation of adequate and sustainable drainage systems,
there would be less flexibility in the layout / density and design of development. Therefore minor negative effects are
predicted for these three options.
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Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Uncertain minor negative effects are
therefore predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
With some additional growth in Shepshed, the effects would depend upon the form of development. With increased
capacity on extensions to the west of the settlement, it could reduce potential for effective SUDs, but it should still be
possible to avoid areas of flood risk and significant effects. Additional site options to the south of the borough could also
be development options, and these are not significantly constrained by flooding. As a result, overall, minor negative
effects are predicted.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There is a range of sites potentially available for development in the Leicester Urban Area that do not fall within Flood
Zones 2 or 3. However, there are some sites within Thurmaston that fall entirely within Flood Zone 3. Sites in Syston have
mixed risks of flooding. Several small sites in the urban area are entirely within flood zones 2/3, whilst others are in flood
zone 1. At the urban fringes to the east of Syston, there are sites that are within flood zone 1, but the large site to the
south / south east contains substantial areas at risk of flooding. Due to the scale of this site though, a smaller
development on the non-affected part of the site could be appropriate.
To deliver 3000 homes (as per options 1 and 2) would require development on available sites in the Leicester Urban Area
and upon sites in Syston. There ought to be sufficient land available to avoid areas of flood risk, despite there being but it
parts of strategic sites in flood zones 2/3. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted, but there is some uncertainty.
At a slightly lower level of growth but including the site south of Syston (option 4), the Effects would be the same as
options 1 and 2.
At a lower level of growth of 1,000 homes (option 3), these potential effects could be more easily avoided and thus a
neutral effect is predicted with certainty.
The overall level of growth involved could also affect surface water run-off and drainage patterns for any of the options
(though to a greater extent for options 1 and 2). However, several sites would likely be brownfield, and it ought to be
possible to incorporate SUDs to greenfield site options given their size.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 only involve slightly higher levels of growth to options 1 and 2. Though this would reduce flexibility
somewhat, it would be unlikely to generate more significant effects. Therefore, uncertain negative effects are predicted
also.
A similar effect is also predicted for option 7 as the sites involved would be the same with the exception of as additional
development on the site north east of Thurcaston. This site is adjacent to areas of flood risk, but ought to be possible to
deliver providing that a sufficient buffer between areas of flood risk is established as well as the inclusion of sustainable
natural drainage systems. The increased scale of growth in the urban area overall may be more likely to contribute to
changes in surface water flood risk at this highest level of growth, and therefore the minor negative effects are more
certain overall for Option 7.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves double the amount of growth at the Leicester Urban Area as Option 3, which is less than all the
other options (apart from option 3). Whilst negative effects could still occur (as per option 4), the lower scale of growth
makes this less likely should more sensitive sites be avoided.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option is likely to see growth aligned with options 1 and 2. As in these previously discussed options, it is expected that
there would be sufficient land available in the area to avoid areas of flood risk, but it is not possible to rule this out entirely,

277

Page 553

Water environment: Flooding
especially since the large site in Syston contains substantial areas in flood zones 2/3. Consequently, an uncertain minor
negative effect is predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Sites within the ‘other settlements’ have mixed risk of flooding. At some settlements, potential development sites do not
fall within flood risk zones 2/3 at all, or there are very small overlaps (East Goscote, Cossington, Thrussington,
Wymeswold, Hathern and Woodhouse Eaves), whilst in others, small parts of the sites fall within flood zones 2 and 3,but
this it mostly at the edges of sites (Thurcaston, Rearsby, Burton on the Wolds, Barkby, Queniborough, Newtown Linford
and Seagrave). There is no growth proposed in Swithland. As a result, the potential for negative effects with regards to
new development being at risk of flooding is low, even at the higher scales of growth in these settlements.
Growth for option 3 is at a level where it ought to be possible to avoid flood risk and/or implement suitable mitigation in
the form of SUDs. The small amounts of growth in the outer settlements would also be unlikely to have major impacts
with regards to downstream flooding or local surface water flooding. Therefore, neutral effect is predicted.
There is no additional growth proposed in these areas for options 1, 2 and 4, thus neutral effects are also predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
There is no additional growth for options 5 and 7, so neutral effects are predicted.
Option 6 has similar growth to option 3 in some settlements, but additional growth at others. Despite increases of growth
at some settlements, it should still be possible to avoid flood risk, so neutral effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3), and therefore neutral
effects are also predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The growth here would be marginally lower than that set out in option 3, meaning that it is likely that areas at risk of
flooding could be avoided and mitigation could be implemented with SuDS. Additional low-level growth in the outer
settlements would also be unlikely to have major impacts with regards to downstream flooding or local surface water
flooding. Therefore, neutral effect is predicted.

New settlement:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 3 do not propose growth at a new settlement. Option 4 proposes 1,000 dwellings on a single strategic site,
which his identified at Cotes.
Part of the site that forms the new settlement contains areas that fall within Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3; a small stream
running through the site, as well as a small part of the River Soar flood plain. Despite this, the development of the site
should be possible to accommodate without increasing flood risk. Not least, the large nature of the site (and relatively low
number of homes involved) ought to allow for substantial green infrastructure and sustainable drainage systems to be
incorporated. . Whilst it ought to be possible to mitigate negative effects and secure enhancements, this shouldn’t be
presumed at this stage, and so an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted for Option 4.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The effects for options 5 and 6 are neutral, as they involve no growth.
Option 7 proposes 1,500 dwellings at Cotes new settlement. Though this would reduce design and layout flexibility, there
is still sufficient land to allow for buffers between development and areas of flood risk. The nature and scale of the site
should also support natural drainage solutions as part of green infrastructure. Consequently, the potential for negative
effects is still considered to be minor and potentially avoidable.
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Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The high growth hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Option 1 is predicted to have a minor negative effect overall. This is mainly attributable to several sites potentially being
developed in Loughborough that contain areas at risk of flooding. The uncertainties recorded reflect the likelihood that
impacts could be avoided through site choice, layout and design. However, the smaller scale, urban nature of sites could
make it difficult to avoid some residual minor impacts.
Option 2 is predicted to have neutral effects as the majority of locations across the borough would not be significantly
affected. Though there is flood risk at Shepshed, it is probable that such effects could be avoided or mitigated on these
sites as well as implementing natural drainage solutions. Uncertainties are recorded as the precise effects will depend
upon site layout and design.
Option 3 is predicted to have neutral effects as the majority of locations across the borough would not be significantly
affected. The spread of growth across the borough should allow for areas at risk of flooding to be avoided in the main.
The more dispersed nature of growth should also lead to less pressure on drainage infrastructure in any one location.
Though there are minor negative effects at Shepshed for Option 3, these are uncertain and the overall picture is neutral.
Option 4 is predicted to have neutral effects as the majority of locations across the borough would not be significantly
affected. Though there is flood risk at a new settlement, it is probable that such effects could be avoided or mitigated.
Uncertainties are recorded as the precise effects will depend upon site layout and design.
Options 5, 6 and 7 are all predicted to have minor negative effects with regards to flooding. This is largely due to the
overall increase in growth which would be more likely to affect surface water run-off / drainage and the need for waste
water treatment upgrades. With regards to development being located in areas of flood risk, it should still be possible to
avoid flood zones 2/3 in the main, but higher growth in some locations may bring homes into closer proximity to flood
plains. This could be more of an issue in Loughborough for Option 5, at Quorn and Rothley for Option 6 and at Cotes new
settlement and the Leicester urban area for Option 7.
Though the effects are more likely to be negative at this scale of growth, mitigation should still be possible, and so
significant effects are unlikely.
The Hybrid Option is predicted to have neutral effects. The spread of growth across the borough should allow for areas at
risk of flooding to be avoided in the main. The relatively dispersed nature of growth should also lead to less pressure on
drainage infrastructure in any one location. Though there are minor negative effects at Shepshed, these are uncertain and
the overall picture is neutral.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At a higher scale of growth, the hybrid option does not increase the effects in relation to flooding for most settlements.
However, the likelihood of effects in Shepshed and the LUA is increased, and so overall, minor negative effects are
predicted.
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Land: Soil resources
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
At each of the service centres, site options are predominantly at the urban fringes and would therefore involve the loss of
agricultural land in most cases.
Option 1 involves the lowest amount of growth for the Service Centres (600 dwellings).
In Sileby, providing approximately 100 dwellings, could involve a loss of up to 4ha of land, which would most likely be grade
2 land, given its prominence in this location.
At Anstey, accommodating 100 homes would similarly involve a loss of up to 4ha but grade 2 land could be avoided given
that there are site options involving grade 3 land.
At Rothley, a similar amount again could be lost (4ha), and this would be grade 2 or grade 3 land dependent upon the sites
involved.
For Barrow upon Soar, a similar loss would be expected (4ha of grade 2 land).
There would be limited loss of agricultural land at Mountsorrel as there are site options that do not contain best and most
versatile land.
At Quorn, there could also be some loss of grade 3 land, but there are sites that are not agricultural in nature that could be
developed.
Overall, the total loss of agricultural land under option 1 could be up to 20ha, with at least half likely to be grade 2. Whilst
any loss of agricultural land is considered to be negative from a soil resources perspective, the effects are predicted to be
neutral as the magnitude of effects is small in the context of resources at a borough scale.
Option 4 involves almost double the amount of growth in the service centres compared to option 1 (except for
Mountsorrel, which is the same). Given the need for additional land for development, the loss of agricultural land could be
approximately 35ha in total. Again, this would be a mix of grade 2 and 3. The majority of land at Sileby is grade 2, and so a
further land could be lost here. At Barrow, a similar loss would be expected, but it could be a mix of grade 2 and 3. Further
grade 3 land could also be lost at Anstey, and similarly at Rothley (grade 2 and 3). Despite the greater amount of land that
would be lost, this could still be limited to mostly grade 3 land, and is still modest with regards to the overall loss.
Therefore, neutral effects are predicted still.
Option 3 would involve further growth still at the service centres, with potentially 50 ha being affected in total. The effects
are predicted to be a minor negative given the unavoidable loss of Grade 2 land in particular. From a borough wide
perspective, the effects are still not significant though, and would also be unlikely to have major impacts on agricultural
economies associated with farmland at the service centres.
Option 2 would deliver 2,100 dwellings across the service centres, which is more than three times the amount for option 1.
Wherever this additional growth is delivered, it is likely to lead to further loss of agricultural land. Given the quantum and
quality (large amounts of grade 2) of land likely to be lost, a significant negative effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
All three options are predicted to have significant negative effects due to the scale of loss, and the greater likelihood that
grade 2 land would be lost too. Options 5 and 7 in particular could lead to the loss of over 100ha of agricultural land.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. a neutral effect)
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The growth associated with this approach would be broadly aligned, albeit with marginally less development, with option 2.
The growth is likely to lead to loss of high-quality agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects are predicted.

Loughborough
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Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are a number of options in the urban area of Loughborough that could accommodate a proportion of new growth
under each of the options. This would help to avoid the loss of agricultural land and it is assumed brownfield sites would be
maximised as part of the spatial strategy.
However, to meet the required housing targets under each option, there would be a need to release greenfield land on the
fringes of Loughborough.
For option 2, which involves the lowest level of growth, the amount of greenfield release would be minimal. The effects are
therefore predicted to be neutral. Options 3 and 4 propose a greater amount of growth (2,000 dwellings) which will require
the release of greenfield land and of the best and most versatile agricultural land.
There would still be some flexibility in site choice though, and so grade 3 land could be targeted rather than grade 2.
Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted for options 3 and 4. There could be a loss of approximately 35ha of
agricultural land.
Option 1 will deliver the most growth in Loughborough compared to the other options. This would necessitate the need for
further land take, of which a greater amount would be likely to be grade 2 agricultural land. A significant negative effect is
predicted, given the higher overall loss and the proportion of higher quality land that will be lost. Up to 100ha of best and
most versatile land could potentially be lost.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 would involve substantially more growth compared to options under scenario A. Option 7 would require
land for 3,300 dwellings and is also likely to require grade 2 and 3 agricultural land. Growth at these scales would result in
the loss of over 100ha of the best and most versatile agricultural land, which is a significant negative effect.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth here would be likely to lead to the loss of a substantial amount of grade 2 and 3 agricultural land. The growth
would be slightly less than seen in option 7, reducing the loss of the most valuable agricultural land. That said, the approach
will still lead to a substantial loss of valuable land, hence significant negative effects are likely.

Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The urban area of Shepshed includes many sites that could accommodate a proportion of new growth under each of the
options. There is also non-agricultural land outside the urban area in Shepshed that could accommodate growth. This
would avoid the loss of agricultural land and it is assumed brownfield sites would be maximised as part of the spatial
strategy. However, as discussed above, to meet the required housing targets under each option, there would be a need to
release greenfield land on the fringes of Shepshed.
For option 1, which involves the lowest level of growth in these areas, there ought to be greater flexibility in the choice of
sites. There may be enough sites in the urban area and on non-agricultural land to deliver this option. The effects are
therefore predicted to be neutral. Options 3 and 4 propose additional growth (1,200 – 1,500 dwellings) which will require
some uptake of agricultural land. However, grade 2 agricultural land could be avoided in favour of grade 3. Approximately
25 ha of land could be affected, which is a minor negative effect.
Option 2 would require greater uptake of the grade 2 and 3 agricultural land to the west of Shepshed, but would still be
unlikely to lead to a loss of greater than 60ha. Therefore, minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 would all involve more growth compared to options under scenario A. A greater uptake of the best and
most versatile agricultural land would therefore be required, which is recorded as a significant negative effect.
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Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Minor negative effects are therefore
predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Further growth in Shepshed would likely be on agricultural land, and so the significant negative effects are more likely to
occur.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 and 2 involve approximately 3000 dwellings. Presuming this consists of a mix of urban sites (i.e. within
Thurmaston) and sites on the urban fringe (at Thurmaston, Birstall and adjacent to the A630 for example) and at Syston (a
mix of urban and mostly greenfield sites), there would be a potential loss of agricultural land classified mostly Grade 3 land.
Site opportunities adjacent to Thurmaston consist of approximately 27ha of grade 3 agricultural land.
This could be lost to development. Similarly, 20 ha of land adjacent to the A630 is classified as grade 3 (though this doesn’t
appear to be in agricultural use and may not be best and most versatile. Approximately 55 ha of land could also be lost in
Syston of either grade 2 or 3 land. Overall, approximately 60-70ha could be lost, with the majority being Grade 3 land. This
could be higher though should the brownfield sites in the urban area not be found to be deliverable. This is considered to
be a minor negative effect.
Option 3 delivers much fewer dwellings, and would therefore be much less likely to lead to the loss of agricultural land.
Given that some of the land could be met in the urban area of Birstall and Thurmaston on non-agricultural land, the total
loss of grade 3 land would likely be less than 15 ha. Therefore, a neutral effect is predicted.
Option 4 also delivers fewer dwellings but would still require substantial agricultural land including Grade 3 (approximately
50ha). However, some sites most suited for agricultural use and of the best quality may be avoided (in comparison to
options 1 and 2). A minor negative effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 involve similar growth as options 1 and 2, and therefore the effects are the same (Minor negative). Option
7 includes an additional site north-east of Thurcaston in addition to the majority of available sites in options 5 and 6. The
site in its entirety consists of grade 2 and 3 agricultural land. At this scale of growth, a potential significant negative effect
is predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach involves some loss of agricultural land, but like options 1, 2 and 4, the effects are only minor.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would see growth aligned with options 1 and 2. As such the effects would be similar, seeing the loss of a
large amount of grade 3 agricultural land; resulting in anticipated minor negative effects.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The majority of ‘other settlements’ fall within the countryside / rural parts of the Borough. Therefore, the majority of land
available for development is classified as either grade 2 or grade 3. An even split across the settlements (with the exception
of Swithland), there would be some loss of agricultural land in most of the settlements. In some settlements, the loss
would predominantly be of grade 3 land (Barkby, Burton on the Wolds, Seagrave, Thurcaston, Woodhouse Eaves,
Wymeswold, Thrussington and Hathern), whilst at others it predominantly would likely be grade 2 (Cossington, East
Goscote, Queniborough and Rearsby).
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It should be noted that several sites in Queniborough and East Goscote are not agricultural in nature. In total, up to 40ha
could be affected, but the majority would be grade 3 (which may or may not be best and most versatile land). Given the
low magnitude of land likely to be lost, and most of this being grade 3 land, neutral effects are predicted for option 3. All
other options are also predicted to have neutral effects given that there is no growth involved.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 are predicted to have neutral effects as there is no growth proposed. Option 6 could result in the loss of
approximately 65ha of mostly grade 3 land. A minor negative effect is predicted, as a greater amount of agricultural land
will be lost. However, as Grade 2 land could be largely avoided, the effects are not predicted to be significant.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3), and therefore neutral
effects are also predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Under this approach, a marginally lower delivery of housing would be seen than option 3. This would be on land
predominantly classified as countryside/rural parts of the Borough, which is mostly made up of grade 2 and 3 agricultural
land. Given that this approach would offer a slight increase in flexibility to avoid grade 2 land compared with option 3, this
approach is likely to lead to neutral effects.

New Settlement:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For options 1, 2 and 3, neutral effects are predicted, as these do not involve a new settlement and so agricultural land will
not be affected.
The new settlement area falls within the countryside and on land that is classified as grade 2 agricultural land. Therefore,
for option 4, development could result in the loss of approximately 40ha of grade 2 land to accommodate the amount of
housing growth proposed. As well as land required for housing, there would also be a need for land to accommodate
associated uses such as schools and a local centre.
A minor negative effect is predicted for option 4, as whilst some best and most versatile agricultural land will be lost, this
would not be significant in the context of borough resources.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
No growth is proposed for options 5 and 6. Option 7 would result in the loss of approximately 60ha of grade 2 agricultural
land. The scale of growth is such that additional land will be required for associated uses such as local shops, schools and
community facilities. Given that a large amount of grade 2 land would be lost, the effects are considered to be significant.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Each of the options involve a loss of agricultural land in different locations, but the overall picture is that a substantial
amount of agricultural land is likely to be lost regardless. As a consequence, each option is predicted to have significant
negative effects.
With this being said, certain options do perform less favourably with regards to the total amount of land that would be lost,
and the grade of land.
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Under Scenario A, the effects are most prominent for option 2 for example, which would involve a greater loss of Grade 2
agricultural land overall. The loss of agricultural land under option 1 is significant at Loughborough, but elsewhere, the loss
is limited. Though still significant, the effects of this option are less negative compared to option 2. Options 3, 4 and the
hybrid option do not give rise to substantial loss in any one location, but do create negative effects in a wider range of
settlements.
For scenario B, all of the options would involve greater loss compared to Scenario A, with a greater loss of Grade 2 land
also. Option 7 performs the worst overall as the extents of effects across the borough are more prominent.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At a higher scale of growth the hybrid option is likely to result in a significant loss of agricultural land of best and most
versatile classification. This would be particularly hard to avoid in the service centres, Loughborough and Shepshed.
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Air quality
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Existing services and road networks would be used to support much of the development in the service centres, with the
level of growth involved in individual settlements not likely to require strategic infrastructure upgrades. Though increased
growth could contribute to traffic and congestion along routes into Leicester and Loughborough, the effects on air quality
locally are not likely to be significant due to the spread of development and the absence of air quality management areas
(AQMAs) or areas of concern at the service centres. These areas are also fairly well served with regards to public transport,
and so the potential to mitigate increased growth by supporting modal shift also exists. Consequently, each of the options
is predicted to have neutral effects with regards to air quality in the service centres.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At a higher scale of growth, air quality is still not anticipated to be significantly affected in the service centres themselves,
but could lead to a worsening of quality in town centres due to increased traffic, congestion and car usage. Furthermore,
the overall increase in housing would lead to increased car trips, which could contribute to air quality issues in more
sensitive areas such as Loughborough and Leicester City. For options 5 and option 7 a potential minor negative effect is
predicted, with an uncertain negative effect for option 6 which involves a lower level of growth compared to options 5 and
7 (but still higher than options 1-4).
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. a neutral effect)
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be expected to deliver growth broadly aligned with option 2, albeit marginally lower. Hence, effects
are expected to be similar and therefore, neutral effects are predicted.

Loughborough:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Data for Loughborough from 2015 indicates that there has been a significant reduction in the concentration of NO2 levels
around the town centre since the opening of the Inner Relief Road in November 201415. The AQMA however still remains
within Loughborough (Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)) and there is potential for this area to be worsened by concentrated
development resulting in more congestion and car journeys.
For option 2 which involves relatively lower levels of growth, development could be contained mostly within the urban
areas, and therefore, the need to travel would be somewhat reduced. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Option 1 is most likely to have effects on air quality due to the higher concentration of growth in and around
Loughborough. It may be possible to secure infrastructure improvements for larger developments to the south of the
settlement. Furthermore, Loughborough has good public transport links, which could help to reduce the increase in car
trips associated with new development. Nevertheless, potential significant negative effect is predicted.
Options 3 and 4 involve a relatively low amount of growth compared to the existing built up area of Loughborough, and so
impacts on air quality (whilst negative) are not likely to be significant.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At a higher scale of growth, there would be a need to release the majority if not all available sites, which could lead to
increased trips to, from and through Loughborough. This could lead to worsening air quality, possibly in AQMAs.
Consequently, an uncertain significant negative effect is predicted for Option 5.

15

LAQM Annual Status Report 2016 – Charnwood Borough Council
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The extent of this would depend on site access and infrastructure enhancements that would be delivered to support
growth to the south of the settlement. This may very well act as a direct link to the M1 and / or the A6.
The potential to secure strategic road improvements might help to reduce air quality pressures, but this has not been
factored into the assessment given that there are no specific schemes planned.
Option 6 would involve 550 fewer dwellings than option 5, which would reduce the potential for negative effects
somewhat. Nevertheless, the scale of growth is still relatively high and is likely to lead to additional traffic through
Loughborough. Consequently, an uncertain significant negative effect is predicted.
Option 7 would involve lower levels of growth compared to options 5 and 6 and so a minor negative effect is predated.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore, the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would involve marginally less growth than option 7, though still more than options 3, 4 or the hybrid (7,800)
approach; hence, minor negative effects are predicted with regards to air quality. There is also likely to be an increase in
traffic associated with higher growth in Shepshed under this approach.

Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 involves a relatively low level of growth which could be accommodated in the urban area. It is therefore unlikely
that notable effects on air quality would be generated. Neutral effects are recorded.
Option 2 involves substantial growth at the periphery of Shepshed. This could lead to some increase in traffic into and
through the town centre. However, the location of development sites would mean that new development has access to
strategic routes without having to pass through the town centre. For example, access along Tickow Lane to Ashby Road
West. Consequently, minor negative effects are predicted.
Options 3 and 4 involve lower levels of growth compared to Option 2, which reduces the potential for negative effects
somewhat. Consequently, uncertain minor negative effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
All three options involve similar or slightly higher levels of growth to option 2. Consequently, minor negative effects are
predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Minor negative effects are therefore
predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would increase growth in Shepshed, and the locations involved could potentially draw traffic along routes into
Shepshed, and towards Loughborough. Combined with an increased growth in housing in Loughborough as well, this is
likely to lead to a general worsening of air quality. However, the effects in Shepshed itself are predicted to be minor
negative effects given background levels of air pollutants associated with traffic.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Travel into and out of Leicester often suffers peak time congestion along the main arterial routes. This is highlighted by the
AQMA in Syston (NO2), and within Leicester City itself. Increased development at the urban periphery is likely to increase
traffic along these routes, which could impact upon air quality in these areas.
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Monitoring data suggests that annual mean objective of 40μg/m3 is not close to being exceeded in Syston, or in locations
around the LUA. Therefore, whilst the level of increased growth involved could lead to a worsening of air quality, the
effects would not be expected to be significant for lower levels of growth such as those being proposed for these options.
A minor negative effect is predicted for options option 1, option 2 and option 4. For option 3, a neutral effect is predicted
as the amount of growth focused in these areas is much lower.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 involve a similar growth as options 1 and 2 and therefore minor negative effects are predicted. Option 7
involves a slightly higher level of growth, than options 5 and 6 and so the effects are more likely to occur but it is still not at
the scale that the effects of air quality would likely be significant, therefore minor negative effect is predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved (2000 homes) is closest to option 4 (which is for 2500 dwellings). The effects are therefore
predicted to be similar (but to a lesser magnitude). A minor negative effect is predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The effects of this option are expected to align with those set out for options 1 and 2, due to the fact that it seeks to deliver
the same level of growth. Minor negative effects are predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Given the more rural nature of some of the ‘other settlements’ growth in these locations is likely to increase the number
and length of car trips. However, the dispersed nature of growth and lack of existing air quality issues in these settlements
means that significant effects upon air quality would not be anticipated in these areas. Neutral effects are predicted for
options 1-4, though it is possible that growth in these areas could contribute to traffic along major routes.
Option 3 would involve growth at the small villages, there is no growth in the small villages under options 1, 2 and 4.
Therefore, neutral effects are predicted for all other options under this scenario. The level of growth under option 3
would be low in the context of overall development across the borough. Though this is likely to encourage car trips, the
effects on air quality would be neutral as new homes would not be placed in sensitive areas or generate significant
emissions.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Despite a higher level of growth at the other settlements under option 6, the effects are still predicted to be neutral.
Options 5 and 7 do not involve growth in these settlements, therefore, neutral effects on air quality are also predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes on total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3), and therefore neutral
effects are also predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this approach would involve slightly fewer homes (200) than outlined in option 3. As such, due to
aforementioned discussions, neutral effect are likely.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Only option 4 proposes development at a new settlement in Cotes. New development here would need to include
accessible services, a well-designed infrastructure network and effective public transport to ensure that car journeys are
minimised and that congestion into the main towns in the Borough and surrounding areas is minimised.
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However, it is possible that minor negative effects could be generated on air quality given that there would be
concentrated development in a location that would likely lead to higher levels of traffic on routes towards Loughborough.
The scale of growth would not generate significant negative effects though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Only option 7 proposes a new / standalone settlement. Though it involves 500 more dwellings compared to option 4,
minor negative effects are predicted also, as the scale of growth would be unlikely to lead to significant effects locally (as
air quality is not an issue), or substantially change background levels in Loughborough.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Option 1 focuses growth mainly at Loughborough and the LUA. Growth in these areas could both potentially affect air
quality in AQMAs by increasing traffic and congestion in the urban areas. The baseline air quality would remain similar
across much of the Borough but could potentially worsen in Loughborough in particular. Given that this is where the
majority of air quality issues are experienced, a potential significant effect is predicted from a borough-wide perspective.
Securing transport infrastructure improvements could help to minimise these effects though, but this has not been fully
accounted for at this stage given a lack of definite schemes.
Option 2 shows a similar pattern of development as option 1, with a concentration around the LUA, but more growth is
diverted to Shepshed and the Service Centres rather than all towards Loughborough. This is likely to lead to less pressure
on the AQMAs at Loughborough, and so effects here are likely to be lower.
The effects in the Service Centres are not expected to be significant, but growth here could still generate trips to and from
areas of greater sensitivity such as Leicester and Loughborough. A minor negative effect is predicted overall.
Option 3 takes a proportionate approach which should enable a more even spread of development throughout the
Borough. This approach would lead to the lowest level of growth at the LUA, and so effects here could be better avoided
(though there would still be car trips towards the City from a range of settlements across the borough.
Neutral effects are predicted with regards to the air quality in the majority of areas, but there are potentially negative
effects in the Loughborough / Shepshed area. Despite there being less of a focus in any one area, increased traffic and
patterns of travel could still contribute to air quality issues in more sensitive locations. An uncertain (minor) negative
effect is predicted overall.
Options 4 involves a dispersed approach, but also involves a standalone settlement at Cotes. The overall level of growth to
the ‘north’ of the borough at Loughborough, Shepshed and Cotes could potentially lead to negative effects on air quality
within Loughborough. However, it is unlikely that the combined effects would be significant. Overall, a minor negative
effect is predicted.
Options 5 and 6 both propose higher levels of growth to Loughborough. This would lead to an increase in traffic, which
could potentially affect air quality. Though the inner link road has reduced air quality problems in the centre somewhat, it
is unclear whether the additional level of growth could be accommodated without a worsening of air quality. Combined
with the additional growth at Shepshed, potential significant negative effects are predicted for both options.
For option 7 the negative effects are likely to be generated with regards to air quality in Loughborough, which could attract
additional trips from development nearby, at Shepshed, and a new settlement. The level of growth in and around the LUA
is also the highest of any option, and therefore impacts in these areas could potentially be greater. Overall, there is
potential for significant negative effects.
The hybrid option performs similar to option 4, in that it could generate minor negative effects on air quality in the
locations of Loughborough / Shepshed and the Leicester Urban Area. However, there would be no effects recorded at a
new settlement (as per option 4). The minor effects that would occur in Loughborough and Shepshed would not be
anticipated to combine to generate a more significant effect in this part of the borough.
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Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option increases the likelihood of negative effects arising with regards to air pollution from traffic. Significant
negative effects are not expected to arise in any particular location, or across the borough as a whole. Overall, this
constitutes minor negative effects.
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Overall effects
The ability to deliver resource efficient and resilient developments ought not to be dependent upon location to a great
extent. Therefore, the distribution of homes should have the same effects on emissions from the built environment
regardless of location. Development in any location should also provide opportunities to introduce resilience measures
such as green infrastructure, green roofs and SUDs. For this reason, effects at a settlement level have not been
determined.
The effects of each option within scenario A (including the hybrid option) on emissions (from the built environment) are
predicted to be neutral; as such growth might be expected to occur anyway in the absence of the plan (albeit in a less
strategic manner). For scenario B, the level of growth is much higher, and thus the overall emissions on the Borough may
be expected to increase (though this could correspond in a decrease elsewhere).
Location can however, lead to differences in the amount of emissions from transport, and certain locations or types of sites
(larger mixed-use with demands for heat) may also be more likely to support decentralised energy schemes. These factors
are discussed below with regards to each option. The effects have not been broken down by different levels of the
settlement hierarchy, as impacts in one area could offset those in another. Therefore, it is more appropriate to discuss the
overall implications at a borough level for each option with regards to emissions and resilience. It should also be
acknowledged though that the impacts within the Borough are interlined with those in surrounding areas, as climate
change is a cross boundary issue.
Option 1 focuses the majority of growth in Loughborough and the principal urban area. Both these locations have good
access to jobs, services and public transport. Therefore, new development should be less likely to generate long car trips
(and associated emissions). This option would also not lead to further growth in less accessible locations. Whilst there is
no solid evidence to support decentralised energy schemes, the scale of some site options in Loughborough, and the higher
heat demand in the urban area could make these locations more suitable for such schemes.
Larger site options may also be more appropriate for delivering strategic green infrastructure improvements, which can
help with climate change resilience for wildlife and for human health. This could be particularly beneficial for more built up
areas such as Loughborough, Shepshed and Syston, in terms of helping to reduce a potential heat island effect.
Consequently, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option 2 still focuses a large proportion of growth to the LUA, but slightly less to Loughborough and more to Shepshed,
whilst including growth at the service centres. Whilst access to services, facilities and jobs are more accessible in
Loughborough compared to the service centres; these settlements still offer reasonable accessibility. Therefore,
anticipated trips by car ought not to be significantly higher compared to Option 1. With regards to the baseline position,
the changes are likely to be minor.
With regards to resilience, growth at some of the service centres would be on smaller scale sites, and so strategic
improvements may be more difficult to secure. The lower demand for heat and the smaller scale of sites could also make
decentralised energy opportunities less feasible. Consequently, the minor positive effects are more uncertain.
Option 3 disperses growth further, with slightly less development at Loughborough and the service centres, but more at
‘other settlements’ at a lower level of the settlement hierarchy. Given that some of these settlements have poorer access
to services, facilities and public transport, this option is more likely to lead to an increase in car trips and associated
emissions. The opportunities for strategic resilience measures or low carbon energy schemes are also likely to be more
limited for the smaller-scale site options at these settlements. On balance a neutral effect is predicted. In the absence of
a Plan, one might expect some growth at different levels of the settlement hierarchy anyway. This option would not lead
to substantial differences in travel pattern and emissions compared to the baseline situation.
Option 4 would see the majority of the growth at the LUA, Loughborough and Shepshed, but also at a new settlement.
Directing the majority of the growth to areas such as the LUA, Loughbourough and Shepshed ought to be positive with
respect to a reduction in emissions from transport (given that they are relatively well serviced
by public transport. The service centres will only have a small increase in growth, which is likely to result in neutral effects.
The new standalone settlement is not well serviced by public transport, and therefore could promote car travel. However,
it is likely that public transport would need to be secured to demonstrate that a new settlement here is sustainable. Overall
for option 4 uncertain positive effects are predicted.
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve a higher level of growth overall across the borough. This would be expected to lead to an
increase in emissions relating to the built environment and transport (purely due to an increased amount of house
building). However, the emissions could offset growth that would occur outside the borough, or simply mean that
emissions are increased in the short term, but lower in the longer term. In respect of the plan period though and within
Charnwood, this constitutes a minor negative effect for each option. It should be noted however, that new developments
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are likely to be of a higher standard with regards to resource efficiency, and so the net emissions per capita ought to shift
over the longer term.
Options 5 and 6 involve a higher amount of growth at Loughborough, Shepshed and the Service Centres in particular.
Loughborough and the service centres are well serviced by public transport, which should help to minimise any increases in
emisisons from transport. At an increased scale of growth, the opportunities for decentralised energy schemes could
potentially increase too, but there is considerable uncertainty. On balance, a minor negative effect is predicted for both
options.
Option 7 also involves increased growth in Loughborough/Shepshed, and the Service Centres, but at a lesser extent
compared to Options 5 and 6. The balance of growth is mostly at a new settlement of a higher scale. Similar to options 5
and 6, growth would be likely to have minor negative effects in relation to increased emissions. A new settlement of this
size could potentially offer opportunities for decentralised energy, but again uncertainties exist. On balance, minor
negative effects are predicted.
For the hybrid option, the bulk of growth is located at Loughborough , Shepshed and the Leicester Urban Area (6000 out of
7800 homes). These locations have excellent access to public transport and are well located in relation to employment.
Therefore, the length of trips ought to be relatively short, and there would be options to use public transport. From a
transport emissions perspective, this is a positive effect.
Whilst there is no solid evidence to support decentralised energy schemes, the scale of some site options in Loughborough,
and the higher heat demand in the urban area could make these locations more suitable for such schemes.
Larger site options may also be more appropriate for delivering strategic green infrastructure improvements, which can
help with climate change resilience for wildlife and for human health. This could be particularly beneficial for more built up
areas such as Loughborough, Shepshed and Syston, in terms of helping to reduce a potential heat island effect.
Consequently, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Despite a smaller amount of growth being located in the smaller settlements, the increase in emissions associated with
new homes here would be offset by the benefits described above.
For the high growth hybrid option, 9000 of the total 11,700 homes would be located in Loughborough, Shepshed and the
Leicester Urban Area. The merits of these areas include good public transport, local employment and nearby services.
Hence, sustainable modes of transport and a reduction in car dependency may be expected, resulting in positive effects in
this respect.
Whilst there is no solid evidence to support decentralised energy schemes, the scale of some site options in Loughborough,
and the higher heat demand in the urban area could make these locations more suitable for such schemes. Whilst this
would be positive, effects are not guaranteed.
Effects discussed previously in relation to the lower growth hybrid option relating to green infrastructure are replicated
here, with a greater likelihood due to the additional growth, leading to positive effects. Similarly, the growth in smaller
settlements and associated increases in emissions would be likely to be offset by the benefits outlined under the lower
growth hybrid option.
With regards to carbon emissions associated with increased growth and traffic, this option involves less than the 15,700
dwellings which generate minor negative effects, but still considerably more than the lower growth scenario of 8100
homes. The additional growth involved would mostly be located in accessible locations, which should help to minimise
additional emissions. However, the overall increase in growth could potentially offset any benefits. Overall, the picture
with regards to carbon emissions is therefore neutral.
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Historic Environment
Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
As a general point, growth throughout the Soar Valley is likely to have greater potential to affect areas of possible
archaeological importance, as these locations are where human activity has been focused. In terms of effects on the
historic built environment, this varies for each settlement.
At Barrow-upon-Soar, none of the site development options are in locations that should lead to significant effects upon
the character of the settlement or any historic assets. However, several of the sites are not logical extensions to the urban
area, so could affect the feel of the urban fringes. Where an open countryside is important to the setting of heritage assets
such as farm buildings, these changes could be detrimental.
For options 1-4 the level of growth involved would be a maximum of 400 dwellings. There should be sufficient scope to
accommodate such growth in a sympathetic way given the choice and location of sites. Therefore, neutral effects could be
anticipated.
At Quorn there is sufficient development capacity in non-sensitive locations alongside the A6. These could accommodate
the level of growth involved without generating negative effects. However, there are also site options to the south of the
urban area which are within/adjacent to the Conservation Area. Should these sites be developed, the potential for minor
negative effects would be higher for Option 2 in particular (which involves the highest level of growth under scenario A).
This is an uncertainty at this stage though. There are a variety of site options in Sileby. Effects upon cultural and natural
heritage would be dependent upon which sites were developed. There are sizeable development opportunities at the
urban fringe that ought to be possible to deliver without having a negative effect upon the character of the settlement.
However, those sites that are better located with regards to access to facilities and services are located in close proximity
to the Conservation Area and a number of listed buildings. Should the strategy involve these sites, the potential for effects
is higher, but still unlikely to be significant. At lower levels of growth such as for options 1 and 4, the effects are more
likely to be neutral, but they could be minor negative effects at the higher levels of growth such as for option 2.
At Rothley, the potential for negative effects is broadly greater when compared to the other service centres, as
development could cut into Rothley Park, which provides the setting for a range of historic assets. Development would also
be within the Charnwood Forest area (though at the outer edges of the defined area). There are other development
opportunities, such as at Woodcock Farm, but this could negatively affect the setting of a listed building (Woodcock Farm
Barn).
For options 2 and 3, the level of growth required would be higher, and so a minor negative effect is likely, as it would be
necessary to involve sites in more sensitive locations. However, appropriate densities and mitigation should still be
possible to ensure significant effects are avoided. For options 1 and 4, the effects are more likely to be neutral but cannot
be ruled out given that several of the site options could give rise to effects. Therefore, the effects are uncertain.
For Anstey, growth opportunities could potentially sit to the west / south west of the Conservation Area, affecting the
open nature of this area. Development here could potentially have minor negative effects but could probably be avoided
at lower growth options. Other site options on the urban fringe would involve extensions to suburban residential areas,
which are not particularly sensitive with regards to the historic environment. Small scale extensions in this area (to the
south of Anstey) should be possible to accommodate without generating significant effects. Each of the options involves
less than a total of 400 dwellings, so it should be possible to avoid negative effects.
Overall, the effect on the service centres is not predicted to be significant for any of the options. Options 2 and 3, which
propose the most growth in these settlements, have the potential for negative effects at Quorn, Rothley and Sileby.
However, avoidance of sensitive areas would be possible. Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted for these options.
Option 1 and 4 (to a lesser extent) would allow for growth to be delivered at suitable locations and densities to allow for
negative effects to be avoided in most of the service centres. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 involve more growth in the service centres compared to the options for scenario A. In particular,
Options 5 and 7 would lead to relatively large amounts of development. For Rothley, it would be necessary to develop in
the Charnwood Forest area, and also on a site where a listed building would be affected. In Barrow, development could be
accommodated without directly affecting the historic environment, but the settlement form would change considerably.
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At Sileby, the effects would be similar, but there would also be areas involved within close proximity to the Conservation
Area.
At Anstey, the degree of change required would reduce the potential for sensitive development, and though heritage
assets could be protected, there would be a change to the character of the settlement. Overall, the potential for
significant negative effects increases for options 5 and 7, but this is still not a certainty, and would more likely involve
effects on the settlement form rather than on the condition or setting of designated heritage assets. There is therefore a
degree of uncertainty. For Option 6, the level of growth is still such that only minor negative effects would be anticipated
overall.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. a neutral effect)
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would see similar growth levels as outlined in option 2 (albeit very slightly less), as such similar effects are likely
to be experienced in the service centres. Assuming distribution occurs in a similar pattern across the service centres,
effects would be expected to be aligned. There would be the potential for some minor negative effects at Quorn, Rothley
and Sileby, however there would also be a degree of flexibility which may help to avoid development on the most sensitive
areas; though, it would be difficult to avoid any adverse impacts at all. Hence, overall minor negative effects are predicted.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For each of the options, it is likely that there would be maximisation of brownfield sites in the urban area.
There are several sites that fall within or adjacent to the Conservation Area and/or contain listed buildings. At some sites,
it ought to be relatively easy to avoid harm to the historic environment, and perhaps achieve enhancement (for example,
45-54 Pinfold Gate falls within a site option, but this frontage could be retained and the surrounding built environment
improved). There are sites adjacent to Conservation Areas that do not add to their character, and redevelopment ought to
improve the built environment (for example, site options at Lemyngton Street, Land at True Lovers Walk / Frederick Street,
Station Avenue, Leicester Road/Aumberry Gap). At other sites though, there could be potential negative effects on
heritage that are difficult to avoid (for example; Rosebury School site - which could involve the loss of a listed building, or
Land off Leicester Road – which could change the open nature of Loughborough Chapels). Overall, the effects in the urban
area of Loughborough are anticipated to be neutral. The growth proposed in option 2 can likely be achieved through sites
in the urban area. There may be some minor negative effects at certain sites, but positive effects / enhancements at
others.
Options 3 and 4 would likely require site options to the south of Loughborough. The potential for effects therefore is
somewhat higher, as there are a number of heritage assets close to the Charnwood Forest. Development here would likely
change the setting of these assets. For options 3 and 4, it may be possible to avoid the most sensitive locations through site
choice / location and / or lower density development. Therefore, only minor negative effects are predicted at this stage.
For Option 1, the scale of growth is much greater and so the extent of development to the south would be greater. This
would affect the open nature of the area more substantially and is therefore more likely to have significant negative effects
upon the setting of heritage assets (there are several listed buildings at the urban fringes and within the Charnwood Forest
itself).
A significant negative effect is predicted at this stage for Option 1, though there is potential for this to be avoided
dependent upon the nature of development.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 would also require site options to the south of Loughborough. For Option 5, the extent of additional
housing required would reduce opportunities to minimise effects, and so significant negative effects are likely. For Option
6, the amount of growth is slightly more compared to Option 1, but the overall effects are broadly the same (i.e. a
significant negative effect). For Option 7, the level of growth is lower than Option 1 and so the potential for significant
negative effects ought to be slightly lower, but still exists.
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Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore, the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The option would see a marginally lower amount of growth as outlined in option 7. Significant negative effects are
uncertain for Option 7, as the setting of heritage assets could potentially be affected. Whilst growth is slightly lower for
the hybrid (high) option, the potential for significant effects still exists and without specific mitigation measures, cannot be
ruled out. As such uncertain significant negative effects are predicted overall.

Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The sites available for development do not contain nor are adjacent to designated heritage assets. Development here
would not be expected to affect the setting of more distant heritage assets, either as they are relatively well screened or
have no major bearing on the character of the area.
The scale of growth involved for option 1 would necessitate a more limited scale of growth which would lead to fewer
changes to the character of the urban fringes. Effects are predicted to be neutral.
For options 2, 3 and 4, there would be a much higher level of development involved, likely including large and mediumsized sites to the west of Shepshed. Despite the scale of growth however, it is not anticipated that development would
have significant effects, as there are few designated or locally important heritage assets in these areas. Neutral effects are
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve further growth (300 – 450 additional homes) compared to Option 2 (which is the highest
growth option under Scenario A). The broad location of development would likely remain the same, but could potentially
be more widespread, or of a higher density. Therefore, the potential for negative effects on the form of the settlement
are greater. With regards to historic assets, the effects are still unlikely to be significant, but potential minor negative
effects are identified.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Neutral effects are therefore predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Though this option involves further growth still at Shepshed, the site locations involved are unlikely to have direct effects
with regards to designated heritage assets (as they are mostly concentrated within the urban area). However, the
increased scale of growth involved could possibly lead to minor negative effects on the form of the settlement. These are
potential minor negative effects.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Effects of development in Thurmaston and Birstall are predicted to be neutral. The site options are either industrial in
nature, or on the edge of established housing estates. Neither contains important heritage assets, nor do they contribute
positively to the character of the settlements. Likewise, site options adjacent to the A5630 are not likely to have effects
upon the historic environment.
However, site options close to Hamilton Grounds Farm could have significant negative effects upon the Deserted village of
Hamilton Scheduled Monument. An open rural setting can be important to Scheduled Monuments of this type, and thus
development in this location (particularly on the adjacent site option) could alter its setting. For each of the options 1-4,
this site could be avoided, but this would depend upon the majority of other sites being available and deliverable (so
effects can’t be entirely ruled out at this stage).
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There are a mix of smaller scale site opportunities in the urban area of Syston, and larger greenfield site options to the
urban fringes. Though some of the urban options fall within the conservation area it should be possible to secure sensitive
design that brings about improvements to the built environment. For options 1, 2 and 4 there would also be a requirement
to release land at the urban fringes. The scale of growth required should be possible to accommodate without having
substantial effects on the character of Syston. However, some sites on the urban fringe of Syston include areas of
archaeological interest which may be of value. It will also be important to avoid effects upon the settlement of Barkby,
which could be affected by large scale development to the south of Syston if it is not carefully located and designed. For
options 1 2 and 4, this presents the potential for negative effects.
Overall, a neutral effect is predicted for Option 3, as this involves a low level of growth that could be accommodated in
non-sensitive locations.
For Options 1, 2 and 4, there are some parts of the urban area where effects would be neutral or potentially positive, but
in Syston there could be effects on the character of the Conservation Area. If sites close to the Deserted Village of Hamilton
were involved, the effects would likely be negative. However, it is uncertain whether these would be allocated, and so this
is reflected in the overall effects being identified as uncertain minor negatives.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 involve a similar level of growth as options 1, 2 and 4. Therefore an uncertain minor negative effect is also
predicted. Option 7 includes a large site north east of Thurcaston in addition to the growth in options 5 and 6. There is a
grade II listed building and an area of archaeological importance adjacent to the site, but effects ought to be possible to
avoid. However, the large scale nature of the site could have impacts upon the character of the Thurcaston Conservation
Area. A minor negative effect is therefore predicted for Option 7.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
Similar to Options 1, 2 and 4, this approach could have neutral or positive effects in terms of the built environment
throughout Birstall / Thurmaston. It is considered unlikely that sites would be brought forward that would affect the
Deserted Village of Hamilton, especially as the Hybrid Option involves lower levels of development than options 1, 2 and 4.
Therefore, neutral effects are predicted overall.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would involve the same growth as outlined in options 1 and 2. Hence, its effects would be expected to be
aligned, leading to predicted uncertain minor negative effects.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted.
Modest growth at some of the other settlements ought to be accommodated without having significant effects upon the
character of the settlements or the historic core. For example, site options in Queniborough are unlikely to lead to major
changes to the approach to the settlement or having negative effects on historic features. Likewise, site options in East
Goscote and Hathern should not be particularly sensitive to change.
At other settlements, the potential for effects is higher. For example, Thrussington as a relatively small settlement with a
rural character could potentially be adversely affected by growth. The extent of the settlement would be increased, and
this could affect approaches into the village. At higher scales of growth, significant negative effects could be generated.
At Wymeswold, development of sites could affect the rural ‘feel’ of approaches into the village along East Road and narrow
Lane. Whilst low density, sensitive schemes could possibly be delivered, a change to the character of the settlement is
likely (which could have adverse implications for the setting of heritage assets within the village and the character of the
conservation area). Consequently, minor negative effects could be anticipated.
Most sites in Seagrave fall within an area of archaeological alert or interest and thus could hold historic significance.
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There are several site options in Rearsby, and the effects would be dependent on those which were allocated. Potentially,
the character of the Conservation Area could be affected at higher levels of growth.
At the smaller villages and hamlets, the potential to affect the character of settlements is likely to increase given their
smaller size, rural nature and in some instances sensitive locations (for example Newton Linfield).
The majority of hamlets / small villages are designated as Conservation Areas and contain a number of listed buildings.
Even a small amount of growth in these locations may alter the setting of the listed buildings as well as encroaching into
the Conservation Areas (for example Woodhouse Eaves).
Overall, Option 3 is predicted to have a minor negative effect. Growth at the other settlements could be accommodated in
the main, without having a significant effect upon settlements, if implemented sensitively on sites that have the least
impact on the historic environment. The scale of growth proposed should allow some flexibility in the sites that can
facilitate growth and thus avoid significant effects. In settlements where effects are highly likely due to the location and
context of the sites, delivering low density and sympathetic design to emulate the rural feel of these settlements can
reduce effects.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted. The growth for option 6
is greater than that proposed in option 3 (scenario A) with an additional 800 dwellings to accommodate. In some locations,
the additional amount would be unlikely to lead to negative effects, as there is sufficient site capacity in non-sensitive
areas; this includes Queniborough and East Goscote. In other locations, such as Barkby, Newton Linford and Wymeswold,
additional growth would be very likely to generate negative effect due to the scale of growth involved and the sensitivity of
the villages to change. Therefore, significant negative effects are predicted overall.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3). The potential for
negative effects is therefore lower, and it is more likely that negative effects could be avoided. Consequently, minor
negative effects are predicted, with a degree of uncertainty (i.e. they may not occur depending upon site choice and
design).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this approach would see 200 fewer homes than outlined in option 3; this would be expected to result in a
greater level of flexibility relating to site allocation and densities. Consequentially, the most sensitive sites would be
avoidable and scheme design could go some way towards mitigating adverse impacts on settlement character. Hence, as in
option 3, minor negative effects are predicted.

New settlement:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The new settlement option (as proposed in option 4) involves growth at Cotes, a small village with several listed buildings
and an adjacent Scheduled Monument (Cotes deserted medieval village). An application for a large scale mixed use
development was submitted (P/13/1842/2) to the Council and Historic England considered that there could be substantial
harm to the Scheduled Monument on the basis of the plans submitted. Though a new scheme here could be designed and
laid out differently so as to reduce harm, the potential for negative effects clearly exists.
Overall, a significant negative effect is predicted, as there is evidence that development could cause substantial harm to
heritage assets. A neutral effect is predicted for options 1, 2 and 3, as no growth is proposed.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 do not involve growth at the new settlement and therefore neutral effects are predicted. Option 7
involves addition growth at Cotes when compared to option 4 (scenario A), and so a significant negative effect is also
predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
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Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Option 1 is predicted to have a minor negative effect from a borough-wide perspective. The scale of growth in service
centres and Shepshed should avoid any adverse effects and there is no growth planned for other settlements or for a new
settlement. Whilst the effects at the LUA could potentially be avoided (hence an uncertain negative effect), there could be
significant negative effects in Loughborough both within the urban area and at the urban fringes. Nevertheless, the lack of
effects in sensitive locations throughout the Soar Valley, and the potential to minimise effects in Loughborough means that
the effects are not considered to be significant overall.
For option 2, an uncertain minor negative effect is predicted. Due to the scale of growth at the service centres, it might be
difficult to avoid effects upon heritage assets in some settlements. There may also be greater potential to affect areas of
archaeological value given past activity along the Soar Valley. The effects in Loughborough are less likely to be negative
though (compared to option 1), but there is some uncertainty for the LUA. No other notable effects are likely across the
borough, and so the implications of this option in this context are considered to be minor (and potentially avoidable).
Option 3 proposes lower growth in the LUA, which would mean that negative effects here were less likely. However, the
effects at service centres and Loughborough would be more certain to occur and of a negative nature. Overall, a minor
negative effect is still predicted, reflecting effects on the character of a number of settlements across the borough,
including Loughborough. The effects are not significant from a borough-wide perspective though, as there would be
neutral effects in the LUA and Shepshed and potential to minimise effects in the smaller settlements.
Option 4 is predicted to have significant negative effects. There could be significant negative effects associated with the
new settlement. However, the minor effects at the LUA could probably be mitigated or avoided depending upon the
location of sites involved and design. Neutral effects are also predicted for service centres, Shepshed and other
settlements, which have sensitive character. Despite the lack of effects in most locations. The significant effects at a new
settlement are considered significant at a borough-wide scale when considered in combination with the negative effects in
Loughborough and the LUA.
Options 5 and 6 are predicted to have significant negative effects. Each option could have negative effects in
Loughborough, as well as at the service centres (to a lesser extent). Generally, the effects are lower at Shepshed, the other
settlements, and the LUA, but still of a negative nature broadly. On a borough-wide level, the effects are recorded as
potentially significant, because negative effects could occur across many of the borough’s settlements (in some instances
being significant). However, there is uncertainty about whether effects would occur, and / or their extent. Therefore, the
effects could be lower, hence the uncertainty for Option 5. For Option 7, there are similarly negative effects across the
borough, but with the added impacts identified at the new settlement, therefore, a significant negative effect is predicted
overall.
Though each of these options could generate significant negative effects, it is important to acknowledge that mitigation,
avoidance (though more difficult at this scale of growth) and enhancement could be secured through accompanying plan
policies. Therefore, this level of growth is not inherently significant with regards to the historic environment. At this stage
however, uncertainty about the policies that would support the strategy means that a significant effect ought to be
predicted.
The Hybrid Option is predicted to have uncertain minor negative effects. In the main, neutral effects are predicted across
the borough with the exception of Loughborough, where minor negative effects are predicted. There could also be minor
negative effects at some of the smaller settlements, but these could be avoided with site selection, layout and design.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At this higher scale of growth, the potential for negative effects increases slightly in most locations, but remains relatively
the same for the ‘other settlements’ overall. The effects are not predicted to be significant, but are predicted with greater
certainty compared to the hybrid option at a lower scale of growth. As such, minor negative effects are predicted overall.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The potential for mineral resources to be sterilised by development varies at each of the service centres, as outlined below.
Anstey – A total of 5ha of development land falls within an igneous rock safeguarded area. It is likely this could be avoided
under each spatial option due to the flexibility in site choice.
Barrow upon Soar – A total of 25ha of gypsum rock, 17ha of sand and gravel, and 2.6 ha of igneous rock overlaps with
development site options. However, not all of these site options would be required under any of the spatial options. It
ought to be possible to avoid loss for option 1 (the lowest level of growth). However, an overlap with 4ha sand and gravel
and/or Gypsum mineral safeguard areas (MSAs) could occur for option 3. Option 2 has a slightly higher level of growth
which could potentially lead to a loss of 10 hectares of Gypsum depending on what sites are used for development.
Option 4 will have a minor negative effect it has a fairly low level of growth of 200 homes but could result in the loss of 5.1
hectares of Gypsum depending on what sites are used for development.
Quorn – Option 1 and 4 have housing numbers that are 100 and 200 could effect a small amount of sand and gravel sites in
Quorn around 3.5 hectares could be effected. Option 3 and 4 which has housing numbers of 400 could potentially lead to
the loss of 4.5 hectares of Sand and Gravel. However, it is unlikely that minerals extraction would be feasible on the sites
involved, and the loss would be very small for any of the spatial options.
Sileby – There are a range of site options overlapping with minerals safeguarding zones. Approximately 2.2ha fall within
Gypsum safeguarded areas, 33ha within sand and gravel, and 2 ha of igneous rock. However, not all of these site options
would be required under any of the spatial options. There are also site options not falling into minerals safeguarded areas.
At lower levels of growth (option 1 and 4) it is possible that sites in the urban area could accommodate development
needs. For flexibility, greenfield sites may be required though, so potentially a small amount of mineral resources could be
affected. At double the amount of growth (option 2 and 3) the potential for slightly greater loss (no more than 15ha) of
minerals could be affected (the majority would be sand and gravel).
Rothley - There are a range of site options overlapping with minerals safeguarding zones. Approximately 36ha fall within
safeguarded areas for sand and gravel. However, not all of these site options would be required under any of the spatial
options. For option 1, approximately 5 ha could be affected, the highest growth option is under Option 2, but not more
than 15ha of mineral land would likely be lost. Under option 3 up to 8ha of mineral land could be affected and under
option 4 around 6 ha of land could be affected.
Mountsorrel – There are some sites that overlap with mineral safeguarding zones with sand and gravel (114.75 hectares)
and igneous rock (49.5 hectares), however the sites are close to housing or already built on so it is unlikely there would be
negative effects on economically available minerals. Options 1- 4 will likely have a neutral effect on minerals as the scale of
growth is small and therefore the sites needed for it could avoid overlap with the mineral safeguard zones.
Overall, the magnitude of effects correlates with a higher level of growth, as there would be greater land loss and less
flexibility in site choice to avoid the sterilisation of minerals. In this respect, option 2 performs the worst, and Option 1
performs the best. The effects for Option 1 are neutral, as there would be minimal overlap with resources. For options 2,
3 and 4, uncertain minor negative effects are predicted overall from a borough-wise perspective. It may be possible for
negative effects to be avoided in the main, but this is not a certainty.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
At each of the Service Centres (apart from Mountsorrel) there is increased development under Options 5 and 7, and to a
lesser extent option 6. Broadly speaking, this means that the likelihood of overlap with mineral safeguarded zones is
higher. This would lead to greater potential for sterilisation in Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Sileby and Rothley.
Option 5 and 7 are predicted to have minor negative effects overall given the much higher level of mineral resources that
could potentially be sterilised. However, a lot of areas involving overlap would not necessarily be economically viable
sources of minerals, and so the effects are unlikely to be significant in this respect.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. uncertain minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would involve 100 fewer houses than outlined in option 2, as such effects are expected to be broadly
aligned.
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The slight reduction in housing delivery when compared to option 2 would allow for some increased flexibility on site
allocation / layout. This may result in less overlap with safeguarded minerals in the service centres. When looking at a
borough-wide scale, due to the fact that there is some potential to avoid the more significant negative impacts, effects are
likely to be uncertain minor negative effects.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
To the south east of Loughborough, several site options fall within sand and gravel minerals safeguarding areas (with a
total of approximately 90ha overlapping). Development here could therefore potentially sterilise these resources.
Option 1 involves the highest level of growth under Scenario A, with the potential of up to 65ha of minerals being affected.
However, a substantial amount of sand and gravel resources would remain and the loss of clay and igneous rock should be
low. The location of development sites close to the urban fringe may also not be suitable for minerals extraction.
Consequently, only minor negative effects are recorded.
For options 2, 3, and 4, the overlap with minerals safeguarded zones would be much lower (especially for Option 2) with
approximately 45ha of sand and gravel potentially affected for options 3 and 4, and up to 22ha for option 2. Despite this
loss, the effects are minimal, and so only uncertain minor negative effects are predicted with regards to the potential for
sterilisation of important resources in this location.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 require a greater amount of growth compared to Option 1 (the highest growth under Scenario A). As a result,
the effects would be more prominent / more likely to occur. Minor negative effects are predicted for all three options.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. uncertain minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would involve a broadly similar level of growth to that outlined in option 7. It would however reduce the
pressure to release larger extents of land. Some of the land in question, on the urban fringes may not be suitable for
mineral extraction anyway though. Hence, this approach is likely to have uncertain minor negative effects.

Shepshed
Development in Shepshed could potentially involve the loss of sand and gravel resources, with approximately 80ha of
potential development land falling within safeguarded zones. There are also site options within Shepshed overlapping with
clay resources (20 ha) and igneous rock (10 ha).
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For option 1, development could be accommodated in the urban area or on sites that do not fall within Mineral
Safeguarded Areas. Consequently, a neutral effect is predicted.
For option 2 there would be a requirement for a greater amount of land to be released close to the settlement fringes, of
which some overlaps with areas Mineral Safeguarded Areas. At this scale of growth there could be a loss of minerals
resources, but some flexibility remains with regards to site choice. Consequently, a minor negative effect is predicted.
Options 3 and 4 involve a level of growth that could be accommodated partly in the urban area and with limited growth in
areas that overlap with mineral safeguarded areas. It should therefore be possible to avoid the sterilisation of mineral
resources and so neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
For options 5, 6 and 7 the level of growth is higher than any options under Scenario A. This would mean that the likelihood
of mineral safeguarded areas being affected is higher. However, the total loss would not be significant, and so only minor
negative effects are predicted.
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Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Minor negative effects are therefore
predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Increased growth could potentially involve development on additional land to the south of the settlement. This overlaps
with Mineral Safeguarded Land for Clay. As a result minor negative effects are predicted.

Leicester Urban Area
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
The majority of site options at the LUA (Thurmaston, Thurcaston and Birstall) are either within the built up urban area, or
do not fall within minerals safeguarding zones. Therefore, effects due to development in this location are neutral for
options 1-4.
For options 1, 2 and 4 the growth in Syston as part of the LUA would be approximately 1200 homes which could potentially
overlap with approximately 25ha of minerals safeguarded areas. Though this is possibly negative, it is considered a neutral
effect in the context of the minerals resources across the borough and the likelihood of these locations being suitable for
workings being low.
For option 3, it should be possible to avoid the majority of the minerals safeguarded areas so neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The higher growth options 5 and 6 involve a similar level of housing at the LUA as options 1 and 2. The effects are
therefore broadly the same.
Option 7 involves more growth compared to the other options (3900 homes). At this level of growth a neutral effect is still
predicted, as it ought to be possible to avoid minerals safeguarded zones at the majority of site options. A loss of around
25hectares may occur in the worst case scenario around Syston or Thurmaston which would still have neutral effects due
to the small amount of land lost and that they would not be suitable locations for mineral extraction.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth for this approach is closest to Option 4, and therefore, neutral effects are also predicted for the Hybrid
Option.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would see growth aligned with options 1 and 2, as such, neutral effects are predicted.

Other settlements
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Development at some of the ‘other settlements’ could potentially overlap with minerals safeguarding zones, whilst at
others, effects would be neutral. For example, there would be no overlap at Hathern, Wymeswold or East Goscote. In
other areas, there would be an overlap with areas of sand and gravel resources (Queniborough, Rearsby and Barkby for
example), but the total potential loss of resources would be minor (less than 20ha in total). With regards to other
minerals, site options surrounding Burton upon the Wolds overlap with Gypsum safeguarded areas. However, there are
sufficient alternative sites to deliver proposed levels of growth. Overall, a neutral effect is predicted for option 3.
Option 1, 2 and 4 do not involve any growth in smaller settlements .
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
For option 6, the amount of growth in the other settlements is a total of 2200 homes This would lead to a greater
potential for effects, with perhaps up to 40ha of minerals safeguarded areas overlapped however the majority of these
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areas would not be used as the allocation of housing for each settlement is small 100-200homes . Thefore the magnitude
of effects is still low so a neutral effect is predicted. No growth is involved for option 7 and only 200 homes are planned in
Markfield under this option therefore neutral effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3). Therefore, neutral
effects are predicted also.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this option would involve similar levels to that seen in option 3, albeit delivering 200 fewer dwellings.
Therefore, the additional flexibility and minimal overlap with safeguarded land is likely to result in neutral effects.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 4 involves 1000 homes at a standalone settlement in Cotes. The new settlement area at Cotes overlaps with
approximately 110 ha of sand and gravel mineral safeguarded zone. However, the area affected at this level of growth
would likely be no more than 50ha.
Option 4 could therefore lead to the potential sterilisation of up to 50ha of sand and gravel resources. This is considered to
be a minor negative effect in the context of total mineral resources. However, there is uncertainty whether the minerals
here would be workable in any case.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 7 involves growth at a new settlement in Cotes of 1500 homes. This could lead to the overlap of an additional 20ha
which is also a minor negative effect.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Each of the options could lead to the sterilisation of mineral resources due to housing development. This would mostly be
sand and gravel resources, which form the largest mineral resource that overlap with site options within the Borough. The
loss involved at individual settlements would be unlikely to be significant in the main, as the magnitude of effects would be
low, and the potential for resource extraction may also be low. In combination, the potential sterilisation of minerals
across the borough amounts to more prominent effects for some options though (as discussed below).
For options 1-4 the total loss of mineral resources could be between 120ha (Options 2 and 3) and 170ha (Option 4). This is
a minor negative effect for each option in the context of borough wide and regional mineral resources. Furthermore, the
nature of some sites involved could mean that mineral extraction was not feasible anyway. Therefore, any ‘real’ loss of
workable minerals would be likely to be lower. With this in mind, negative effects are not predicted to be significant
overall.
Options 5, 6 and 7 would involve a greater amount of growth and so naturally, the potential for sterilisation of minerals is
greater. The loss would likely be over 300ha for each option, with option 7 performing the worst overall.
Whilst the effects of options 5, 6 and 7 would undoubtedly be more negative than options under scenario A, the effects are
still not predicted to be significant, given the total amount of mineral resources available and the likelihood of
economically viable resources being sterilised (being low). Consequently, minor negative effects are predicted.
The Hybrid Option is predicted to have minor negative effects overall as it involves a similar pattern and amount of
mineral loss as options 1-4.

304

Page 580

Minerals
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At a higher level of growth, the hybrid approach is not likely to lead to significant effects with regards to Minerals. There
would sufficient sites that are not constrained or likely to present realistic commercial opportunities for mineral extraction.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Should the objectively assessed housing need be achieved (for the borough), this would lead to positive effects on housing.
Therefore, at this scale of growth, the potential for significant positive effects could be reduced somewhat unless
additional land is released to allow for increased flexibility.
The distribution of housing is also important to ensure that a wide range of communities benefit from growth, and that
development occurs in appropriate, attractive locations.
Option 1 involves a relatively low level of growth in the service centres, and therefore neutral effects are predicted. As
higher-order settlements with good access to services and jobs, having a low amount of planned growth in these areas may
not help to provide housing for residents that wish to remain / move to these locations.
Greater levels of growth around the service centres is likely to make a positive contribution to delivery and affordability.
For options 2, 3 and 4, the level of growth is higher at the service centres, and would help to tackle affordability issues.
There are sufficient deliverable sites available at the service centres to accommodate the growth involved in each option.
Therefore, there is a degree of certainty that positive effects will be achieved. Option 2 is predicted to have a significant
positive effect, as it delivers a substantial amount of housing to key settlements across the borough on attractive sites.
Options 3 and 4 would also have positive effects, but to a lesser extent, and so minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
All of the options at the higher growth level involve substantial growth at the service centres. There are still sufficient sites
to deliver such growth at the service centres without relying upon longer term opportunities or a handful of large strategic
sites. Therefore, the achievement of housing delivery targets would be likely. At these scales of growth, there would be a
greater need for supporting infrastructure, but this ought not to act as a barrier to development. Consequently, significant
positive effects are predicted for options 5, 6 and 7.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth in the service centres under this approach would involve 100 fewer dwellings than outlined under option 2. As
such, the aforementioned effects relating to improved housing affordability and delivery in areas which are key service
centres and offer attractive locations are likely to be replicated, resulting in significant positive effects.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are a number of sites able to accommodate growth around Loughborough. There is capacity to support growth
under each of the alternatives, but for those that involve higher numbers of homes, there would be a need to involve a
greater number of sites (so flexibility in site choice would be lower).
Option 1 proposes the highest level of growth under this scenario, which ought to be most positive with regards to the
contribution to deliverability and affordability. At this scale of growth it will be necessary to involve several large-scale
developments to the south of Loughborough. This would lead to the creation of large new communities with the potential
to support a mix of housing types. There would be a need for phasing, but the sites ought to be deliverable within the plan
period. Consequently, a significant positive effect is predicted.
Option 2 involves a much lower amount of housing in Loughborough, which would be unlikely to support the levels of need
within this area. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Options 3 and 4 would deliver a moderate amount of additional housing to the current stock at Loughborough contributing
to additional affordable and specialist housing. This contributes to a minor positive effect in these locations.
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Each of the options involves substantial growth in Loughborough and for the reasons discussed above (for option 1),
significant positive effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Effects and growth under this approach would involve similarities with option 7. As outlined in option 1, this additional
growth in Loughborough would be expected to result in significant positive effects.

Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are site development options in the Shepshed urban area, but these would not be sufficient to meet the amount of
housing proposed under options 2, 3 and 4. There would therefore be a need to release additional sites at the urban
fringes to the west and / or south of the settlement for these three options.
For option 1, there would be flexibility in site choice, and so the delivery of 500 homes ought to be easily achievable.
However, the amount of housing delivered in his location would be relatively low, and unlikely to have a notable effect on
housing needs and affordability. Therefore neutral effects are predicted.
For options 3 and 4, the amount of housing is more than double option 1, and so effects are more likely to be generated.
Minor positive effects are predicted
Option 2 involves a higher amount still, and so significant positive effects could be generated in the longer term.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Potentially significant positive effects are
therefore predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Further growth in Shepshed would lead to additional benefits with regards to the provision of housing. This consolidates
the significant positive effects that would be likely to occur

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Each of the options involve growth at the ‘edge of Leicester’. Given that there is a demand for housing in Leicester City,
meeting needs on the periphery is likely to have benefits for communities in these locations, and also those looking to
maintain a connection to the City.
The likelihood of sites being brought forward in this area depends upon which are allocated. For example, brownfield sites
in Thurmaston may not come forward as readily as greenfield sites on the edge of the urban area and at Syston and
Anstey. Where there is a reliance on sites with more uncertain deliverability, this could potentially raise question marks
about whether housing targets would be achieved in full.
Nevertheless, options 1 and 2, which involve the greatest amount of growth in these areas (3000 dwellings), are predicted
to have significant positive effects (but with an element of uncertainty as discussed). The growth for option 4 is slightly
lower, and so only minor positive effects are predicted.
Whilst option A3 proposes a lower level of growth of 1,000 dwellings. This option would not take the opportunity to help
meet needs where they are arising (i.e. within close proximity to Leicester), and therefore, a neutral effect is predicted
with regards to housing (this level of growth may be anticipated anyway given it represents a proportionate approach).
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Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 involve only slightly more growth compared to Option 1 and 2, and so similar effects are predicted (i.e.
significant positive effects with uncertainty).
Option 7 would involve similar amounts of growth and the same sites would be presumed. However, an additional site
option to the north east of Thurmaston would be involved, which would lead to enhanced delivery in the Leicester urban
periphery.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth at the Leicester Urban Area is closest to Option 4 (which involves 2500 homes). The effects are
therefore similar (i.e. minor positive effects). Though the hybrid option involves 500 fewer homes compared to Option 4,
the effects are still positive, as it is double the amount proposed for Option 1 (which his only a neutral effect).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The same level of growth as outlined in options 1 and 2 would be seen under this approach. Hence, the same significant
positive effects are likely.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 do not propose growth in the other settlements, and therefore effects are predicted to be negative
here. There would be limited support for additional new housing in these locations beyond windfall development and
existing commitments, and therefore it may be more difficult to tackle rural affordability issues. These locations are also
attractive for market development. Minor negative effects are predicted as the magnitude of effects are small.
Option 3 ought to have minor positive effects by supporting a modest amount of growth in the other settlements.
Therefore, minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so minor negative effects are predicted.
Option 6 involves an additional 800 dwellings dispersed amongst the smaller settlements. There ought to be a significant
positive effect in terms of the provision of housing need in rural areas and supporting the viability of these communities.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3). Despite the lower
growth, there would still be minor positive effects generated in relation to housing provision in smaller settlements, with
specific needs.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth and effects under this approach are most similar to that set out under option 3, though 200 fewer dwellings would
be delivered. The modest level of growth proposed would deliver housing in smaller settlements, therefore resulting in
minor positive effects.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 3 not propose growth in new settlements, and therefore effects are neutral.
The effects are neutral as not developing new settlements would not directly lead to a decline in housing availability and
affordability in existing settlements.
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Option 4 involves substantial housing provision though a new settlement at Cotes. This could contribute to meeting the
borough’s housing needs, and could provide a mix of types of housing that could generate more affordable housing
compared to other ‘sub’ market areas with well-established values. However, the delivery of growth may be affected by
the reliance on infrastructure required to support this level of growth. Minor positive effects are predicted, reflecting the
scale of growth and the slight uncertainties about deliverability within the plan period.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 do not propose growth at new/expanded settlements, and therefore effects are neutral.
Option 7 proposes 1,500 dwellings at a new settlement, rather than 1000 (as per Option 4). This ought to be more positive
with regards to housing delivery, as this scale of growth would likely better support new services such as schools and
health facilities. There would also be a higher number of homes delivered overall. Consequently, a minor positive effect is
predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Each of the options under scenario A would generate positive effects with regards to the delivery of housing. However, the
spread of housing, and the areas that would benefit the most differ between the options. For option 1, a significant
positive effect is generated with regards to growth in Loughborough and the LUA. However, there is much lower growth in
other settlements across the borough, and so the range of choice in location would be more limited. Furthermore, this
strategy would be more reliant on large scale development in Loughborough, so deliverability in the short term may be
more difficult to achieve. For these reasons, only minor positive effects are predicted overall.
For option 2, positive effects would be generated at the service centres, and also at Shepshed and the LUA. The range of
settlements that would provide increased housing choice and affordability would be greater. Providing homes close to
Leicester City is also beneficial in principal as it helps to meet the needs of communities within the City itself that cannot be
met in that area. Consequently, a potential significant positive effect is predicted.
For Option 3, the effects would be less prominent in any given settlement, but would lead to positive effects in a greater
number of settlements across the borough. This would ensure that there was a wide range of housing choice and
flexibility, which would be beneficial for a greater range of communities and should support the delivery of smaller and less
constrained sites in the short term as well as larger strategic sites in the longer term. Consequently, a significant positive
effect is predicted overall.
Option 4 would also generate minor positive effects in most areas, with the exception of the LUA and other settlements.
There would be lower growth to the ‘south’ of the borough, as much would be located at a new settlement, Loughborough
and Shepshed. In principal the needs of people in the City being met closer to where they arise would not be achieved as
easily. With regards to the new settlement, this may be more of a long term solution to housing delivery, so the effects
may not perhaps be felt until the longer term. Overall, the effects would still be positive though.
For each of the options at the higher scale of growth, significant positive effects are likely to be generated. This is related
to the much greater choice of housing sites that would be involved across the borough, which would ensure a wide range
of communities can benefit, homes can be delivered throughout the plan period (and importantly in the short term), as
well as improving affordability in a range of areas.
The hybrid option is predicted to have significant positive effect. It should deliver housing needs, and provide a wide
range of choice in locations across the borough. Given the relatively dispersed nature of development affordability issues
ought to be tackled in a variety of settlements, and it ought to be possible to deliver a range of house types and tenures to
suit communities.
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Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The planned delivery of a higher amount of growth results in a significant positive effect, and this is felt in several locations
across the borough. The additional sites involved would offer a spread of development opportunities over different time
scales, and thus, short, medium and longer term effects would be anticipated.
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Service centres:
The service centres are broadly characterised by low levels of multiple deprivation (with the exception of small pockets at
Mountsorrel and Sileby that fall within the 20-40% most deprived areas. In the absence of growth, it is therefore unlikely
that deprivation would worsen or improve to a significant degree. However, a lack of growth does not allow for the
support of new social / community infrastructure.
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 proposes the lowest level of growth the service centres; with an even split of 100 new dwellings each service
centre. At this low level of growth the effects upon deprivation are not likely to be significant, therefore neutral effects
are predicted.
For option 2 (400 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel), there would be four times as much growth at the service centres
compared to option There is potential for positive effects in tackling pockets of deprivation through development
contributions to schools, play areas and open space (as well as provision of affordable housing and jobs created).
This would be most beneficial in Sileby, where deprivation is slightly worse than at other service centres and to a lesser
extent Mountsorrel due to less growth being directed to this location.
Whilst increased growth could (conversely) have negative effects by increasing traffic congestion and putting pressure on
services, the level of growth involved for these options is fairly modest, and so such issues ought to be avoided. On
balance, minor positive effects are predicted, as the benefits in areas of greatest need would not be assured and would be
relatively small scale.
The slightly lower growth options 3 and 4 (200/300 at each service centre and 100 at Mountsorrel), are less likely to have a
notable effect on levels of deprivation, and therefore uncertain minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 and option 7 propose the highest level of growth in dwellings at the service centres; with the majority of
dwellings located at Anstey, Barrow Upon Soar, Sileby, then Rothley and Quorn and the lowest level of growth in
Mountsorrel (100 dwellings). These two options would require maximisation of sites for development, which would result
in less flexibility on deciding which sites should be brought forward. Whilst the increased level of growth would bring with
it higher levels of traffic and potential amenity issues for existing communities, it should also bring more affordable
housing and greater contributions to community infrastructure improvements that can help to tackle deprivation. On
balance, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option 6 proposes an amount of growth between option 2 and option 7. Whilst positive effects are likely to be generated,
there could be some negative effects due to amenity concerns. On balance minor positive effects could also be predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. uncertain minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would involve similar levels of growth to option 2, albeit with 100 fewer homes. Assuming a similar
distribution of growth, developer contributions to community infrastructures would be expected to lead to minor positive
effects. That said, additional growth could place strain on certain facilities and services in the area, including the road
network. On balance, the approach is expected to deliver minor positive effects.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 would bring forward a substantial level of growth to Loughborough. Though development would mostly be on
the urban fringes, there are areas within Loughborough that fall within the 20% and 10% most deprived areas in the UK
(this includes Loughborough Storer and Loughborough Hastings ward that lie to the east of the town).
There are a small number of sites available within the most deprived areas surrounding Loughborough, which could be
developed to help alleviate some of the issues relating to poverty and deprivation (i.e. affordable housing, play space,
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education and health facilities). However, greater benefits could be derived if growth includes larger sites to the edge of
the current built up area (which could attract greater development gains).
These larger strategic sites are located in areas of mostly low levels of deprivation, but in some places (e.g. to the south
east of Loughborough) adjoin areas that have a higher level of deprivation. A significant positive effect is predicted for
option 1 to reflect these factors. It should be acknowledged however that large scale growth could lead to an increase in
traffic and congestion and could affect amenity for some communities. This is a temporary, but minor negative effect
presuming that infrastructure improvements are secured to minimise longer term impacts.
Options 3 and 4 would involve half the level of growth compared to option 1. This level of growth would help to provide
affordable housing and associated improvements to facilities, but at a lesser extent compared to option 1. The necessity to
develop larger strategic sites would be lower for these options, and therefore, the benefits accrued may not be as
substantial. Therefore, only minor positive effects are predicted. The increase in traffic generated as a result of growth
would be unlikely to have significant effects upon deprived communities, but there could be some effects on amenity
during construction in particular.
Option 2 (800 dwellings) would bring forward the least amount of growth, which could be mainly accommodated by the
smaller sites that sit within the urban area. Developing these sites could lead to small scale improvements in deprived
areas by provision of affordable housing and community facilities such as play space. However, the scale of the sites and
growth overall is unlikely to support strategic improvements to infrastructure. Therefore, the effects are likely to be more
focused. Conversely, a lack of substantial growth in Loughborough would mean that further pressure on existing services
and infrastructure would be minimal (though there is uncertainty regarding the capacity at education and health services
across Loughborough). On balance, minor positive effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 (5,150 dwellings) and to a lesser extent option 6 (4,600) and option 7 (3600) propose high levels of growth in
Loughborough.
Similar to option 1, this level of growth would help to secure more affordable homes, and would also be required to
contribute towards enhancements to services and facilities including health, education and recreation.
As well as the jobs created through growth, these options would be likely to have positive effects in terms of helping to
tackle deprivation.
Sites adjacent to deprived areas would need to be developed for option 5 in particular, as it would require a greater
amount of land to be released. This could have particular benefits for those communities if on-site facilities are accessible
to existing communities.
However, at this scale of growth there is also potential for more traffic and congestion in the urban area, which could
affect deprived communities. A loss of open space at the urban fringe could also be perceived as negative by residents
who access this land for recreation. In particular, there would be a loss of land adjacent to the Charnwood Forest. It
would be important to ensure that phasing of development took account of the capacity of facilities, or there may be
potential for short term negative effects in terms of access to education and health facilities. On balance, the effects are
predicted to be significantly positive for each option, but there are minor negative effects identified too for options 5 and
6.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This scenario would be expected to deliver a similar level of growth to option 7, with just 300 fewer homes. The associated
developer contributions would be likely to alleviate some deprivation by providing new or expanded community
infrastructures. This scale of growth may lead to some negatives relating to extra pressures on existing services which may
not be expanded, though not to a level comparable with options 5 and 6. Hence, overall, significant positive effects are
predicted.
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Shepshed
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
There are broadly medium - low levels of multiple deprivation within Shepshed, with small pockets of the urban area that
fall within the top 20% deprived locations in the country.
Option 1 (500 dwellings) would bring forward the least amount of growth to Shepshed, which could be mainly
accommodated by the smaller development sites that fall within the current built-up urban area. Development of these
sites could lead to small localised improvements through the provision of affordable housing and social infrastructure
improvements. On brownfield sites that are of a low quality, redevelopment could also potentially lead to physical
improvements to the environment. However, the scale of development is unlikely to support strategic infrastructure
improvements.
Conversely, a lack of substantial growth in Shepshed could help to reduce additional pressure on existing services and
infrastructure. There is one GP that does have capacity issues, and so do several schools. At this level of growth, new
facilities may not be viable, but contributions to expanded facilities would be possible provided sites are not landlocked.
On balance, neutral effects are predicted.
Option 2 (2,200 dwellings) would help to provide affordable housing and associated improvements to facilities, which
would be brought forward on larger strategic sites surrounding the town and on smaller sites in the built up area. It is likely
that sites to the west of the settlement would need to be involved. Whilst these would provide increased housing and
services, these are not directly accessible to current deprived areas, and so only minor positive effects are predicted.
Increased growth is likely to increase traffic generated and would have amenity impacts for some communities (though not
those in deprived neighbourhoods). However, these effects are unlikely to be significant. An uncertain minor negative
effect is predicted.
Option 4 (1,500) and 3 (1,200 dwellings) would involve a lower amount of growth compared to option 2, but should still
generate minor positive effects. However, the lower scale of growth would mean that negative effects are less likely to
occur.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 (2,650 dwellings), 7 (2,600 dwellings) and 6 (2,500 dwellings) involve higher growth to Shepshed compared to any
of the options under Scenario A. Though increased growth would be delivered, significant positive effects are still not
likely to be generated as areas of greater deprivation would not directly benefit. Likewise, the negative effects upon
communities would likely remain minor.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Therefore, mixed effects are predicted (minor
positives and negatives).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Additional growth here would spread the benefits of growth further, but deprived areas would still not be likely to directly
benefit. As per options 5, 6 and 7, there would also be potential for minor negative effects associated with amenity
disturbances.

Leicester Urban Area:
There are a number of sites that could accommodate growth on the edge of Leicester. Whilst the majority of these do not
fall directly within areas of high multiple deprivation, they are adjacent to areas in the City that fall within the top 10 %
deprived nationally (for example Stocking Farm ward in Leicester City is within the top 10%, also Rushley mead ward falls
within the top 20% most deprived wards). Sites to the south-west of Syston and East Syston also fall within the top 30%
most deprived wards in the country. Growth in these locations has the potential to benefit nearby communities through
contributions to infrastructure improvements (social and physical), and greater availability of affordable housing.
However, these areas are also in areas that could suffer negative implications. For example, traffic is expected to increase
along the A563 and is likely to have the greatest impact on the deprived areas which are in the closest proximity to the
road network. Therefore, positive effects are likely to be offset slightly by a loss of open space, increased traffic and short
term pressure on existing services.
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Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 & 2 (3,000 dwellings) would involve a level of growth that ought to help reduce poverty in some of the most
deprived areas surrounding Leicester, such as Stocking Farm. This has the potential to generate significant positive effects
for the reasons discussed above relating to affordable housing and social infrastructure. It is unlikely that development
would have significant negative effects in terms of amenity and congestion at this scale of growth.
Option 3 (1,000 dwelling), would bring the lowest level of growth to the edge of Leicester. Therefore, the effects (positive
and negative) on deprivation would be less significant. An uncertain minor positive effect is predicted. Whilst the level of
growth is relatively low, it would still be in areas where development could potentially benefit areas of multiple
deprivation.
Option 4 (2,500 dwellings) involves a slightly lower level of growth within the LUA. Therefore, significant positive effects
could occur but are less certain compared to Options 1 and 2.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 involve similar levels of growth compared to options 1 and 2 and therefore the effects are predicted to be
the broadly the same (i.e. significant positive effects).
Option 7 proposes a higher level of growth compared to options 2 and 3 discussed above. The negative effects felt across
along the main arterial roads into out of the city may increase slightly due to pressure on the road network, resulting in
increased congestion. Overall this maybe be counter balanced by the more significant positive effects brought forward by
additional housing.

This may lead to a great mix of the type and size of housing to support the needs of a greater proportion of the community,
especially those who are currently feeling the effects of deprivation and poverty to the south west of the built up urban
area, This increased number of dwellings may also bring forward additional community benefits to these area that maybe
otherwise only decline from their current state of deprivation by development sports and leisure facilities / community
hubs for new residents but also will benefit the residents currently living in these parts of the city.
Overall, this is likely to lead to a fairly modest amount of growth in the LUA. Though there could be some minor negative
effects (as identified above), the positives should outweigh these and target growth to areas that are most in need of
investment. Therefore, overall, a significant positive effect is predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This option involves double the amount of growth compared to Option 3. Therefore, the positive effects are more likely to
occur. However, the scale of growth is 500 dwellings less than option 4, and so the effects are less likely to be significant.
Consequently, minor positive effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this approach would be aligned with options 1 and 2. As such the same effects are likely to occur, significant
positive effects are predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 & 4 propose no development at other settlements and smaller settlements. These areas are mostly located in
areas with low levels of multiple deprivation. Therefore, the need for regeneration and growth to tackle deprivation is not
a priority here. Whilst a lack of growth would not help to tackle rural accessibility issues, it would be expected to have a
neutral effect with regards to deprivation.
With regards to schools, the majority in smaller settlements are unable to expand further, and many communities are
reliant on larger villages and towns for a doctor’s surgery. Therefore, a lack of development should help to avoid additional
pressure on such facilities.
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Option 3 (1,400 dwellings) proposes a split of 100 new dwellings across each settlement, with the exception of Swithland
where no development is proposed. Development at this scale is likely to impact individual settlements differently. As
these areas are generally characterised by low levels of deprivation, this growth would not be anticipated to have
significant effects as it is small scale and not in priority areas.
However, if increased growth is not matched sufficiently with enhancements to local facilities and services, levels of
deprivation could perhaps decline in some domains (for example access to a GP or school may be lacking) and improve in
others (for example housing affordability). On balance, the effects are likely to be neutral in terms of levels of deprivation.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 &7 also propose no development and would result in neutral effects as stated above for option 1, 2 and 4.
Option 6 (2,200 dwellings) proposes a higher level of growth to other settlements than option 3. However, certain
settlements will accommodate a slightly higher level of growth. As these areas are generally characterised by low levels of
deprivation, this growth would not be anticipated to have significant effects as it is small scale and not in priority areas.
Therefore, neutral effects are also predicted for option 6.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
Similar levels of growth to Option 3 are involved for the hybrid option, and so neutral effects are also predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this approach would involve marginally less growth than outlined in option 3. Assuming a broadly similar
distribution across settlements, it would be unlikely that the growth would reduce the already low levels of deprivation.
There would also be a chance that, if existing local services were not supported and expanded in line with the growth, then
additional pressures could lead to some increased levels of deprivation. That said, where the growth is relatively low across
each settlement, neutral effects are predicted.

New / standalone settlement:
Cotes is not located in an area with high levels of deprivation. Given that Options 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 propose no growth to
cotes the effects are therefore likely to be neutral as no existing communities would be likely to affected (positively or
negatively).
Option 7 (1,500) and to a lesser extent option 4 (1,000 dwellings) would look to bring forward growth at Cotes. A new
settlement would likely incorporate opportunities for new facilities to be provided alongside housing growth in order to
create sustainable communities. Whilst this would not necessarily help to tackle deprivation in existing communities, it
ought to ensure that future communities are less likely to become deprived (by ensuring they are sustainable to begin
with).
An uncertain minor positive effect is predicted for both options as access to facilities is not immediate and might not be
taken up by residents without access to a car. Therefore, benefits for the most deprived communities are questionable.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Option 1 proposes the majority of growth to the LUA and Loughborough. Due to there being areas of deprivation in both
of these locations there is the potential to have significant positive effects on levels of deprivation throughout the borough,
and also within Leicester City itself. No growth is focused at the smaller settlements and minimal growth is directed to
Shepshed and the service centres. However, this is unlikely to have an effect upon deprivation in these locations given that
current levels are broadly low. The overall effects are therefore predicted to be significantly positive.
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Option 2 proposes a similar level of growth around the LUA, which would generate significant positive effects in this
location. However the majority of growth is focused around the service centres and Shepshed, with lower levels of growth
at Loughborough. Consequently, the positive effects in most areas are predicted to be minor. With this being said, the
benefits across the borough are considered to be significantly positive when viewed in combination.
Option 3 proposes proportionate growth. This would direct less growth to the LUA and Loughborough and therefore lacks
the positive effects in these locations, which involve the greatest levels of deprivation. There is also greater uncertainty
about the positive effects in the LUA and the Service Centres. Overall, this constitutes a minor positive effect.
Option 4 involves a lot of growth in areas where deprivation is not a prevalent issue. The effects of growth in these
locations are therefore minor and, in some cases, it is uncertain whether effects would be generated. The benefits in
Loughborough (as one of the areas of greater deprivation) are minor, and there is some uncertainty whether those at the
LUA would be significant. Consequently, the effects overall are predicted to be minor positive effects.
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve high levels of growth in Loughborough and the LUA, which would have significant positive
effects in these locations. Beneficial effects would also be generated at the service centres and Shepshed, but at a lesser
magnitude. Overall, significant positive effects are predicted from a borough-wide perspective for each of these options.
However, due to the higher levels of growth, the potential for minor negative effects is greater.
The hybrid option is predicted to have minor positive effects overall. Though there would be concentrations of growth in
the Leicester Urban Area and Loughborough (which contain areas of deprivation), the amount involved is lesser than for
Options 1 and 2, and so effects are not as positive. However, this approach should ensure that the benefits of
development are spread more equitably across the borough and that negative effects (i.e. in terms of increased
disturbance / traffic) would be largely avoidable.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Increased planned growth in some locations is likely to lead to more significant positive effects overall for the borough,
especially where the growth is well related to areas of need such as the LUA and within Loughborough. An increase in
disturbance for some areas might be perceived as negative though, which generates uncertain minor negative effects.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For option 2 (400 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel), there would be moderate growth at the service centres. The
increase in population would have the potential to put increasing pressure on existing health and leisure services, unless
new / enhanced services were brought forward along with this proposed level of growth in housing. Several primary
schools are at or near to capacity across the service centres, and so additional development of this scale could lead to
adverse impacts should enhancements not be secured. Likewise, GP surgeries are in a similar position, and there is no
surgery in Rothley. Development here would therefore be likely to involve development where access to health facilities is
not ideal (in the absence of new facilities).
There would also be greater pressure to release greenfield land, which could be used for recreation. Consequently, minor
negative effects could occur for option 2. However, growth also brings potential for enhancement, and the service centres
are broadly well located in terms of access to recreation opportunities, with the exception of Mountsorrel .Minor positive
effects are predicted in this respect. Overall, the effects are mixed, as there may be some benefit to certain communities
with regards to wellbeing (for example from GI enhancement). However, access to health care may be an issue in some
locations, which is negative for other residents.
Option 3 (300 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel) and option 4 (200 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel) could result in
an increased pressure on open space and health facilities. Most of the service centres have at least one GP surgery, with
the exception of Rothley (whereby increasing pressure would be put on nearby services at Mountsorrel). At this scale of
growth, there may not be a critical mass to support new facilities (and even more so for Option 4 which involves lesser
growth still). Where it is not possible to expand sites, residents may therefore need to travel further to access facilities and
services, which is an uncertain minor negative effect. Conversely, a higher level of growth could (particularly on larger
sites) present opportunities to secure local improvements to green infrastructure and open space provision. These are
uncertain minor positive effects. Overall, a mixed effect is predicted.
Option 1 proposes the lowest level of growth the service centres; with an even split of 100 new dwellings each service
centre. The choice of sites ought to be flexible, and those with good access to health and recreational facilities could be
developed. The effects on open space and recreation would be limited given the scale of growth at each Service Centre,
but likewise, the effects on services and facilities would be less pronounced. Overall, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 6, (600 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel) proposes a slightly higher level of growth as option 2 above, therefore
there are increase opportunities for current health and leisure facilities to be brought forward along with this level of
growth, which in turn could reduce pressure on the existing services, resulting in greater positive effects, and eliminating
the potential negative effects by the lower growth levels, overall bringing forward minor positive effects.
Option 5 and option 7 proposes the highest level of growth totalling 4,600 dwellings at service centres, with the majority of
dwellings located at Anstey (950) , Barrow Upon Soar (900) and Sileby (900), Rothley (850) and Quorn (700) and the lowest
level of growth in Mountsorrel (100 dwellings). These two options would require maximisation of sites for development
which could lead to negative effects by putting additional pressure on existing services. However, at this level of strategic
growth it ought to be possible to support new facilities which would benefit new and existing communities. The larger
sites that may be involved could also present more opportunities for strategic improvements to open space and green
infrastructure. Consequently, a significant positive effect is predicted in the long term. However, minor negative effects
are also predicted, as some residents may perceive a loss of greenfield land as negative, and may suffer from poorer access
to facilities in the short term.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. uncertain minor and positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would involve marginally less growth than option 2; as such, mixed minor positive and minor negative
effects are predicted also.
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Loughborough
Currently, there are 4 GP surgeries located within the built up area of Loughborough and an additional three GP surgeries
dispersed between Loughborough and Shepshed.
By locating growth in locations close to the centre of town in Loughborough there is the opportunity to ensure good access
to current health and leisure facilities, along with opportunities to improve access to open space, including green linkages
throughout the built up area.
Sites able to accommodate larger growth are on the edges of the built up area. Therefore access to health services in
these locations would be more distant unless new facilities were secured alongside development.
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 (4,000 dwellings) proposes to bring a significant level of growth to Loughborough and therefore has the potential
impact upon healthy and Active lifestyles. This level of growth has the potential to direct development to some of the
smaller more accessible sites within the built up urban areas, alongside a smaller number of large sites on the edge of
Loughborough, which could create the critical mass for new health facilities. The larger sites could also bring opportunities
to create new recreational spaces, which could encourage participation in recreation without resulting in wholesale
development of open space at the urban fringes. However, development to the south / south – west of the urban area
could encroach upon the Charnwood Forest, and potentially affect valuable recreational land. Significant positive effects
are recorded in relation to the creation of communities that should have good access to health and recreation. Although
green infrastructure and open space improvements should be possible to implement as part of development, the
disturbance to the Charnwood Forest is a potential residual minor negative effect.
Options 3 and 4 would bring a lower amount of growth to Loughborough of 2000 dwellings, with larger sites to the south
of Loughborough and a number of other smaller and medium size sites in the built up area. Development should therefore
be well located in the main with regards to health and leisure facilities. There could be negative effects on open space
within the Charnwood Forest boundary, but this lower level of growth ought to provide some flexibility in site choice and
layout. On balance a potential significant positive effect is predicted, at the same time a potential minor negative effect is
predicted also.
Option 2 (800 dwellings) would bring forward the least amount of growth, which could be mainly accommodated by the
smaller sites that sit within the urban area. If development was focused on the smaller sites within the current built up
urban area, there would be good access to existing health facilities, and avoidance of the loss of open space. Whilst there
may be additional pressure put upon the existing services, they should be able to accommodate this level of growth
dispersed across the urban area. Conversely, there are fewer opportunities to provide new services, or to improve access
to open space and promote/provide recreational facilities at the urban fringe. Consequently, minor positive effects are
predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 (5,150 dwellings) and to a lesser extent option 6 (4,600) propose the highest level of growth to Loughborough
and some of the larger sites would need to be developed to achieve this target. This would be more likely to lead to a loss
of open green space on the urban fringes, some of which is valuable as recreational space and is a gateway to the
Charnwood Forest. Though enhancements might be delivered as part of development, the potential for negative effects
exists. The pressure on health services would also be greater at this level of growth, so enhancement or new facilities
would be required. Whilst these are positive effects, they are more likely to be significant compared to option 1 above.
However, the negative effects are also more likely to be prominent. At this scale of growth, there remains some flexibility
in the choice of sites and densities, so it ought to be possible to plan for health and recreation positively. However, a
potential significant negative effect is predicted to reflect these issues for Option 5 and minor negative effects for option
6. Significant positive effects are recorded relating to good accessibility in the urban centre to health facilities and
enhancement opportunities at the urban fringe.
Option 7 (3,300) proposes to bring forward a slightly lower level of growth compared to option 1, but is still likely to
generate significant positive effects in the longer term. The likelihood of negative effects is slightly lower, but a minor
negative effect is still likely to occur at least during construction.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. mixed effects).
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Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this approach would involve slightly lower levels than outlined in Option 7. Only 300 fewer dwellings would
be involved, and at this scale, so significant positive effects are still likely to occur. The amount of growth involved is still
likely to lead to some disturbance close to the Charnwood Forest though and so minor negative effects are predicted.

Shepshed
There are currently two GP surgeries located in Shepshed and an additional three surgeries dispersed between Shepshed
and Loughborough. It is understood that several of these facilities have capacity issues (as do several primary schools).
By locating growth in locations close to the centre of town in Shepshed there is the opportunity to ensure good access to
current health and leisure facilities, along with opportunities to improve access to open space, including green linkages
throughout the built up area. However, if enhancements or new facilities are not secured, then it is possible that negative
effects upon health care access would occur.
Sites able to accommodate larger growth are on the edges of the built up area. Therefore access to health services in
these locations would be more distant unless new facilities were secured alongside development. This may be possible at
higher scales of growth though (and ought to form a condition of development).
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 2 (2,200 dwellings) has the potential for negative effects given the need for the loss of greenfield land and an
increased pressure on services (at least in the short term). This option has the potential to direct development to some of
the smaller more accessible sites within the built up urban areas, alongside a smaller number of large sites on the edge of
Shepshed, which could create the critical mass for new health and education facilities. The larger sites could also bring
opportunities to create new recreational spaces, which could encourage participation in recreation without resulting in
wholesale development of open space at the urban fringes. Consequently, mixed effects are predicted. In the short-term,
minor negative effects are noted, but there could be significant positive effects in the longer term relating to housing
provision, enhanced green infrastructure provision and social infrastructure improvements.
Options 4 (1,500) and 3 (1,200 dwellings) propose lower growth than option 2, and so the extent and magnitude of effects
relating to open space loss ought to be lower. There would still be some pressure on health services, but in the main,
access ought to be sufficient. The necessity to develop larger strategic sites would be lower for these options, and
therefore the likelihood of positive effects occurring is also more uncertain (relating to green infrastructure
enhancements). On balance, minor positive effects are predicted.
Option 1 (500 dwellings) proposes the least growth to sites located close to Shepshed. If development was focused on the
smaller sites within the current built up urban area, there would be good access to existing health facilities, and avoidance
of the loss of open space. Whilst there may be additional pressure put upon the existing services, they should be able to
accommodate this level of growth dispersed across the urban area. Conversely, there are fewer opportunities to provide
new services, or to improve access to open space and promote/provide recreational facilities at the urban fringe.
Consequently, neutral effects are predicted overall.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 (2,650 dwellings), 7 (2,600 dwellings) and 6 (2,500 dwellings) would require greater release of the larger
greenfield sites on the urban fringes. This would lead to a loss of open green space on the urban fringes, some of which is
valuable as recreational space and is a gateway to the Charnwood Forest. Though enhancements might be delivered as
part of development, the potential for negative effects exists. The pressure on health services would also be greater at this
level of growth, so enhancement or new facilities would be required, in particular to the south of Shepshed where there is
currently no GP surgery. A number of the sites to the south of Shepshed have been previously developed and therefore
would not result in a significant loss of green space. At this scale of growth, there remains some flexibility in the choice of
sites and densities, so it ought to be possible to plan for health and recreation positively. However, a potential minor
negative effect is predicted to reflect these issues. Significant positive effects are recorded relating to good accessibility in
the urban centre to health facilities and enhancement opportunities at the urban fringe.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Consequently, mixed effects are predicted. In
the short-term, minor negative effects are noted, but there could be significant positive effects in the longer term relating
to housing provision, enhanced green infrastructure provision and social infrastructure improvements.
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Hybrid Option High (11,700)
A greater amount of development under this approach could require a greater loss of greenspace and / or development in
locations that are less well related to health care. As a result, the potential for significant negative effects rises, but this is
not a certainty. There should still be significant positive effects generated though in relation to new homes, access to
greenspace and community facilities.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 & 2 (3,000 dwellings) could be brought forward on the smaller to medium sized sites within the built up area in
additional to a few larger sits on the edge of the LUA. This could put increasing pressure on the existing health services.
With coordinated growth though, it ought to be possible to secure contributions towards enhanced local facilities.
Development on some sites which are currently privately owned could lead to improved access to open green space if
enhancements are secured to green infrastructure. There may also be potential to link to recreation at the Watermead
Country Park through the redevelopment of employment land for residential uses. This could help to increase
participation of physical activity, helping to improve health and wellbeing. Overall, minor positive effects are predicted.
Option 4 proposes 2,500 new dwellings at the edge of Leicester. This is likely to have similar effects to options 1 and 2.
Option 3 proposes 1,000 dwellings at the edge of Leicester. This level of growth could also put pressure on existing
services, but would be less likely to impact upon open green space. Therefore, it ought to be possible to avoid negative
effects for this option. The likelihood of positive effects occurring would be lower though, so a neutral effect is predicted
overall.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 7 (3,900) proposes the highest level of growth to the edge of Leicester into the urban areas of Thurmsaston, Birstall
and Syston. These areas all have reasonable access to health facilities and recreational facilities (for example Watermead
Country Park), so new development ought to be well located in this respect, which is positive.
The level of growth involved however could put pressure on these facilities unless supported by enhancements, which is a
potential negative effect at least in the short term.
The level of growth and sites involved ought to allow for such enhancements, though some existing facilities could be
unable to expand in order to accommodate this level of additional housing. Additionally, this level of growth would require
a large amount of open/green space in order to deliver this this high level of housing. Green space could be incorporated
into these developments however the overall amount of open space would be reduced. Consequently, mixed effects are
predicted (minor positive effects and minor negative effects).
Options 5 & 6 (3,300 dwellings) proposes a similar level of growth to options 1 & 2 above, therefore minor positive effects
are also predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This approach is most closely related to Option 4, but involves 500 fewer dwellings. Nevertheless, the provision of 2000
homes in the Leicester Urban Area is still likely to generate a minor positive effect in relation to healthy and active
lifestyles. Similar to options 1, 2 and 4 it should be possible to secure contributions towards new facilities for health at this
scale of growth, whilst the effects in terms of open space loss would be negligible.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this approach would be the same as outlined in options 1 and 2. Potential strain on existing health services
in the area could be mitigated through a coordinated strategy which ensures appropriate contributions match the
proposed growth. Similar effects relating to an increased accessibility of open green spaces would be expected to lead to
some increases in recreational activity. Minor positive effects are therefore predicted.
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Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 propose no development at other settlements and smaller settlements and so neutral effects are
predicted with regards to healthy lifestyles. Without substantial growth in these areas, the critical mass for new heath
facilities would not be generated, and so it would only lead to more people having to travel further to access facilities if
additional growth was located here. The lack of development would also help to protect green and open space, which is
used for recreation. Therefore, no change is likely.
Option 3 (1,400 dwellings) proposes a split of 100 new dwellings across each settlement, with the exception of Swithland
whereby no development is proposed. Development at this scale is likely to impact individual settlements differently.
Development in most settlements would have poor access to health facilities and other services and would not generate
the demand for local improvements. Therefore, access to health for new residents would be largely reliant on car travel.
The loss of greenfield land is also likely to occur, but this should not affect the wider accessibility to the countryside given
the location of such settlements. However, an increase in the population at settlements that currently have no GP surgery
and leisure facilities would mean that access to services was poor for some new residents. This would lead to a need to
travel to higher order settlements (For example, residents at Queniborough, East Goscote and Thrussington may need to
use GP services at Syston). A minor negative effect is recorded in this respect for both options.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 & 7 also propose no growth at other settlements, likely to result in neutral effects.
Option 6 (2,200 dwellings) proposes a moderate level of growth to other settlements and villages, slightly higher than
option 3 above. This is likely to lead to increase negative effects in the villages with the higher proposed growth levels
(such as Queniborough, East Goscote and Thrussington) that do not have a GP surgery within the settlement, increase
pressure of services in certain locations. It is unlike this level of growth would lead to the creation of new/ expanded
facilities; therefore this is likely to lead to greater negative effects. It is uncertain whether these would be significant or not
though.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3). Despite the lower
growth, there would still be minor negative effects generated in relation to poor access to health care. The ability to
improve open space and other infrastructure could offset these effects somewhat.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would involve growth broadly aligned, but slightly lower than outlined in option 3. If the distribution of the
growth is broadly the same as option 3, the same broad effects of new residents not having readily available local
healthcare services would potentially increase car dependency. The loss of greenfield land is not likely to be hugely
detrimental to access to open and green space because of the character of the areas offering an abundance of such land.
Hence, overall, due to the lack of existing healthcare services in the areas of growth, minor negative effects are likely.

New settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
A neutral effect is predicted for options 1, 2 and 3, as no growth is proposed at a standalone settlement.
Option 4 involves 1,000 dwellings at Cotes. There are limited health and leisure services within walking distance at present,
with nearby settlements mostly reliant on the service centres or Loughborough for education, health and leisure facilities.
However, at such a scale of growth it may be possible to create the critical mass for new satellite health facilities to serve
new communities (and any nearby lower order settlements such as Hoton and Prestwold). Therefore, the new
communities ought to be well served by health and community facilities.
The scale of the site should help to secure accessible green infrastructure for new residents, and for nearby communities if
good links are created. Given that these areas are not specifically used for recreation at present, this could be an
improvement on the baseline position and could be a significant positive effect. However, without scheme details, it is not
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possible to be certain about the extent of positive effects, so a minor positive effect is predicted at this stage (but there is
some uncertainty).
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 do not involve growth at the new settlement and therefore neutral effects are predicted.
Option 7 proposes a higher level of growth to option 4 above, therefore, it ought to be possible to secure health facilities
and other community services more easily (due to a greater critical mass). This removes an element of uncertainty
associated with Option 4. Therefore, minor positive effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Option 1 is likely to have significant positive effects upon health and wellbeing for residents residing in and around
Loughborough, and to a lesser extent within the Leicester urban area. The effects at the majority of other settlements are
likely to be neutral or minor though and minor negative effects are predicted at Loughborough in the short term. Overall,
much of the borough could remain unchanged with regards to health and wellbeing, and so the effects are predicted to be
only minor positive effects at a borough wide scale.
Option 2 is less likely to generate a significant positive effect in any one location, and there may be mixed effects at the
Shepshed. However, the positives are more pronounced and are likely to outweigh the negatives overall. A minor positive
effect is predicted overall from a borough wide perspective.
Option 3 is likely to have less prominent and more uncertain effects due to the dispersal of growth, both positive and
negative. Whilst the loss of open space in any one location would be lower, opportunities to deliver new facilities along
with population growth could be more limited due to the growth being dispersed. Growth at the other settlements would
also lead to negative effects by placing people in less accessible areas.
Overall, a neutral effect is predicted, as there could be gains and losses in different areas (with regards to open space and
health care accessibility), but no significant change in Borough trends overall.
Option 4 is predicted to have similar effects to option 3, though there would be greater potential for positive effects at the
LUA, and at a new settlement. Consequently, an uncertain minor positive effect is predicted overall from a borough wide
perspective.
Option 5 is likely to generate significant positive effects at Loughborough and Shepshed, whilst also generating positive
effects at the LUA and service centres. Consequently, the effect from a borough-wide perspective is significantly positive
overall. Minor negative effects are also recorded as there is greater potential for loss of open space and disturbance to
amenity in the short term in particular.
Option 6 is predicted to have similar benefits to option 5, but the negative effects would be less prominent at
Loughborough and more prominent (and permanent) at the smaller settlements. Consequently, a significant positive
effect is predicted, with a potential/uncertain significant negative effect highlighted also.
Option 7 would have similar benefits to options 5 and 6, but with added benefits at a new settlement. Minor negative
effects are recorded also, though these are mostly related to a loss of open space and pressure on services in the short
term.
The hybrid option is likely to generate positive effects in the majority of settlements, ranging from minor benefits in the
service centres to potentially significant positive effects at Loughborough and Shepshed. This is related primarily to good
accessibility with regards to health care, and opportunities to promote active living and recreation. However, negative
effects are predicted in relation to the loss of land that may be considered locally important for recreation, and also where
access to health care might be poor (for example in the ‘other settlements’). On balance, the overall trend for the borough
ought to be an improvement against the baseline position, despite some areas / people perhaps experiencing negative
effects. Consequently, a potentially significant positive effect is predicted.

323

Page 599

Population: Healthy and active lifestyles
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The effects are similar to the hybrid option at a higher scale of growth, but are predicted with a greater degree of certainty.
As such, signification positive effects are more likely to occur, but so too are minor negative effects.
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Service centres:
Housing growth can have positive effects on the economy through the support for construction workers, by providing
suitable homes for a growing workforce, and through increased spending in the local economy such as in local centres. A
higher number of homes would also generate increased Council tax, which could subsequently be returned into the local
economy through provision of services.
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
For option 2 (400 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel) and to a lesser extent Option 3 (300 per service centre, 100
Mountsorrel) and option 4 (200 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel) there would be moderate growth at the service
centres, which would have minor benefits with regards to an increase in local spending. It would also place workers in
relatively accessible locations with regards to jobs. The larger service centres located along the Soar Valley provides a
variety of industrial employment opportunities, including activities related to mineral extraction, textiles and engineering.
Overall, a minor positive effect is predicted for each option, reflecting these factors.
Option 1 (100 per service centre) delivers a relatively low level of growth at each service centre, which is unlikely to have a
notable effect on the economy. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 6, (600 per service centre, 100 Mountsorrel) proposes a slightly higher level of growth compared to option 2 above,
and so the effects ought to be of a greater magnitude. Consequently, a potential significant positive effect could be
generated.
Options 5 and option 7 propose the highest level of growth totalling 4,600 dwellings at service centres at a level that would
help to generate substantial jobs for the construction of homes in these locations, whilst also placing new development in
settlements with relatively good access to jobs. An increase in housing should also help to support increased local
spending. Significant positive effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are predicted to be minor positives, but there may be greater element of uncertainty that
effects would be generated. This is due to the lower amount of growth involved for the hybrid option and whether or not
this would create the critical mass to achieve benefits.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this scenario would involve a scale and distribution likely to align with option 2 (albeit slightly less). The
growth would be likely to promote some additional local spending in these areas, as well as placing new residents in
locations well matched to local employment opportunities. Hence, minor positive effects are predicted.

Loughborough
Loughborough is the Boroughs principle employment centre and over the years has diversified from a traditional textile
and engineering base into pharmaceuticals, general manufacturing services, and warehousing and distribution. A key
component of the service sector is research and development. This area offers strong new employment potential
especially through the development of the Science Park off Ashby Road, which Charnwood Borough Council has identified
as a key employment location, along with the enterprise park. A further boost to this sector is the Charnwood Campus,
which supports a range of businesses in life sciences. Both Loughborough University and Loughborough College of Further
Education are both important to the local economy. Loughborough is also likely to benefit from job opportunities at the
East Midlands Gateway.
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 (4,000) proposes over half of the total borough growth to Loughborough. Therefore, there could be opportunities
to link up new development with the existing employment centres, via public transport. Provision of homes in the
periphery could also help to tackle deprivation, should it help to provide accommodation for such communities along with
increased job diversification. An increase in housing accommodation could also help to support students and young
professionals wishing to locate in this area. A significant positive effect is predicted.
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Option 3 & 4 both propose 2,000 dwellings to Loughborough (half that for option 1). The effects are therefore less likely to
be significant. Minor positive effects are predicted.
Option 2 proposes the least amount of growth at Loughborough. There would be fewer opportunities to support economic
growth, and the effects on the economy would likely be small. Consequently, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 (5,150) and to a slightly lesser extent option 6 (4,600) propose the highest levels of growth to Loughborough.
Similar to Option 1, this would generate significant positive effects by supporting accommodation for workers, linking
homes to economic growth areas and supporting an increase in local spending.
At higher levels of growth however, there could be increased competition for jobs should there be increased migration into
the area. At the higher levels of growth, there could also be more pressure on transport routes, which could have negative
implications for businesses and / or make investment less attractive. Uncertain minor negative effects are predicted for
Option 5 (as well as the positive effects) to reflect these issues.
Option 7 (3,300 dwellings) is predicted to have significant positive effects, similar to Option 1.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would see growth at a scale slightly below that of option 7. As discussed above, this is likely to result in
significant positive effects, and this would not be expected to be notably different with only 300 dwellings fewer being
delivered.

Shepshed
Shepshed has moved from a traditional reliance on manufacturing towards distribution firms and facilities. These are
taking advantage of a location adjacent to Junction 23 of the M1. Shepshed is also likely to benefit from job opportunities
at the East Midlands Gateway and could complement this offer with new employment land development.
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 2 proposes a relatively large amount of growth at Shepshed, which would provide accommodation in close
proximity to job opportunities and also with links to Loughborough and strategic transport routes. This level of growth
could also support infrastructure improvements and local spending. The large scale sites to the west are within close
proximity to Junction 23 of the M1; therefore development is likely to support job growth in this location. Additionally,
development of the small scale sites within the town should help to support the towns own economic hub. Therefore
overall, potential significant positive effects are predicted for option 2.
Options 3 (1,200) and 4 (1,500) both propose moderate levels of growth to Shepshed. Consequently only minor positive
effects are predicted.
Option 1 involves a low level of growth and so neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 (2,650), 6 (2,500) and 7 (2,600) all propose the highest levels of growth for Shepshed. This level of growth should
support infrastructure improvements and local spending. Also, this level of growth may support opportunities to
create/expand current employment hubs, allowing the continuation of employment rates around Loughborough and
Shepshed and job diversification. New development could help to provide accommodation for the working age population
due to the delivery of a diverse range of housing to the area. Significant positive effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Consequently, potential significant positive
effects are predicted.
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Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Further development in Shepshed would be likely to consolidate the significant positive effects that are predicted at
Shepshed for higher levels of development.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1 and 2 (3,000 dwellings) propose growth at the edge of Leicester, largely into the urban areas of Thurmaston,
Birstall and Syston. The delivery of homes in these areas should provide good access to jobs in the city, and further afield
should there be connections to the strategic road networks. However, access to a large proportion of these jobs outside
of Leicester could rely on the private car, and so certain communities might not benefit.
Provision of homes to the edge of Leicester could help tackle deprivation in the worst affected wards, should it help to
provide accommodation and job opportunities to such communities.
Housing provision close to the City and surrounding employment hubs (for example the Global Life Sciences sector ) could
also help to improve graduate retention (access to higher quality jobs) and fill gaps in the market (leisure and creative
industries).
Conversely, development could potentially involve the redevelopment of existing areas of employment land (several site
options in this area consist of employment land at present). This could potentially have minor negative effects with
regards to the supply of employment land (though alternative sites would likely be brought forward through the local plan
review).
Overall, minor positive effects are predicted.
Option 4 (2,500 dwellings) proposes a slightly lower level of growth than options 1 and 2, which lessens the potential for
significant positive effects. However, the loss of existing employment land would also be less likely to occur. On balance,
minor positive effects are predicted.
Option 3 proposes the least amount of growth in these locations, at a level that might be expected to come forward in the
absence of the plan anyway. Therefore, neutral effects are predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Option 5 (3,300) and 6 (3,300) are likely to lead to similar effect as discussion in option 1 above. Therefore, minor positive
effects are predicted.
Option 7 (3,900) is likely to bring forward the same positive effects as option 5 & 6, but an additional strategic site to the
edge of Thurcaston will bring forward an additional 600 dwellings. This would be well-connected to the Leicester Western
bypass with strong links in Leicester City Centre. There could still be a loss of existing employment areas though.
Congestion into the City may also increase more than for any other option, but only slightly. At this high scale of growth a
potential significant positive effect is predicted, as a large amount of development would be located in areas that are the
focus of economic growth. The potential for housing to affect existing employment areas casts some doubt on the
significance of effects though (hence the uncertainty).
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved should help to secure a substantial amount of homes in locations that have good access to
jobs. Similar to options 1, 2 and 4 there could be loss of existing employment land for housing growth (though to a lesser
extent), but this would not affect the ability to meet overall employment land needs for the borough. Consequently, minor
positive effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would be expected to see growth and distribution reflecting that set out in options 1 and 2, largely focusing on
the urban areas of Thurmaston, Birstall and Syston. The locations for development would be well positioned for access to
jobs within the city, however there may be an increase in car dependency. Similar effects to options 1 and 2 would be
expected in relation to potential job creation and consequential effects of reducing deprivation.
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Some potential negatives could relate to the loss of existing employment land, although it would be likely that any loss
would be replaced. Overall, minor positive effects are predicted.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted. A small amount of
growth would still occur in these smaller settlements through windfall development and existing commitments, and so a
lack of additional growth in these locations would not be expected to lead to negative effects on the economy.
Option 3 involves a limited amount of growth at the other settlements. In general, the smaller towns and villages already
struggle to provide local job opportunities for skilled workers. Therefore, growth in these locations would be likely to
result in greater levels / distances of commuting. Growth in the rural areas would also do little to address regeneration, as
most of these locations are affluent. It would also draw investment away from more suitable locations for economic
growth such as the Service Centres, LUA and Loughborough/Shepshed.
Given that the magnitude of growth here is low, only minor negative effects are predicted. Conversely, increased housing
in these areas could help to support an increase in spending in the ‘other settlements’, which ought to be positive for local
businesses in these areas. Minor positive effects are therefore predicted for option 3 as well. This does not constitute
neutral effects though overall. Rather, there could be benefits in some respects, but negative implications in others.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 involve no growth in the ‘other settlements’ and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option 6 proposes a similar, yet slightly higher level of growth at selected settlements compared to option 3.
This is likely to increase the magnitude of effects, but they would still not be significant in the context of growth across the
borough. Therefore, mixed effects are predicted (i.e. minor positive effects and minor negative effects).
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3, but more than options
1, 2 and 4). Despite the lower growth, there could still be minor negative effects generated, but this would be less likely.
Likewise, the potential for positive effects would still exist, but with greater uncertainty.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would be expected to deliver growth broadly aligned with option 3; however with 200 fewer homes. Where
these settlements already struggle to provide sufficient local employment, it would be expected that additional dwellings
would also experience this. The areas are not deprived and hence, development in these locations may draw potential
regenerative development away from other locations which are more in need. Conversely, some minor additional growth
could serve to boost local spending in these areas, in turn increasing business and service viability in some instances.
Overall, this approach would be expected to deliver mixed minor positive and minor negative effects.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 3 do not propose growth at standalone new settlements, and therefore effects are predicted to be
neutral.
Option 4 (1,000 dwellings) would deliver standalone settlement at Cotes. This is somewhat detached from urban centres,
but should provide access to jobs in Loughborough (though probably by car). Growth would support accommodation for
workers, though this location is not ideal in terms of access to jobs. Nevertheless, positive effects would be generated. The
effects on existing settlements would be more limited, as growth would create new settlements / local centres in their own
right. Therefore, the effects for existing communities would be limited.
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Overall, minor positive effects are predicted. Whilst a new settlement would provide accommodation for the working age
population, the benefits for existing communities would be limited, and the location is not ideally related to jobs (without
access to a car).
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 do not propose growth at new/expanded settlements, and therefore effects are neutral.
Option 7 proposes a higher level of growth at Cotes compared to option 4; however, this would not lead to significantly
different effects.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option (high) would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Overall effects
Option 1 focuses growth around the LUA and Loughborough, which are key areas of economic activity in the Borough. This
should locate housing in areas with good access to employment and allow continued economic growth in key locations.
The scale of growth at Loughborough and Shepshed could also help to strengthen links between these two areas.
Significant positive effects are generated overall despite there being neutral effects in other areas of the Borough.
Option 2 would not generate significant positive effects at Loughborough, but would have benefits at Shepshed to a
greater extent and the Service Centres. On balance, the effects generated across the Borough ought to be minor positive
effects. The benefits are less pronounced compared to option 1, as there is a lack of growth in Loughborough which is the
principal settlement and a focus of economic activity.
Option 3 is a dispersed settlement hierarchy approach. This approach is unlikely to generate significant positive effects as a
result of growth in any particular location. Furthermore, it does not make the most of the opportunities to provide housing
at the LUA (which would support access to jobs in the City and could possibly help tackle deprivation). Directing a
proportion of growth to smaller settlements could also be negative with respect to commuting, but positive for those local
centres. On balance, minor positive effects are predicted overall.
Option 4 directs a proportion of the total growth to a new settlement, which reduces the potential for positive effects at
Loughborough and the service centres. No significant positive effects are predicted in any particular settlement, or as a
result of the total quantum of development. Consequently, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve higher levels of growth across the borough as a whole, which would support increased
economic growth, create more jobs in the development industry, and support increased spending and inward investment.
However, this scale of housing provision could attract increased migration and increase competition for jobs, which is a
minor negative effect for each option overall. In some locations it could also lead to increased congestion and a loss of
existing employment land, which would be potentially negative from an economic perspective. The increased scale of
growth involved in the service centres, at Loughborough and Shepshed ought to generate significant positive effects for all
three options, whilst option 4 would also generate significant effects at the LUA. Due to the much higher levels of growth
in Loughborough for option 5, a minor negative effect is also recorded. For Option 6, a minor negative effect is recorded in
relation to the focus of 2200 homes in less accessible locations with poorer links to employment growth.
The Hybrid option should generate positive effects in the majority of the main settlements, which is positive for a range of
local centres and communities. A fairly substantial element of growth would be directed towards areas of economic
importance such as Loughborough and the LUA, which is positive, but not significant. Overall, it is predicted that minor
positive effects will occur. This reflects the widespread benefits that could be generated, but also the fact that these
would be mostly minor in nature, and in some instances uncertain.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
At a higher level of growth, the benefits associated with the hybrid approach are increased. In particular, further
development will occur in areas that are well related to employment opportunities and in some locations, the potential to
benefit deprived communities is more likely. Though this approach would see some minor negative effects associated
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with increased growth in the ‘other settlements, these are outweighed by the benefits in most other parts of the Borough.
Therefore, overall, significant positive effects are predicted.
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Service centres:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Option 1 involves a relatively low amount of growth at the service centres. The effects in terms of additional traffic and
congestion would therefore be likely to be minimal. New development would be located in settlements that have access to
most services and facilities, as well as public transport route. However, the opportunity to contribute towards new
infrastructure / improvements would be more limited. Consequently a neutral effect is predicted.
Option 4 involves almost double the amount of development at the service centres compared to option 1. At this scale of
growth the additional trips generated would still not be expected to cause severe impacts on road networks at individual
settlements. The amount of growth would still be unlikely to support new facilities (schools, healthcare etc.), but it is assumed
contributions would be sought for enhancements as necessary. Capacity at schools and health facilities is known to be an issue
in some locations and should it not be possible to expand facilities, then there could be additional pressure meaning that some
people need to travel further afield to access services or may experience difficulties accessing services locally. Overall a minor
positive effect is predicted.
Option 3 involves a further 100 dwellings at each service centre except for Mountsorrel. New residential development in
these locations would have broadly good access to jobs, services and public transport; which is a minor positive effect.
However, there could be pressure on certain services which may not be possible to address through the expansion of existing
facilities. The scale of development involved may still not be sufficient to support entirely new health facilities. However,
other forms of social infrastructure should be improved such as open space provision, walking and cycling infrastructure and
schools. An additional 300 homes could potentially lead to localised increases in traffic, which is a potential minor negative
effect, but effects would not be significant.
Option 2 would involve the greatest amount of growth at the service centres. This would ensure that a substantial proportion
of new development is located in broadly accessible settlements. There should also be better opportunities to secure
improvements to community infrastructure, and to support new or expanded health and education facilities. A potential
significant positive effect is therefore predicted alongside a minor negative effect.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve substantially more growth in the Service Centres compared to the options under scenario A. This
could lead to increased pressure in terms of traffic and congestion, but this would not be concentrated in one location as such.
However, access to services ought to be relatively good for new development (though the necessity for a higher level of
growth could mean that the more distant sites at the urban fringes may be developed).
Growth at this level could provide the critical mass for new local facilities, particularly at larger sites. This should have benefits
for existing and new communities and generate significant positive effects.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves slightly less growth in the service centres than Option 4. Presuming a broadly similar distribution amongst the
service centres, the effects are therefore predicted to be the same (i.e. minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Growth under this strategy would be expected to be similar to that outlined in option 2. It would be expected that positive
effects would arise from growth in areas which are broadly accessible whilst developer contributions would be likely to lead to
an increase in local facilities and services. The additional growth could, however, lead to some increases in local traffic
volumes. Hence, mixed potential significant positive effects are predicted alongside some minor negative effects.

Loughborough
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Loughborough possesses a wide range of local facilities and services, including good public transport links. Access to jobs
would also be good given the opportunities in Loughborough itself and links to Leicester and Derby via train. Development in
the urban area would therefore have excellent accessibility. Growth at the urban fringes would be less well connected with
regards to existing local services, but would be likely to have good public transport access. The scale of some sites at the
urban fringe could also be more likely to support on-site facilities that could benefit new and existing communities.
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Option 1 involves the greatest amount of growth under this scenario (4,000 dwellings). A proportion of growth would likely
come forward in the urban area, which would have very good accessibility. There would also be a requirement for substantial
growth at the urban fringes to the south. At the level of growth involved, the critical mass would be created to support new
facilities, which should help to ensure that new developments have good accessibility as well as offering some benefit to
surrounding communities. Large-scale development at the edge of the urban area would increase car trips into Loughborough
and towards strategic routes such as the A6 and the M1. In the absence of strategic infrastructure improvements this could
lead to negative effects with regards to congestion.
However, should development be of a scale that supports enhanced road links and expanded public transport networks, traffic
could potentially be directed away from the centre of Loughborough. On balance, significant positive effects could be
generated, but this carries a degree of uncertainty. A minor negative effect is predicted to reflect the potential for increased
traffic on local roads (though this is also uncertain / dependent upon whether road and bus networks can be enhances in
advance of any development in this area).
Option 2 involves a relatively limited amount of growth in Loughborough. This could be accommodated in the urban area
itself which would ensure developments had excellent links to jobs, retail, leisure and other forms of social infrastructure.
The scale of growth involved ought to be possible to accommodate through existing infrastructure, and is unlikely to lead to a
significant amount of traffic increases. Overall, the effects are predicted to be uncertain positive effects.
Options 3 and 4 involve 2,000 homes and would still place development in accessible locations. A proportion could be met in
the urban area on sites with very good accessibility to jobs, services, retail and public transport. However, there would also be
a requirement for release of land at the urban fringes to the south west. This would likely be at a scale that would support
new facilities such as a primary school, a local centre and open space. It should therefore be possible to ensure that new
development is broadly accessible. Conversely, the increased scale of growth could potentially put some pressure on road
networks, though this would be dependent upon whether strategic infrastructure improvements could be secured (which may
be less likely at a lower scale of growth to contribute financially). On balance, a minor positive effect is predicted.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
The scale of growth involved for Option 6 is similar to that involved for Option 1 (700 dwellings lower). The effects are
therefore likely to be broadly the same. The lower amount of development would put less pressure on the road networks, but
on the other hand would not contribute as substantially towards infrastructure improvements. The potential for significant
positive effects is therefore less certain in comparison to Option 1.
Option 7 involves an additional 600 dwellings compared to option 1. This would add pressure to the local transport networks,
which could potentially generate more negative effects. Conversely, there would be increased contributions towards
infrastructure enhancements, which ought to have benefits with regards to accessibility. On balance, the effects are broadly
the same as for Option 1 (i.e. minor negative effects coupled with significant positive effects).
Option 5 involves the highest scale of growth for any option, and would be more likely to generate an increase in traffic in this
location in particular. There is therefore potential for significant negative effects. Conversely, significant positive effects are
likely with regards to accessibility to services and facilities for a substantial amount of new homes. Furthermore, there ought
to be increased contributions towards the improvement of social and physical infrastructure that could reduce the need to
travel. In the longer term, this could reduce the negative effects.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves the same amount of growth in Loughborough as Option 4. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the same
(i.e. minor positive effects).
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This option would deliver growth roughly aligned with option 7, with 300 fewer homes being delivered in the Loughborough
area. Similar mixed effects are likely, with potential strain upon the existing transport networks being counterbalanced by
some benefits associated with developer contributions helping to deliver additional community infrastructures, in turn
improving accessibility. Hence, significant positive effects are likely alongside minor negative effects.

Shepshed
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Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
A relatively small amount of development is involved for option 1. If located in the urban area, accessibility ought to be
relatively good, as there is a range of services and jobs available in Shepshed and also nearby at Loughborough. There could
be some increased pressure on local services and road networks, but this should be possible to mitigate given the low scale of
growth involved. Should development be at the urban fringes, accessibility would be slightly poorer, and may not create the
critical mass for new services. On balance, the effects are predicted to be neutral.
Options 2 and 3 would require greater greenfield land release to the west of Shepshed. At the scale involved, there should be
the critical mass to support new primary school facilities, open space and walking and cycling links. This is a minor positive
effect. With regards to traffic and congestion, development at the urban fringe could increase trips into the town centre, and
also on routes towards Loughborough such as the A512. The growth involved would be unlikely to be supported by significant
new transport infrastructure. In this respect, a potential minor negative effect is predicted.
Option 4 involves a lower amount of growth than options 2 and 3 (700 dwellings less). Whilst this ought to reduce the
potential for negative effects, the benefits in terms of new community facilities are less likely to be positive though also.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Each option under scenario B involves slightly more growth at the urban fringes compared to options 2 and 3. The potential
for positive effects remains the same, whilst minor negative effects are more likely to occur as a result of increased car trips.
The increase does not generate significant effects though.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
This involves only slightly less growth at Shepshed compared with Option 2. Consequently, mixed effects (minor positive and
minor negative) are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Increasing growth in Shepshed further would be likely to lead to additional car trips, particularly if the site locations were in
peripheral locations (which they most likely would be). The additional scale of growth involved would not be likely to support
significant enhancements to road networks or additional local facilities on sites. Therefore the effects are predicted to be the
same as for the options under Scenario B.

Leicester Urban Area:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2 and 4 (to a slightly lesser extent) involve the same level of growth at the Leicester Urban Area (more than a third
of the total growth for the Borough). These areas have broadly good access to services and facilities with a GP in Syston and
two GPs in both Birstall and Thurmaston. There are also multiple primary schools in the area and three secondary schools.
Public transport access is reasonable, with links to the City helping to reduce the distance needed to access jobs and a wide
range of cultural and recreational facilities. Though this level of growth could impact upon traffic, new and existing residents
should still benefit from good accessibility; with potential improvements being achieved through development contributions.
Consequently, a potential significant positive effect is predicted in this respect. However, in terms of car based travel, an
increase in growth in this particular location could have minor negative effects in the absence of sufficient mitigation.
Option 3 would involve a much smaller amount of development, and so whilst new development would still be well located,
the opportunity to enhance facilities would be much lower. Therefore, an uncertain minor positive effect is predicted.
Negative effects in terms of congestion would be less likely to occur though.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6 would involve similar levels of growth (only 300 more dwellings) to options 1 and 2. Therefore the effects are
broadly the same (i.e. potential significant positive effects couples with minor negative effects).
Option 7 would involve a higher amount of development, and so significant positive effects could be generated with regards
to locating homes in accessible locations. However, increased traffic and congestion could offset the benefits of placing new
homes in close proximity to the City, which is a minor negative effect.
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Accessibility
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth would be positive with regards to locating new homes in close proximity to jobs and higher order
settlements that are accessible by public transport.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
This approach would seek to deliver the same growth as outlined in options 1 and 2. As such, potential significant positive
effects are likely alongside minor negative effects.

Other settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1, 2, and 4 do not involve any growth at the smaller settlements, which is a neutral effect in terms of accessibility in
these areas. However, a lack of growth in these areas would not help to support improvements to rural accessibility (which
might otherwise benefit from developer contributions).
Option 3 involves some growth at other smaller settlements. Many of these settlements do not have as wide a range of local
facilities, and therefore, accessibility is broadly poorer for residents in these communities. The amount of development
involved is unlikely to create a critical mass to support new facilities at any one settlement, but may have some minor
beneficial effects on community infrastructure. Overall, a minor negative effect is predicted though, as a proportion of new
homes in the borough would be located in less accessible locations.
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 7 do not involve growth at the other settlements and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option 6 involves slightly higher growth than option 3, and so more development would be located in areas with poorer
accessibility. However, the higher level of growth could better support new facilities in rural areas (though not to the extent
that new facilities would be created). This offsets the negative effects somewhat, and so a minor negative effect is still
predicted overall.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The level of growth involved at the other settlements would be relatively low (lower than option 3). Therefore, the amount of
homes located in less accessible locations would not be as great, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Fewer homes (200 less) would be delivered in ‘other settlements’ than under Option 3. However, 400 more dwellings are
involved when compared to the initial hybrid option (7800 in total). This leads to potential minor negative effects.

New / expanded settlements:
Scenario A (Discussion of options for delivering 8,100 homes)
Options 1-3 do not involve growth at new settlements, and so neutral effects are predicted.
Option 4 involves growth at a new settlement in Cotes. This area currently has poor access to services and facilities locally, but
is relatively close to Loughborough. Unless the new settlements generate the critical mass to support new schools and health
facilities, these communities will need to travel to access basic services. Access to cultural and community facilities in these
locations would also be dependent upon developer contributions.
The level of growth involved ought to support new primary facilities, but it is unlikely new secondary schools would be
supported. Likewise, satellite health facilities could be supported, but the likelihood of large new health facilities would be
uncertain.
Access to public transport would also be dependent on new or amended services being secured. Given the potential for a
large amount of growth to be located in areas of relatively poor accessibility, and the uncertainty of new facilities being
secured, an uncertain negative effect is predicted at this stage.
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Accessibility
Scenario B (Discussion of options for delivering 15,700 homes)
Options 5 and 6, are predicted to have neutral effects as they involve no growth at new settlements.
Option 7 is predicted to have an uncertain negative effect, as it involves a new settlement. The higher scale of growth could
potentially make new services more viable, which would be positive. Conversely, more homes would be located in an area
that does not have strong access to local services.
Hybrid Option (7,800 homes in total)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
The hybrid option would have neutral effects as there is no proposed growth in a new settlement.

Overall effects
Option 1 is predicted to have mixed effects. The majority of new development would be located in locations with good access
to jobs and services (Loughborough and the Leicester Urban Area). The focused scale of growth would also help to support
infrastructure improvements. Consequently, a potentially significant positive effect is predicted in terms of accessibility for
these areas. With regards to all other settlements across the borough, effects are likely to be neutral. On the other hand,
focused growth could lead to potential negative effects with regards to increased congestion and car trips, which is a minor
negative effect from a borough-wide perspective.
Option 2 is predicted to have mixed effects. The broad locations proposed for growth are relatively accessible, and so positive
effects are likely to be generated across the borough. In particular, there could be significant positive effects with regards to
the service centres and the Leicester Urban Area. Given that there are benefits across the borough, a significant positive
effect is predicted overall. Minor negative effects are predicted also, as there could be some local issues relating to traffic at
several locations. However, in combination, these are not considered to be significant negatives.
Option 3 is predicted to have mixed effects. Due to a more dispersed pattern of growth, the benefits relating to infrastructure
improvement are more limited at any particular settlement. Therefore, only minor positive effects are predicted overall. The
impacts in terms of traffic and congestion are likely to be less pronounced, but a lower level of growth in settlements could be
pressure on services and facilities without creating the critical mass for new facilities. Consequently, minor negative effects
are also predicted.
Option 4 has similar effects to option 2, but the positive effects at the service centres are less and there are potential
negatives associated with a new settlement. Consequently, there are greater uncertainties about the significant positive
effects occurring.
Options 5, 6 and 7 all involve much higher levels of growth overall across the borough. This is reflected by an increased
amount of negative effects across the district, with these being potentially significant at Loughborough for Option 5. However,
each option is also more likely to provide opportunities to support enhanced and new schools, healthcare, recreation and jobs
(due to greater contributions from development). In particular, support could help to secure strategic road infrastructure
improvements.
The hybrid option is predicted to have a minor positive effect overall. In the main, new homes will be located in accessible
locations with regards to jobs, local services and access to public transport. Only small amounts of growth would be located in
the less accessible locations. As there is no major concentration of growth in any particular settlement, it is also less likely that
negative effects in terms of congestion and traffic would occur. From a borough-wise perspective, this is a minor positive
effect, but this could perhaps be significant with the introduction of infrastructure improvements and other initiatives.
Hybrid Option High (11,700)
Overall, this option places a larger amount of growth in locations that have broadly good accessibility and ought to allow for
sustainable modes of travel, as well as reducing the length of trips required to access basic goods, services and jobs. The
greater scale involved could possibly lead to significant positive effects if it supports infrastructure improvements.
Conversely, the higher scale of growth is likely to lead to a greater overall amount of car trips being generated, which could
increase congestion along key routes. This could be more of an issue where there are clusters of growth involved. For
example, cumulative growth involved at Loughborough and Shepshed.
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Summary and comparison of options
Option 1 and 2 perform similar, but 2 is slightly less likely to cause negative effects regarding flood
risk, air quality and the historic environment. Option 2 could potentially be more positive from a
housing perspective and in terms of securing accessibility improvements. The differences are fairly
small, but of the two urban concentration approaches, Option 2 performs marginally better.
Options 3 and 4 are both slightly less negative with regards to landscape and biodiversity (compared
to options 1 and 2). However, they are both less positive on socio-economic factors (economy,
healthy lifestyles, deprivation) and option 4 in particular could generate significant negative effects
with regards to heritage and landscape.
With regards to housing delivery (which is a critical plan objective), Option 3 performs most
positively under Scenario A. However, this option is weaker than the urban concentration options (1
and 2) in terms of economy and employment, healthy lifestyles, deprivation, accessibility and
climate change.
Options 5, 6 and 7 each perform worse from an environmental perspective, which is to be expected
given the higher scale of growth. In particular, significant negative effects could be generated with
regards to landscape, biodiversity, air quality and the historic environment (regardless of the
distribution options). The positive effects in terms of housing, regeneration and the economy are
more prominent for each option as well. but the increased growth also raises the possibility of
negative implications for certain communities. In this regard, option 6 stands out due to the fact it
generates potentially significant negative effects in relation to health and recreation (due to
potential negative effects on the Charnwood Forest in particular). There is less to differentiate the
higher growth options from one another as all three involve substantial growth in Loughborough,
the Service Centres, Shepshed and the LUA.
The choice of site locations, coupled with plan policies will help to determine these effects in greater
detail, whichever growth option is pursued.
Summary of the Hybrid option
The hybrid option was developed by the Council taking into account the strengths and weaknesses
of the refined spatial options. A key aim was to avoid significant negative effects, which the hybrid
option achieves with the exception of soil resources. All of the options are predicted to have
significant negative effects upon soil, and this is considered unavoidable given the amount of
greenfield land that would be lost. However, the site selection process could help to minimise the
effects by avoiding Grade 2 and 3a land if possible.
From a wider environmental perspective, the Hybrid Option performs better than any of the options.
The distribution of growth ought to allow for negative effects to be avoided in most settlements, or
the potential for mitigation and enhancement to be secured with regards to biodiversity, landscape
character and the historic environment. With positively prepared policies to support the strategy,
positive effects may even be achieved against these factors.
The approach will allow for sites to be selected that are not at major risk of flooding, keeping in line
with the sequential approach.
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The picture with regards to socio-economic effects is positive. Whilst the Hybrid Option does not
perform as well as the urban concentration options with regards to deprivation and accessibility, the
effects are still positive for these factors. Furthermore, the Hybrid Option benefits from the
pronounced positive effects upon health and housing, which are associated with a more dispersed
approach to development.
Summary of Hybrid Option (increased growth)
Increasing growth (by 100%) in the same pattern as the Hybrid Option does not change the nature of
effects in most cases (i.e. whether they are negative are positive). Rather the likelihood of effects
occurring is increased, and / or the significance of effects rises. This is the case for sustainability
objectives where positive effects have been predicted, as well as those for which negative effects
are predicted.
In particular, a significant negative effect arises overall with regards to Landscape Character and
Biodiversity, and a possible significant effect arises with regards to the Historic Environment. For
some individual settlements the effects are more prominent than others.
The likelihood of negative effects arising for biodiversity, air quality, and in terms of congestion also
increases, albeit the effects would be mainly minor.
On the flip side, increased growth brings with it greater benefits with regards to deprivation and the
local economy in particular. Clearly, the effects on housing are also more prominent at the higher
level of growth.

339

Page 615

APPENDIX E: APPRAISAL OF EMPLOYMENT ALTERNATIVES
This appendix sets out an appraisal of the four employment options which are introduced and
described in Section 5 of the SA Report. These are as follows:
1. Rely on existing employment allocations identified in the Core Strategy and 2004 Borough
of Charnwood Local Plan.
2.

Identify new employment land to facilitate regeneration and release poorer quality
employment sites for alternative uses.

3. Identify new employment land to respond to demand for large warehousing.
4. Identify 5ha of additional employment land for flexibility and to support the spatial strategy.
The methods used to identify significance are the same as those outlined in Appendix D, which
dealt with housing options. In summary each employment option has been appraised as
follows:
-

The SA Objectives / framework forms the basis for appraising each option.

-

A table is prepared for each SA Objective which sets out a discussion of the
effects for each option based upon an assessment of significance.

-

To determine significance reference is made to the SEA Directive factors such as
the nature, magnitude, timescale, likelihood, permanence and scale of effects.

-

As well as a discussion of the effects an overall ‘effects symbol’ is provided for
each option to indicate significance.

The following tables have been used to visualise the nature of effects for each option against
each SA Objective. Where there is uncertainty, the nature of such effects has been
identified. For example, an uncertain negative effect would be recorded if there is a chance
that negative effects could occur but this is dependent upon unknown factors. It may still be
possible to rule out significant effects though, and so the unknown effect may be minor or
potentially significant.
Effects Significance

Effects symbol

Significant positive effects
Minor positive effects
Neutral effects
Minor negative effect
Significant negative effect

++
+
0
--
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Uncertain effects

Effects symbol

Uncertain significant positive effect
Uncertain minor positive effect
Uncertain effects
Uncertain minor negative effect
Uncertain significant positive effect

++?
+?
?
-?
--?

Landscape Character
Option 1

0

Option 2

0

Option 3

0

Option 4

0

Appraisal commentary
All of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is predominantly
located in the same areas. A significant proportion of the proposed development is already
committed; however, there are some minor differences in the location of some of the noncommitted (around 10ha) employment land proposed under Options 2 and 3 and Option 4 (5ha).
The effects for option 1 are considered to be neutral given that much of the growth involved is
already committed or tested through previous plan-making processes. Continuation of this strategy
is unlikely to have any notable effects with regards to landscape (though an unplanned approach
would be more likely to generate negative effects).
Option 2 would result in the redistribution of 10ha of employment land to enable the release of
poorer quality employment sites for other uses. This 10ha of employment land would be delivered
in the south of the borough along the northern fringe of Leicester City. It is important to note that
the precise location of sites to deliver this 10ha is unknown at this stage. The Landscape
Character Assessment considered the landscape capacity of ten zones to the north of Leicester
City. It concluded that the majority of zones in this area have medium to medium/high capacity to
accommodate development, with only one zone to the south of Rothley identified as having
medium to low capacity.16 While there is the potential for this option to deliver some of this new
employment land on brownfield land this is uncertain at this stage. The nature and significance of
effects will depend on the precise location of development; however, it is considered unlikely that it
would have a significant negative effect on the landscape given the findings of the Landscape
Character Assessment. It is also noted that poorer quality employment sites could be released for
housing development, taking some pressure off more sensitive locations that are suitable for new
housing. Consequently a neutral effect is predicted.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated adjacent to Shepshed,
north east of the M1 Junction 23. The additional site proposed under Option 3 falls within a zone
identified through the Landscape Character Assessment as having high capacity to accommodate
development due to the areas weak landscape characteristics, parts of which are in poor
condition.17 Option 3 is therefore considered unlikely to have a significant effect on landscape and
there are no significant differences compared to Options 1 and 2.
Option 4 involves a smaller scale development in Shepshed in the same location as Option 3. The
remainder of the site would accommodate housing, which is a less intrusive form of development.
Therefore, the effects would also be neutral in terms of landscape.
In summary, there are no significant differences between the options at a borough scale. There is
likely to be differences in terms of localised effects on the landscape as a result of Options 2,3 and
4 but evidence suggest that there is capacity to accommodate development in these areas,
16
17

Charnwood Borough Council (2012) Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character Assessment.
Ibid.
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although there is some uncertainty for Option 2 as the precise location of development is not known
at this stage. Overall, once mitigation is taken into account there is the potential for a residual
neutral effect for each option.

Biodiversity
Option 1

0

Option 2

-?

+?

Option 3

-

+?

Option 4

-?

+?

Appraisal commentary
As previously stated, all of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is
predominantly located in the same areas. A significant proportion of the proposed development is
already committed; however, there are some minor differences in the location of some of the noncommitted (around 10ha) employment land proposed under Options 2 and 3 and Option 4 (5ha).
Though the precise location of development is not defined for option 2, it is unlikely that sites to
deliver the 10ha would contain any nationally designated sites for biodiversity. There is flexibility in
site choice to allow for locally important habitats to be avoided, but several potential locations for
development are adjacent to Watermead Country Park which is a Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation. There is therefore a possibility that employment growth associated with this option
could have adverse effects on wildlife due to disturbance at construction and operation (for
example increased noise, lighting etc.). Given that there are already several committed sites in this
location too, the potential for cumulative negative effects exists. An uncertain (negative) effect is
identified at this stage. It should be remembered for this option though that poorer quality land
would be released for housing, which would take some pressures of urban fringe development with
regards to housing.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated to the south east of
Shepshed, north east of M1 Junction 23. There are no designated sites for biodiversity within or
adjacent to the site and it is unlikely that there would be any significant negative effects on
biodiversity as a result of development once mitigation is taken into account. However, the
Newhurst Quarry SSSI is within 200m of the site. The SSSI risk zones suggest that industrial /
warehousing development over 1000sqm could potential have effects that will need to be tested.
Given that the total floorspace would likely exceed this, the potential for negative effects exists. A
minor negative effect is therefore predicted at this stage.
Option 4 also involves this development site, but the scale of employment use is lower. Whilst this
is of a lower scale, the site would also involve housing development, which could have incombination negative effects. This option would mean less housing growth is required in other
locations though, and there ought to be greater scope for incorporating areas of green
infrastructure through a mixed use site. As such, the minor negative effects are predicted to be
uncertain.
In summary, there are no significant effects likely to be generated for any of the options with
regards to biodiversity. However, Option 2 could result in more localised effects on biodiversity to
south of the borough through the redistribution of 10ha of employment land but the nature and
significance of effects are uncertain as the precise location of development is not known. Option 3
is likely to result in more localised effects on biodiversity to the south east of Shepshed, particularly
associated with the Newhurst Quarry SSSI. However, with mitigation in place, it is considered
unlikely that the effects would be significant. For option 4 the effects are similar to Option 3, but
there ought to be greater flexibility to mitigate effects, and the net increase in employment land is
lower, meaning slightly less pressure.
For each of the options that involve development on greenfield sites (Option 2, 3 and 4) there is
also potential for some net gains in biodiversity to be sought on site. In the longer term, minor
positive effects could therefore arise. There is also uncertainty about the environmental sensitivity
of sites that may need to be released for housing versus employment development.
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Water quality
Option 1

0

Option 2

?

Option 3

?
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?

Appraisal commentary
There is little to differentiate between the options in terms of potential effects on the water
environment. There is the potential for different localised impacts depending on the location of the
redistributed 10ha of employment land under Option 2, particularly if sites are located close to
waterbodies such as Watermead Country Park. The additional 10ha of employment land under
Option 3 is located on land that is intersected by a minor watercourse, which could potentially be
affected by development. This is also the case for Option 4, but at a lesser scale, giving more
flexibility.
However, for each option, effects are unlikely to be of significance once mitigation is taken into
account, including the integration of SUDs to manage impacts.
Where actively used agricultural land is changed to employment uses, this could have positive
effects upon water quality as there may be less run-off of nitrates; however, this is uncertain at this
stage.
Overall, it is predicted that Option 1 will have a residual neutral effect on this topic. Options 2, 3
and 4 are also expected to have a neutral effect, but there is a small degree of uncertainty given
that the exact location of sites is unknown for option 2, and there is a watercourse running through
the site involved under Option 3 and 4.

Flood Risk
Option 1

0

Option 2

0

Option 3

0

Option 4

0

Appraisal commentary
The River Soar flows through the borough and Leicester City so there are areas of high fluvial flood
risk to the south of the borough along the fringe of Leicester City (which is of relevance to Option
2). Though some potential development sites are adjacent to areas of high flood risk (or
overlapped slightly) it is assumed that areas of high flood risk would be avoided where possible,
follow sequential and exception tests, and suitable mitigation implemented as necessary.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated to the south east of
Shepshed, north east of M1 Junction 23. There are small areas of high flood risk (Zone 3) on the
site but it is likely that development could avoid these areas or suitable mitigation provided as part
of any proposal for development. Option 4 also involves this site, but at a lower scale, and so
issues ought to be possible to manage.
Overall, there are no significant differences between the options and it is predicted that they will all
have a residual neutral effect on flood risk.

343

Page 619

Soil resources
Option 1

0

Option 2

0?

Option 3

-

Option 4

-

Appraisal commentary
As previously stated, all of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is
predominantly located in the same areas. A significant proportion of the proposed development is
already committed or allocated. Therefore the effects are predicted to be neutral for option 1.
There are some minor differences in the location of some of the additional (around 10ha)
employment land proposed under Options 2 and 3 and Option 4 (5ha).
Option 2 would result in the delivery of 10ha of employment land to the north of Leicester City
where there are areas of Grade 2, 3 and 4 agricultural land. At this stage the precise location of
development is not known so there is uncertainty about the effects. However, the majority of
available sites involve some agricultural land, so it is likely that there will be at least 5ha of land
affected. Whether this would be grade 2 or 3 is unknown. A minor negative effect is predicted in
this respect, but it should be viewed in the context of poorer quality employment sites being
released for housing (and thus the net loss of agricultural land is likely to be similar to Option 1).
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated to the south east of
Shepshed, north east of M1 Junction 23. The site is predominantly made up of Grade 3 agricultural
land and at this stage it is not known if this is Grade 3a or 3b. The loss is recorded as negative, but
the effects are not significant in the context of the resources present at a borough scale.
Option 4 involves the same site as that discussed for Option 3, but at a smaller scale. The
remainder of the site would be affected due to housing development, but the net loss of agricultural
land would be 5ha less compared to Option 3. Whilst minor negative effects are predicted, this
option performs more favourably than option 3 from a soil perspective.
In summary, all of the options could potentially result in the loss of best and most versatile
agricultural land. However, the majority of this is committed development, and so neutral effects
are predicted for Option 1. For option 2, the replacement sites could potentially involve a loss of
agricultural land, whereas those low quality sites that are replaced do not. Therefore, the net loss
could be neutral. As options 3 and 4 involve a greater amount of net development overall, the
effects are slightly more negative compared to option 2. However, there are no significant
differences between options 2 and 3 at a borough scale.
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Air quality
Option 1

0

Option 2

0?

Option 3

-

Option 4

-

Appraisal commentary
As previously stated, Option 1 is considered to represent a business as usual approach and so the
effects with regards to air quality are predicted to be neutral.
Option 2 will result in the redistribution of 10ha of employment land to enable the release of poorer
quality employment sites for other uses. This 10ha of employment land would be delivered in the
south of the borough along the northern fringe of Leicester City. It is important to note that the
precise location of sites to deliver this 10ha is unknown at this stage. The delivery of additional
employment could increase traffic on the strategic highway network in this area, including the A46,
A6 or A406, but the significance of this is uncertain at this stage and dependent on the precise
location of development and level of mitigation provided. However, given that the quantum of
employment provision in this broad location would remain unchanged compared to Option 1, the
effects are also predicted to be neutral. It is unlikely that significant effects would occur (though
increased traffic through Syston may be generated dependent upon site selection).
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated adjacent to Shepshed,
north east of the M1 Junction 23. This option would be likely to primarily increase traffic, including
Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs), along the M1 as well as increase pressure on the capacity of
Junction 23 and on local connecting roads. Consequently, there may be adverse effects on air
quality in this part of the borough. However, the effects are not considered likely to be significant
given that the latest monitoring data for NO2 in close proximity to this site shows that levels of
notably below target objectives. Consequently only a minor negative effect is predicted.
Option 4 would involve a smaller amount of employment development in Shepshed, but would also
involve an element of housing development. This too would lead to an increase in emissions
locally, but similar to option 3, the effects would be minor.
Overall, there is the potential for differences in terms of localised impacts as a result of Options 2
and 3; however, these are unlikely to be significant once mitigation is taken into account. The
effects for Option 2 are more uncertain, whilst minor negative effects are identified for Options 3
and 4.
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Climate change
Option 1

0

Option 2

0

Option 3

0

Option 4

0

Appraisal commentary
As previously stated, all of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is
predominantly located in the same areas. Option 3 however involves 10ha additional employment
land, which is likely to generate increased carbon emissions and require energy to support
operations and transportation.
The location of development under both options 2, 3 and 4 is likely to lead to increased
transportation to access the sites for the workforce and also for operational activities (particularly
for option 3 which would be more likely to involve increased numbers of HGVs).
From a Borough-wide perspective however, the effects on the baseline position are unlikely to be
notable given the scale of growth involved.
None of the options provide any significant additional opportunities to incorporate renewable
energy operation over the others. Therefore neutral effects are predicted in this respect.
In summary, there are no significant differences between the options in terms of climate change
and none are likely to have a significant effect. The residual effects are predicted to be neutral.
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Historic Environment
Option 1

0

Option 2

0

Option 3

0

Option 4

0

Appraisal commentary
Option 1 is predicted to have neutral effects given that the majority of development is committed
and / or allocated (with heritage issues likely to have been considered and mitigated satisfactorily if
necessary).
Option 2 will result in the redistribution of 10ha of employment land to enable the release of poorer
quality employment sites for other uses. This 10ha of employment land would be delivered in the
south of the borough along the northern fringe of Leicester City. It is important to note that the
precise location of sites to deliver this 10ha is unknown at this stage. There is a range of
designated heritage assets spread across this area including Listed Buildings, Scheduled
Monuments and a Conservation Area.18 Given the absence of heritage assets within or
immediately adjacent to potential sites for development, it is likely that the employment land could
be delivered without significant effects on the historic environment. The nature and significance of
effects will ultimately be dependent on the precise location of the employment land and its
design/layout. Furthermore, this option would result in poorer quality employment sites being
proposed for housing use. Their use as housing would likely be less intrusive and would also
relieve pressure for additional housing at the urban fringes of settlements (for which negative
effects could otherwise occur). In this respect Option 2 could have potential minor positive effects,
but there is uncertainty given that the exact sites involved are not known.
As a result neutral effects are predicted.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated adjacent to Shepshed,
north east of the M1 Junction 23. There are no designated heritage assets within or adjacent to
the site. Taking the evidence into account it is therefore considered unlikely that Option 3 would
have a significant effect on the historic environment.
Option 4 involves the same site but a smaller scale of employment. As such, neutral effects are
predicted, as the remainder of the site would be housing development, which is less intrusive.
Overall, there are no significant differences between the options at a borough scale. There is the
potential for Options 2, 3 and 4 to have more localised impacts on the historic environment in the
south of borough and to the south east of Shepshed; however, given the lack of sensitivity of site
options, and once mitigation is taken into account these are unlikely to result in significant effects.
Consequently, neutral effects are predicted for each option.

18

Charnwood Borough Council (2012) Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character Assessment.
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Deprivation
Option 1

0

Option 2

+?

Option 3

+

Option 4

+

Appraisal commentary
In terms of deprivation there is little to distinguish between the options. All of them propose a
similar quantum of employment growth and this is located predominantly in the same areas.
Option 2 may have some minor localised benefits for communities and pockets of deprivation in the
south of Borough through the delivery of 10ha of better quality employment land, which could help
to improve access to higher quality employment opportunities. Better quality sites may also be
more likely to be attractive to market and result in investment. There is therefore potential for some
minor benefits compared to option 1, but there is a great deal of uncertainty given that it is unknown
which sites would be developed, what type of jobs would be secured and whether deprived
communities could access such jobs. In fact, certain higher skilled jobs may not be accessible to
deprived communities with lower skills (but conversely could help to raise aspirations). There
would also be no net increase in employment land, just a higher quality offer. Overall, an uncertain
minor positive effect is predicted taking all of these factors into account.
Option 3 could have similar minor localised benefits through the provision of 10ha of employment
land to the south east of Shepshed. Given that a net increase in employment land is proposed and
there are deprived communities nearby, it is more likely that positive effects would arise.
Option 4 delivers a net increase in land, and is also located where deprived communities ought to
be able to benefit. Given that housing would be brought forward at a mixed use site here, there
could also be benefits in terms of affordable homes, infrastructure enhancement and access to
jobs.
In summary, options 2, 3 and 4 are likely to have some additional minor positive effects
compared to option 1. However, the effects are not predicted to be significant, and there are no
significant distinguishable differences between options 2, 3 and 4 with regards to tackling
deprivation.
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Healthy lifestyles
0

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

Option 3

0

Option 4

Appraisal commentary
Similar to the topic of deprivation, there is little to distinguish between the options in terms of
healthy lifestyles. All of them propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is located
predominantly in the same areas.
Option 2 may have some minor localised benefits for communities in the south of Borough through
the delivery of 10ha of higher quality employment land, which could improve opportunities to walk
and cycle to employment.
Option 3 could have similar minor localised benefits through the provision of 10ha of employment
land to the south east of Shepshed. However, these factors are considered unlikely to have
notable impacts on health, at least in the short and medium term.
Option 4 could also bring forward employment at Shepshed, but of a smaller scale compared to
Option 3. As such, neutral effects are likely too.
With regards to open space and recreational facilities, the site options available for development do
not contain formal open space or rights of way, and therefore effects are predicted to be neutral in
this respect.
In summary, there are no significant differences between the options. Each option is predicted to
have neutral effects with regards to healthy lifestyles, though Options 2 , 3 and 4 could have some
minor positive benefits in the longer term should development involve green infrastructure
enhancement and provide accessible jobs for local people.

Housing
Option 1

0

Option 2

+?

Option 3

0

Option 4

0

Appraisal commentary
The options will have broadly neutral effects on housing as they relate to the delivery of
employment land during the life of the plan.
The provision of an additional 10ha of land for option 3 is not likely to lead to a substantial increase
in the demand for housing, if at all. The same is the case for Option 4, with the release of 5ha of
land.
However, poorer quality sites that are released under Option 2 could potentially become suitable
for housing delivery over time. The net change in housing provision as a result of this change in
sites would be minimal though and therefore only minor positive effects are predicted and this is
uncertain.
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Local economy
Option 1

+

Option 2

+

Option 3

++

Option 4

++?

Appraisal commentary
As previously stated, all of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is
predominantly located in the same areas. A significant proportion of the proposed development is
already committed or allocated; however, there are some minor differences in the location of some
of the employment land proposed under Options 2, 3 and 4.
For Option 1, the implications of committed and allocated development is assumed to be
understood and thus forms the ‘business as usual’ approach. However, commitment to this
approach in the new Local Plan ought to ensure that the strategy remains appropriate in relation to
economic growth. Therefore a minor positive effect is predicted.
Option 2 will result in the redistribution of 10ha of employment land to enable the release of poorer
quality employment sites for other uses. This 10ha of employment land would be delivered in the
south of the borough along the northern fringe of Leicester City (i.e. the same broad locations as
the poorer quality sites). Therefore, the effects on employment provision and investment are likely
to be similar to option 1. However, the delivery of higher quality employment land may be more
likely to attract investment in higher quality jobs, and therefore, a minor positive effect is predicted.
The effects are likely to be localised given the nature of employment that would likely be
appropriate on available sites for development in this area.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated adjacent to Shepshed,
north east of the M1 Junction 23. This option would not only deliver an additional 10ha of
employment land but also offers the opportunity to address demand for large warehousing that is
not being delivered through the other options. Consequently, a significant positive effect is
predicted.
Option 4 delivers only 5ha of additional employment land in Shepshed, but this would still facilitate
regeneration and should still be attractive for warehousing and other employment uses. Given that
the net amount of employment land is slightly lower than for Option 3 though, the significant
positive effects are less certain.
In summary, all of the options have the potential for long term positive effects on the local economy
through the delivery of employment land to meet identified needs. Whilst Option 2 would have a
greater magnitude of positive effects compared to Option 1, the effects are still unlikely to be
significant from a borough perspective. Options 3 and 4 have the potential for a positive effect of
greater significance compared to the other options as they proposes a net increase in employment
land. Option 3 in particular would support 10ha of employment that will help to meet demands for
larger warehousing that are not being met through Options 1 and 2, and to a lesser extent for
Option 4.

350

Page 626

Accessibility
Option 1

0

Option 2

+?

Option 3

+

Option 4

+

Appraisal commentary
All of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is predominantly
located in the same areas.
For option 1, the implications of committed and allocated development is assumed to be
understood and thus forms the ‘business as usual’ approach. However, commitment to this
approach in the new Local Plan ought to ensure that the strategy remains appropriate in relation to
accessibility and transport impacts. Therefore neutral effects are predicted.
Option 2 will result in the redistribution of 10ha of employment land to enable the release of poorer
quality employment sites for other uses. This additional 10ha of employment land would be
delivered in the south of the borough, which has broadly good accessibility to Leicester City. Whilst
this is positive, access to jobs is likely to be similar to option 1 as the sites developed would be
within the same broad location. With regards to better quality jobs, it is perhaps more likely that
these would be secured on higher quality sites, which could benefit communities in these areas
and reduce the need to travel further afield to access such jobs. However, these effects are
uncertain and likely to be minor. The effects on congestion and the road network would not be
anticipated to be significant given the scale of growth and types of employment uses that would be
expected to be delivered. A neutral / uncertain (potentially positive) effect is predicted overall,
though there is uncertainty about whether the redistributed sites would help to reduce travel
distances to higher quality jobs.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated adjacent to Shepshed,
north east of the M1 Junction 23. This option would therefore also be positive in terms of
accessibility to jobs given the proximity of the M1 as well as Shepshed and Loughborough.
However, this approach would be likely to involve more HGVs and would also encourage car travel
to access the site given its excellent links to the M1. On balance, a minor positive effect is
predicted.
Whilst Option 4 delivers a lower scale of employment growth at Shepshed, it is part of a mixed use
scheme which would give very good access for new communities, as well as benefiting those in the
wider settlement. As such a minor positive effect is predicted.
Overall, there are no significant effects generated for any of the options. However, options 2, 3 and
4 have the potential for a minor long term positive effect as they both propose the delivery of higher
quality employment land in broadly accessible locations. For options 3 and 4, there would be a net
increase in employment land, which should mean a greater number of jobs are available locally to
help minimise distances for commuting.
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Minerals
Option 1

0

Option 2

0?

Option 3

0

Option 4

0

Appraisal commentary
All of the options propose a similar quantum of employment growth and this is located
predominantly in the same areas, so there is little to differentiate between the options in terms of
minerals.
Option 1 essentially represents a business as usual approach and thus a neutral effect is
predicted.
Option 2 will result in the redistribution of 10ha of employment land to enable the release of poorer
quality employment sites for other uses. This 10ha of employment land would be delivered in the
south of the borough along the northern fringe of Leicester City. It is important to note that the
precise location of sites to deliver this 10ha is unknown at this stage. There is the potential for this
employment land to fall within sand and gravel minerals safeguarding areas in the south of
borough. Development in this area could therefore potentially sterilise some of this resource.
Though no specific site allocations have been identified in this area to meet minerals needs, a
potential minor negative effect has been predicted as extraction may be appropriate on certain
site options in the longer term. The replacement sites are largely located within the urban area and
unlikely to have the same potential for effects on minerals.
Option 3 proposes the delivery of an additional 10ha of employment land for larger industrial
units/warehousing. This would be delivered on one site that is situated adjacent to Shepshed,
north east of the M1 Junction 23. A small proportion of the site falls within an igneous rock
minerals safeguarded area and could therefore potentially sterilise some of this resource.
However, given the location and characteristics of the site (i.e. visually intrusive to residential
areas), it is considered unlikely that major works would be permitted in this area anyway. An
extension to the existing quarry at Shepshed is more likely to be suitable to the south of the quarry.
There are also alternative areas that may be more suited to extraction (in fact, allocated sites for
minerals in the Leicestershire Waste and Minerals Local Plan (Pre-Submission, 2017) do not
include sites within Shepshed. Taking these factors into account, the effects are considered to be
neutral.
Option 4 also involves the same site in Shepshed, but a proportion is released for housing rather
than employment. For the same reasons described above (for Option 3), neutral effects are
predicted.
In summary, neutral effects are predicted for options 1, 3 and 4 as workable mineral resources are
unlikely to be affected (beyond the effects of committed and allocated developments).
Though effects are not predicted to be significant for Option 2, there is potential for minor negative
effects through the sterilisation of sand and gravel resources. There are uncertainties however as
the precise sites that would be released are unknown at this stage. Given that employment sites
would be available for housing, this should release some pressure for housing land (thus
protecting areas that might overlap with minerals). This could offset any negative effects for Option
2.

352

Page 628

Option 1
Landscape Character

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

?

+

0
?

+

-

+?

0

Water quality

0

?

?

?

Flood Risk

0

0

0

0

Soil Resources

0

0?

-

-

Air Quality

0

0

?

-

-

Climate Change

0

0

0

0

Historic Environment

0

0

0

0

?

-

?

Biodiversity

Deprivation
Healthy Lifestyles

-

?

Option 4

0

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

?

Housing

0

+

0

0

Local Economy

+

+

++

++?

Accessibility

0

+?

+

+

0

?

0

0

Minerals

0

353

Page 629

APPENDIX F: SITE ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK
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SA objectives

1. Landscape - Protect
and enhance the
integrity and quality of
the Borough’s urban
and rural landscapes,
maintaining local
distinctiveness and
sense of place.
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2. Biodiversity and
nature conservation
- Protect and enhance
biodiversity, habitats
and species

Supporting criteria

Criteria

Source

- Protect and enhance landscape
character in accordance with
management objectives.
- Maintain settlement identity and
prevent coalescence.
- Protect and enhance areas of
tranquillity.
- Promote schemes designed to
promote the diversity of landscape
and built character into new
development.
- Minimise detrimental visual intrusion.
- Minimise light pollution.
- Protect and enhance designated
sites including SSSIs, LNRs and
LWSs.
- Protect and enhance priority habitats
and species.
- Contribute to the protection and
creation of new BAP habitats.
- Avoid habitat fragmentation and
increase connectivity of habitats.
- Enhance community engagement
with biodiversity.
- Encourage the protection and
provision of green and open spaces.

Sensitivity rating from landscape
character assessment

Landscape Character
Assessment Report –
October 2018

Colour rating and text for proformas
High sensitivity
Medium – High
Medium sensitivity
Medium - low
Low sensitivity

Assessment to be linked to Phase 1
habitat survey being done by the council.

Council In-House
assessments –
September 2018

A Rating
B Rating
C Rating
D Rating
E Rating
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SA objectives

Supporting criteria

Criteria

Source

Colour rating and text for proformas

3. Water Quality Protect and improve
the quality and
quantity of the water
in the Borough’s
surface and
groundwaters.
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4. Flood Risk – Reduce
the risk of flooding to
existing communities
and ensure no new
developments are at
risk.

- Contribute to the achievement of
WFD objectives.
- Encourage sustainable and efficient
management of water resources.
- Protect and where possible improve
drinking water quality.
- Improve water quality in the
Borough’s watercourses.
- Enhancement and recreation of
natural watercourses.
- Increase the use of SuDS.

- Minimise the risk of flooding to
people and properties.
- Promote and increase the use of
SuDS that result in Greenfield or
better run-off rates.
- Only development appropriate to the
Flood Zone shall take place.
- All new development takes account
of the 2016 Climate Change
allowances.

Within 50m of watercourse
Within Groundwater protection zone

Groundwater
protection zones
Watercourses

Active agricultural land within Nitrate
vulnerable zone
Not within groundwater protection zones, not
within 50m of watercourse, non-agricultural
land - Neutral effects likely

Colour rating and text for proformas

EA datasets and
SFRA

Site more than 70% within flood zone 1 =
Neutral
Site entirely within flood zone 2/3 =
Significant constraint
Developable part of site within flood zone 2/3
(up to 30%) = Potential / minor constraint
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SA objectives

5. Land - Protect the
Borough’s soil
resources.

Supporting criteria
- Reduce soil erosion and protect and
enhance soil quality and quantity.
- Minimise the loss of Grade 2 and
Grade 3a ALC land.
- Reduce contamination of soils from
development, industry or agriculture.
- Promote the use of brownfield land
for development where possible.
- Increase the remediation and
regeneration of contaminated land.

Criteria
Loss of 25ha of best and most versatile
land (1,2 and 3)
Loss of over 20ha of Grade 1 and 2 land
Reuse of brownfield land

Page 633
6. Air quality Improve local air
quality

National Datasets
September
Site visits / desktop
mappings to verify
presence of
agricultural land

Loss of greenfield land with limited
agricultural value (gardens, Grade 4 land,
open space, playing fields)
Residential development within AQMA –
Potential / minor constraint

- Maintain and improve local air
quality.
- Promote measures that will remove
the occurrence of AQMAs.
- Reduce the impacts on air quality
from transport.
- Mitigate against the uses that
generate NO2 or other particulates.

Source

HGV generating development within
AQMA – Potentially significant constraint
All others = Neutral effect
Access to public transport
Significant positive excellent or very good
within 200m

AQMA layers
Bus stops
Rail stops
Frequency to be
determined using
timetables and
definition of frequency
used to inform
settlement hierarchy.

Minor positive good access within 200m
Excellent or very good 200m to 400m
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SA objectives

Supporting criteria

Criteria

Source

Neutral – Excellent and very good within
400m to 800m. Good within 200-400m
Potential / minor constraint = Limited
service within 200m. Excellent and very good
service more than 800m. Good service more
than 400m
Significant constraint = Limited service
more than 200m. No bus rail services within
1200m
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7. Climate change Reduce the impacts
of climate change
and reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions.

- Deliver schemes that promote
habitat and species resilience and
adaptability to the effects of climate
change.
- Promote measures that minimise
greenhouse gas emissions.
- Minimise the likely impacts of climate
change through promotion of
appropriate adaptation measures in
new development.
- Promote the development of
renewable energy generation.
- Promote water efficiency measures
in new development.
- Reduce waste and increase reuse,
recycling and energy produced of
waste.
- Promote measures that reduce the
need to travel and travel distances.
- Promote measures to reduce the
need to travel by car.

Residential development on site or adjacent
(within 50m) identified as having wind
potential = Significant constraint

Energy Study October
2018

Development within 50m - 250m of areas
identified with wind energy potential –
Potential / minor constraint
Development within areas with potential for
low carbon heating networks = Potential
positive effect
Industrial development in areas with wind
potential = Potential positive effect
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SA objectives

Supporting criteria

Criteria

Source

Qualitative assessment

GIS data
supplemented with
Site visits

- Promote use of public transport.
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8. Historic
environment Conserve and
enhance the historic
environment,
heritage assets and
their settings.

- Conserve and enhance designated
heritage features.
- Maintain and enhance the character
and distinctiveness of Conservation
Areas and settlements.
- Promote high-quality design.
- Promote heritage based sustainable
tourism.
- Provide for increased access to and
enjoyment of the historic
environment.
- Provide for increased access and
enjoyment of the historic
environment.
- Promote heritage-led regeneration.
- Increase the social benefit derived
from the historic environment.

9. Population –
Reduce poverty and
deprivation

- Increase community engagement
and decision-making.
- Increase racial and gender equality
and community cohesion.
- Reduce poverty and social
exclusion.
- Reduce crime and the fear of crime.

Potential for significant negative effects
Potential for negative effects
Neutral effects
Potential for enhancement

Employment accessible to deprived areas
– (Within 1200m walking distance or along a
public transport route)

Qualitative
assessment

Site involving derelict buildings and/or
vacant land
Neutral effects assumed otherwise

359

SA objectives

Supporting criteria

-
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10. Population Promote healthy and
active lifestyles in
the Borough

-

Criteria

Source

Open space
Within 400m of open space
Within 400-800m of open space
Over 800m to open space
Loss of formal open space

Location of open
space

Health care
<400m walking / cycling to a GP/health
centre
<800m walking / cycling to a GP/Health
centre
Increase access to high quality
healthcare facilities.
<1200m walking / cycling to a GP/Health
Promote active and healthy lifestyles. centre
Promote recreational and leisure
<800m to public transport stop, and then
opportunities and access to open
less than 2km of a GP or health centre
space.
More than 1200m from a GP/health centre
Increase regular participation in
and more than 800m from a public
physical activities and sport.
transport stop.
More than 1200m froma GP/health centre
and more than 1200m from a public
transport stop.

Location of healthcare
facilities
Location of specialist
care

Proximity to older people care
homes/supported living/specialist homes
<400m walking distance
<800m walking distance
<less than 1200m walking distance
Over 1200m walking distance
360

SA objectives

11. Population Improve access to
affordable housing
and ensure an
appropriate mix of
dwelling sizes, types
and tenures within
local communities.
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12. Local economy Promote a
sustainable and
diversified economy,
and improve skills
and employability

Supporting criteria

- Provide an adequate supply of
housing.
- Reduce homelessness.
- Make best use of existing housing
stock.
- Provide quality and flexible homes
that meet the needs of the
community

- Promote retention of existing jobs
and create new employment
opportunities.
- Increase diversity in the range of job
opportunities.
- Ensure an adequate supply of a
range of sites in terms of types and
quality for employment uses.
- Improve access to opportunities for
education, learning and skills training
for all sectors of the community.
- Support the creation of flexible jobs
to meet the changing needs of the
population.

Criteria

Source

Amount of housing and deliverability

SHLAA

Housing development up to 200 dwellings
deliverable within the plan period
More than 100 dwellings deliverable within
5 years
More than 200 dwellings deliverable in the
plan period
Employment land
Does it result in the Loss of employment
sites?- significant negative effect if results
in loss of employment sites
Does it result in the Creation of employment
sites- likely positive effect
Housing site on non-employment land Neutral

SHLAA / ELR

Proximity to key routes
Is it close Proximity to key routes
(employment sites only) under 2km – likely
positive effect
Above 2km = Neutral
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SA objectives
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13. Material assets Increase access to a
wide range of
services and
facilities.

Supporting criteria

- Improve availability and accessibility
of key local facilities, including
healthcare, education, retail and
leisure.
- Promote the development of a range
of high quality, accessible
community, cultural and leisure
facilities.
- Maintain and enhance rural facilities.
- Increase voluntary and community
infrastructure.

Criteria

Source

School must have spare capacity or
developer contributions must be able to add
capacity on site.
If landlocked, score according to next nearest
school.

Primary school point
data

Pre-school provision
Within 400m
Within 800m
Within 1200m
1200m-1600m
More than 1600m

Convenience stores

Secondary school
point data

Allotments
Play areas
Sports facilities

Primary schools
Scale of development supports new school
Less than 400m distance to a primary school.
400-800m to a primary school
800-1200m to a primary school
1200 - 1600m to a primary school
More than 1600m to a primary school

Community centres
Libraries

Secondary schools
Less than 800m distance to a secondary
school
800m-1200m to a Secondary school
1200m-3200m to a secondary school
More than 3200m to a secondary school
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SA objectives

Supporting criteria

Criteria

Source

Local retail
Within 400m distance to food shop /
supermarket
Within 800m distance to food shop /
supermarket
Within 1200m of a food shop / supermarket
Over 1200m distance to a food shop /
supermarket
Access to Leisure facilities (allotments,
childrens play areas, libraries, community
centres, sports facilities, public house)
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Within 800m of 4 or more facilities
Within 1200m of 4 or more facilities
Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities
Within 1200m of 2 or 3 facilities
Within 800m of 1 facility
within 1200m of 1 facility
No facilities within 1200m

14. Mineral resources Ensure sustainable
management of the
Borough’s mineral
resources.

- Increase the retention of mineral
workings for biodiversity, landscape
and the general public.
- Reduce the use of minerals and
increase the reuse of material on
and off site.
- Safeguard the existing development
from the environmental effects of
mineral workings.

Overlap with Mineral Safegaurd Areas
(MSAs)

Mineral Safeguarded
Area GIS data

Site not within MSAs = Neutral
Up to 10 ha within MSAs = Potential
constraint
More than 10ha within MSAs = Potential
significant constraint
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Charnwood Local Plan:
Spatial strategy development
Sustainability Appraisal advice note

May 2020
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1.

Introduction

1.1

Background

1.1.1

Following consultation on a preferred spatial strategy, Charnwood Borough Council are undertaking additional work in relation to the amount
and distribution of development. This includes assessing a range of options at a higher level of growth (as suggested by several respondents),
and looking at more minor tweaks to the existing strategy to address the need to provide greater flexibility.

1.1.2

The appraisal of additional growth options will be included in the SA Report alongside all the other options that have been appraised through the
SA process so far. The findings will be taken into account by the Council when finalising the spatial strategy.

1.1.3

In addition to these higher growth options, the Council wishes to understand whether it is feasible to make focused changes to the preferred
strategy without giving rise to additional significant negative effects.

1.1.4

This document is an advice note prepared by AECOM to supplement the SA Report. Its purpose is to assist in the development of the spatial
strategy as described above, namely by:


Summarising and identifying the existing sustainability issues associated with the Hybrid option; highlighting where the critical growth
thresholds appear to be with regards to growth at specific settlements and when significant effects arise.



Undertaking additional focused assessment to understand the particular locations or sites where growth would be likely to generate
negative or positive effects, their level of significance and potential for mitigation and enhancement.



Setting out broad recommendations in relation to how additional growth could be accommodated across the borough (if required).
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1.2

Approach

1.2.1

For each level of the settlement hierarchy a summary table is provided showing what effects were predicted in the SA of spatial options at
preferred options stage. The rationale for these effects is not replicated here as they are available in varying levels of detail in the SA Report
and its’ Appendices. 1, 2

1.2.2

This shows the range of growth levels that have been considered across all seven options and what the implications are for all of the
sustainability topics. In most instances, the positive socio-economic impacts increase with growth, whilst the negative environmental effects
increase (there are exceptions though).

1.2.3

The purpose is to identify the important growth thresholds whereby significant effects are more likely to occur and then to look at where the
hybrid/preferred option fits within this range.

1.2.4

Additional focused assessment is then undertaken in light of the initial findings, and to take account of any new sites that have been proposed
for growth in that particular settlement.

1.2.5

The colour coding for the tables are as follows:
Significant positive effect
Positive effect
Neutral effect
Negative effect
Significant negative effect
? signifies uncertainty as to whether the effect will occur to the extent that is predicted.
Both positive and negative effects are predicted for some topics. This reflects the potential for different parts of the borough to benefit (or not)
as a result of a certain option. It might also mean that whilst positive in some aspects of the SA topic, it is negative in others.

1

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/draft_charnwood_local_plan_2019_36_interim_sustainability_appraisal_report_october_2019/Draft%20Charnwood%20Local%20Plan%20201936%20Interim%20Sustainability%20Appraisal%20Report%20%28October%202019%29.pdf
2
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/charnwood_interim_sa_report_april_2018/Charnwood%20Interim%20SA%20Report%20-%20April%202018.pdf
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2.

Principal Urban Area

2.1

Summary of existing SA findings
PUA / LUA
1000
Option 3
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Landscape
Biodiversity
Water quality
Flood Risk
Soil resources
Air quality
Climate change
Historic environment
Deprivation
Health
Housing
Local Economy
Accessibility
Minerals

2000
Hybrid

2500
Option 4

3000
Option 1, 2

3300
Option 5, 6

3900
Option 7

?

?

?

?
?
?

?
?

?

?
?

?
?

?

?

?

?
?

/

/
?

?

/

/

/

?

?

?

?

?

/

?

?

?

?

?

2.1.1

A modest amount of additional growth (500 dwellings) in the PUA ought to have minimal additional negative effects, but could increase the
positive effects in terms of deprivation and accessibility (so that they are significant).

2.1.2

Landscape is the main constraint to higher levels of growth, with potentially significant effects more likely to arise at a target of 3000 dwellings
and beyond. There are uncertainties, which relate mostly to the location of growth and how they are implemented. At this scale of growth
though, significant positive effects upon housing should arise.

Prepared for: Charnwood Borough Council

AECOM
7

Charnwood Local Plan: Sustainability Appraisal

Page 648

2.1.3

Though there are several site options in the urban area, many of these are in existing use, and therefore the more substantial options are on the
urban fringes. However, given that there is already significant growth committed at the PUA through SUEs, further development on strategic
sites between settlements are sensitive to issues such as coalescence (for example, between at Thurcaston and to the south of Syston).

2.2

Additional focused assessment

2.2.1

The summary of SA effects suggests that additional growth beyond the Hybrid option is likely to lead to more negative effects on environmental
aspects. However, with the exception of landscape, deprivation and soil resources, these are unlikely to be significant. It is noted that additional
growth could trigger significant positive effects with regards to deprivation and accessibility.

2.2.2

In terms of avoiding impacts upon landscape, any further growth ought to be located in areas that do not lead to coalescence with SUEs or
nearby settlements. For this reason, it is considered that a notable expansion to HS6 or increased density could possibly trigger significant
negative effects. Other large sites that have already been considered are likely to have similar effects to an expansion of HS6, such as at
Barkby and Thurcaston.

2.2.3

A series of smaller sites exist throughout the PUA, including some newly submitted site options. Some of these could be suitable for
development without generating significant negative effects upon landscape either individually or cumulatively. The addition of such sites could
help to improve the choice and flexibility in housing delivery, and these locations are broadly well -elated to Leicester.

2.2.4

However, most of these site options are peripheral and not particularly well-located in terms of accessibility. The scale of growth involved for
individual sites would also be unlikely to support standalone new facilities and therefore positive effects in terms of social infrastructure are
unlikely to be great (though contributions to existing services would be expected).

2.2.5

Where sites have a good relationship to planned infrastructure (for example at an adjacent SUE, then well-designed small scales development
could potentially be accommodated alongside without generating any negative effects.

2.2.6

Other site options exist that were previously discounted. Many of these are considered likely to bring about negative effects though in terms of
one or more specific sustainability issues. For example, sites near to the Hamilton Deserted Medieval Village are likely to bring about negative
impacts in terms of heritage and landscape that would be difficult to mitigate.
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2.3

Conclusion / recommendation

2.3.1

Additional growth could be accommodated without generating significant negative effects upon landscape. However, the sites involved would be
small scale, and not in locations (or of sufficient scale) that would be likely to benefit the area in terms of improved social infrastructure.
Nevertheless, a modest increase in growth of approximately 200 dwellings would help to improve housing choice in this location (and would
align with the existing spatial strategy approach). The overall effects on SA factors would remain the same. Further growth could be
accommodated up to 500 dwellings, but some negative effects would start to arise. These would not be significant though.

2.3.2

There are several brownfield sites throughout the PUA (including Syston). Provided these were no longer required for employment, and were
available (and deliverable), these present good opportunities for accessible housing development.

2.3.3

Though there are some larger-scale sites in the area that would possibly help to support improved social facilities (for example, at Thurcaston,
to the north east of Glenfield, and more expansive growth at Syston), the landscape and settlement character impacts could potentially be
significantly negative (and difficult to avoid given the substantial growth that is already committed in these locations).
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3.

Loughborough

3.1

Summary of existing SA findings
Loughborough
800
Option 2
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Landscape
Biodiversity
Water quality
Flood Risk
Soil resources
Air quality
Climate change*
Historic environment
Deprivation
Health
Housing
Local Economy
Accessibility
Minerals

2000
Option 3, 4,
Hybrid

3300
Option 7

4000
Option 1

4600
Option 6

5150
Option 5

?
?

?
?

?

?
/

/

/

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

/

/

/

?
?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

3.1.1

For certain environmental factors, it is evident that significant negative effects would be triggered at a growth level somewhere between 2000
and 3,300 dwellings. In simplified terms, this is mainly due to increased requirement for the release of greenfield sites in locations that are more
sensitive with regards to soil resources, landscape, the historic environment, and to a lesser extent biodiversity.

3.1.2

Significant positive effects arise somewhere between the 2000 and 3300 range of growth as well (with regards to housing, health, economy and
accessibility). In simplified terms, this is due to development contributing towards a greater number of homes (including affordable homes),
jobs, and creating the critical mass for new social infrastructure.
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3.1.3

Beyond a level of growth of 4000, the significant negative effects widen to include air quality (due to much higher levels of local car trips). Other
minor negative effects also start to arise such as possible negative impacts on deprived communities. This would therefore be considered the
maximum scale of appropriate growth (without substantial mitigation and enhancement being secured).

3.1.4

Reducing growth in Loughborough below the proposed level of 2000 would result in many positive effects being lost.

3.1.5

Option 7 (3,300 dwellings) is a critical point for landscape, soil resources and historic environment as these objectives will see significant
negative effects. Conversely, this is where the majority of significant positive effects kick in (housing, economy, deprivation).

3.1.6

*Climate change effects were not described for different levels of the settlement hierarchy. However, the Hybrid approach focused growth
mostly in accessible locations (such as Loughborough) and scored minor positive. Therefore, additional growth in this location would be likely to
result in the same effects.

3.2

Additional focused assessment

3.2.1

Given Loughborough’s close proximity to the Charnwood Forest, significant growth placed to the south of the settlement could significantly harm
the natural environment (particularly in respect of landscape and biodiversity factors). Ongoing work by the Council to respond to technical
landscape evidence from Local Plan consultation may mean some increased capacity around south or southwest of Loughborough compared to
allocations in the draft plan. Increases in site capacity might be possible with a strong green infrastructure strategy for these locations which
achieve net environmental gain in this location. . Given that these sites would be large scale and need to be phased, they may not contribute
as strongly to the short term housing supply as other site options though.

3.2.2

There are several smaller sites located within the urban centre (new site options), however some of these appear to be within flood zone areas.
Allocating these sites may seem more logical from an environmental asset perspective but will need to be mitigated due to flooding risks and
potential delivery issues.

3.2.3

Smaller incremental growth that is proposed at the urban areas or adjacent to SUES / existing large scale commitments (for example ‘Cricket
Ground, Ashby Road’, ‘Bull in the Hollow Farm’ and ‘Land off Moor Lane’) could be accommodated without generating additional significant
pressures on social infrastructure, road networks or environmental factors. Though not ideally located in terms of accessibility to existing
services, the Cricket Ground site should also benefit from facilities at the adjacent SUE for example.

3.2.4

Land of Watermead Lane would create a significant incursion into the Charnwood forest area and would not form a natural expansion of the
settlement. A smaller incremental development at PSH284 may be appropriate with suitable buffer zones for flooding.
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3.3

Conclusion / recommendations

3.3.1

Loughborough is constrained for further growth beyond the proposed Hybrid strategy predominantly due to the ‘environmental border’ of the
Charnwood Forest to the south-west and because of settlement identity concerns to the south.

3.3.2

Currently there are portions of several large sites which are proposed to the south of Loughborough. There may be some opportunities to
extend these boundaries however a limited amount could be accommodated without triggering significant negative effects.

3.3.3

Sites that are within close proximity to SUEs may be appropriate given the scale of the existing approvals for the SUE. Essentially this would
represent ‘rounding off’ in certain locations.

3.3.4

The urban areas within Loughborough could potentially support an increase in dwellings as part of mixed use sites. However, these sites are
located within flood risk areas and are unlikely to be short term solutions for housing.

3.3.5

Overall, an additional 300-700 dwellings could potentially be accommodated through increased capacities on strategic sites and additional
smaller scale allocations on less sensitive site options.
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4.

Shepshed

4.1

Summary of existing SA findings
Shepshed
500
Option 1
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Landscape
Biodiversity
Water quality
Flood Risk
Soil resources
Air quality
Climate change
Historic environment
Deprivation
Health
Housing
Local Economy
Accessibility
Minerals

1200
Option 3

1500
Option 4

?

?

?

/

?

?

?

2000
Hybrid

?

?

2200
Option 2

2500
Option 6

2600
Option 7

2650
Option 5

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?
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?
/

/

/

?
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?

?

?
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/
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?

?

?
?

?

?
?
?

?
?

?
?

?
?

?

?
?

4.1.1

There is little difference in effects between 1200 dwellings and 2200 dwellings.
(rather than minor positives) could emerge around 2000 dwellings.

4.1.2

Reducing growth would lead to less positive effects, but would still entail minor negative effects unless there was a large scale cut back to
around 500 dwellings. It is therefore a less desirable approach.
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4.1.3

Effects are significantly negative for landscape and soil resources when growth exceeds 2,500 dwellings, and this remains the case for further
growth. There is greater flexibility with regards to other factors. Therefore, any growth would need to focus on how landscape effects can be
mitigated.

4.1.4

There appears to be flexibility for a small amount of additional growth without radically altering the spatial strategy nor triggering significant
negative effects.

4.1.5

*Climate change effects were not described for different levels of the settlement hierarchy. However, the Hybrid approach focused growth
mostly in accessible locations (such as Shepshed) and scored minor positive. Therefore, additional growth in this location would be likely to
result in the same effects.

4.2

Additional focused assessment

4.2.1

Some very limited expansion of proposed sites to the west of Shepshed could be possible, but this would need to be balanced against the
potential for increased impacts on environmental factors such as landscape and biodiversity. It would also be necessary to ensure that strategic
green infrastructure buffers are maintained between features such as the Black Brook. Therefore, an approach that solely relies upon
increased capacities upon these sites is considered likely to lead to negative environmental impacts.

4.2.2

Additional growth (in the region of 300 dwellings) could be implemented on a range of new / additional site locations without triggering additional
negative effects upon the historic environment and landscape. This is the case for some sites to the south of the settlement that are located
close to the Quarry and / or employment uses and display lower sensitivities.

4.2.3

Significant effects with regards to soil would still be likely to occur as the majority of additional site options involve Grade 3 land (though it is not
clear if this is 3a or 3b.

4.2.4

There are recognised issues with GP capacity in Shepshed. Though this could theoretically be addressed through the provision of new facilities
(especially as there is a critical mass of growth proposed), it is not a certainty that new services would be forthcoming. This could lead to
negative implications on health should levels of growth be raised further.

4.2.5

The south of Shepshed has relatively poor accessibility to primary schools, GPs and other services though, especially on peripheral sites. The
scale of growth that would be required in this location to support new facilities would not be feasible on the available sites. Therefore, any new
growth here should be fairly limited despite there being higher capacities available (this would contribute a greater range of sites for the housing
supply).
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4.2.6

The positive effects with regards to climate change resilience could be reduced slightly if densities are increased on existing proposed sites
(through less green infrastructure land use). Conversely, increased revenue from development could help to fund better quality enhancement
measures.

4.3

Conclusion / recommendations

4.3.1

There would appear to be capacity to support some limited additional growth in Shepshed without triggering significant negative effects upon
any environmental factors. However, the potential to achieve this through increased capacity on proposed sites is limited.

4.3.2

Additional growth would therefore also need to be on additional sites. This will ensure that negative effects upon landscape and flood risk in
particular are avoided, whilst allowing for increased housing choice and flexibility.

4.3.3

Given the accessibility limitations with available additional sites, it is recommended that any further growth in these locations is relatively small
scale (less than 00 dwellings). In combination with some increased capacity on proposed strategic sites to the west of the settlement, it ought
to be possible to accommodate an additional 200 dwellings in total without triggering significant negative effects.
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5.

Service Centres

5.1

Summary of existing SA findings
Service centres
600
Option 1
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Landscape
Biodiversity
Water quality
Flood Risk
Soil resources
Air quality
Climate change*
Historic environment
Deprivation
Health
Housing
Local Economy
Accessibility
Minerals
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Option 4
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Option 5
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5.1.1

There appears to be scope to increase levels of growth in the service centres without triggering any significant negative effects.

5.1.2

Somewhere in between a target of 1000 and 1600, there are no additional negative effects at all likely to occur, depending upon the choice and
spread of sites. Presuming a small increase in growth at a range of settlements, this tweak to the strategy would therefore seem sensible as a
minimum should higher flexibility in housing be sought. More substantial growth on locations that encroach Areas of Local Separation would
mean that significant effects could arise, even within this range.

5.1.3

The most critical point for significant effects arising is 3100 dwellings.
Here, impacts upon landscape and biodiversity become more
pronounced, with minor impacts arising in terms of flood risk and air quality too.

5.1.4

At a level of 2100 dwellings, the only significant negative effects are in relation to soil resources. This is the point that significant positive effects
arise for housing though.

5.1.5

Service Centres will have similar effects across most growth options under 2,100 dwelling. There will be significant negative effects on
biodiversity, landscape and soil resources with growth of up to 3,100 dwellings or more, however this is expected to have significant positive
effects for housing, the economy and potentially accessibility.

5.1.6

*Climate change effects were not described for different levels of the settlement hierarchy. The Hybrid approach focused some growth into the
service centres, as they are generally well served by facilities. A small increase in growth in the service centres would be unlikely to change the
overall conclusions.

5.2

Additional focused assessment

5.2.1

Barrow-upon-Soar contains several sites that perform relatively well from a sustainability perspective (and are comparable to those sites that
have been selected within the preferred option). Several of these sites are relatively small scale and would not be likely to bring about
significant negative effects. They would not create a critical mass to improve social infrastructure in this area, but would provide a greater range
of site flexibility in this settlement. A larger extension to Barrow would be possible on an amalgamation of sites near Cotes Road However,
there are environmental constraints (biodiversity / heritage / flood risk) that would require a lower density approach / provision of substantial
green infrastructure. There would therefore be question marks about whether sufficient capacity could be created to support much needed
social infrastructure such as a new primary school in this part of Barrow, and a convenience store. If the GP cannot be expanded, then there
would also be additional pressure on health facilities.
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5.2.2

Quorn is heavily constrained by flood risk, which rules out sites to the north of the settlement if a sequential approach is being followed.
Though there are some smaller sites to the south of the settlement these are sensitive with regards to biodiversity and landscape.

5.2.3

Anstey – To the west / north west of the settlement, larger-scale development ought to be possible without giving rise to significant
environmental effects. An issue with urban fringe development in this location is poor accessibility. However, development of sufficient scale
could potentially create the critical mass required to support a new primary school, convenience store and green infrastructure enhancements in
this part of Anstey (which would also benefit adjacent communities). To be beneficial, development would need to be of sufficient scale and
master-planned to ensure a coordinated, well linked new community across several development sites / phases. Net gain in biodiversity could
be a possibility on site; which would be beneficial if it helped to protect / strengthen nearby SSSIs.

5.2.4

Rothley – The settlement is already affected by several large committed developments to the north and south. Further strategic growth could
trigger cumulative negative effects in terms of landscape and the settlement form. Smaller scale sites that are well related to the existing and
planned urban areas may be suitable to accommodate limited growth.

5.2.5

Mountsorrel – There is limited scope to accommodate new development due to a lack of sufficient strategic sites.

5.2.6

Sileby – Smaller scale development on selected additional sites would be unlikely to lead to any greater negative effects for the settlement
overall. This would contribute to a wider range of housing choice in this location, though not all sites would necessarily be available in the short
term.

5.3

Conclusion / recommendations

5.3.1

Of all the Service Centres, three appear to be most likely to accommodate additional growth without generating significant negative effects.
These are Anstey, Barrow-upon-Soar, and Rothley (to differing extents).

5.3.2

Anstey appears to offer the greater potential for a strategic growth cluster that could support new infrastructure and ensure minimal effects upon
the environment. This location is also well related in terms of its relationship with Leicester (and any unmet demand for housing originating in
this area).

5.3.3

Small-scale additional growth in Barrow and Rothley would not compromise environmental capacity, but there are question marks over impacts
upon schools and healthcare.
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6.

Other Settlements

6.1

Summary of existing SA findings
Other settlements
800
Hybrid
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Landscape
Biodiversity
Water quality
Flood Risk
Soil resources
Air quality
Climate change*
Historic environment
Deprivation
Health
Housing
Local Economy
Accessibility
Minerals

1400
Option 3

2200
Option 6

?
?

/

/

?

/

?
?
?

6.1.1

The Hybrid option presents mainly neutral to positive effects across all sustainable objectives, with only a handful of uncertain minor negative
effects. This picture does not change significantly at a higher scale of growth of 1400 dwellings. Minor negative effects for accessibility emerge,
and some potential minor negatives for biodiversity emerge (which is dependent upon location and scheme design – so could be avoidable).

6.1.2

It is clear that somewhere between 1400 – 2200 dwellings, significant effects upon the historic environment and health arise. Therefore, growth
beyond this level would not be advisable. It would be difficult to mitigate the significant negative effects on heritage, as this relates to features
and village character that would be difficult to avoid given the smaller scale nature of these settlements.
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6.1.3

Higher growth options pose more certain threats on objectives such as biodiversity, accessibility, health, the economy and the historic
environment. Option 6 has greater negative effects on historic environment.

6.1.4

*Climate change was not discussed on the basis of the settlement hierarchy. However, with regards to smaller settlements with poorer
accessibility, strategies that focused more growth into these areas at smaller sites scored poorer. With a considerable increase in growth in
these locations, negative effects would therefore be more likely to arise.

6.2

Additional focused assessment

6.2.1

Large-scale development (of the size that would support new services such as schools and healthcare) in any of the ‘other settlements’ would
be difficult to achieve without significant negative effects upon landscape and / or historic environment arising in that particular location.

6.2.2

An approach that spreads growth more thinly across the settlements on appropriate sites could avoid these effects. However, between 800 and
1400 dwellings, the scale of growth required at individual settlements starts to make it more likely that negative effects on biodiversity, heritage,
accessibility and landscape will occur.

6.2.3

Some limited additional growth (up to 200 dwellings in total spread appropriately across the other settlements) should be possible to
accommodate at several settlements though without making to the overall sustainability outcomes for the borough. Further growth still (up to
800 additional dwellings in total) could also be accommodated without generating significant negative effects, but there would be some changes
to the overall SA findings, with minor negative effects becoming more likely. Beyond this point, significant negative effects upon landscape
become likely.

6.2.4

Though the development might not be placed in the most accessible locations with regards to all services, there are good connections to the
City in certain settlements such as Queniborough, Rearsby and East Goscote.

6.3

Conclusion / recommendations

6.3.1

Growth in the other settlements is unlikely to be of a scale that will create the critical mass for new services. Given current provision, only small
scale further growth at individual settlements would therefore be recommended. A total of approximately 200 dwellings ought to be possible to
accommodate across a range of settlements, but not in any individual location.

6.3.2

This approach would be unlikely to generate any notable environmental impacts (overall) and would not alter the spatial strategy or overall SA
findings.
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6.3.3

A higher level of growth (up to 800 additional homes) could be accommodated on a dispersed basis on selected sites. However, this could give
rise to some minor negative effects.

6.3.4

The combination of sites that contribute to the housing target for the ‘other settlements’ is critical in terms of determining the effects that will
occur.
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7.

New Standalone Settlements

7.1

Summary of existing SA findings
Standalone Settlements
1000
Option 4
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Landscape
Biodiversity
Water quality
Flood Risk
Soil resources
Air quality
Climate change*
Historic environment
Deprivation
Health
Housing
Local Economy
Accessibility
Minerals

1500
Option 7
?
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?

7.1.1

There is limited difference between 1000 and 1500 dwellings, with the exception of soil resources.

7.1.2

There are a range of uncertainties, mainly due to the scale of growth and impacts being dependent on scheme details.
considered at issues and options and preferred options stage did not include Six Hills.

7.1.3

Reliance upon very large developments would not necessarily provide the range of sites required in the short term of the Plan period.
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7.1.4

Significant negative effects are recorded even at the lower scale of growth for both landscape and historic environment. These would be focal
points in terms of making these options perform in a more rounded manner.

7.1.5

*Climate change was not discussed on the basis of the settlement hierarchy. With regards to new settlements, the effects were largely
uncertain. On one hand, new sustainable communities could be created, with strong green infrastructure and new social infrastructure.
However, the location of new settlements would likely encourage car usage if public transport links were not secured or if homes are located a
long distance from higher order services / facilities and key employment areas.

7.2

Additional focused assessment

7.2.1

The potential to mitigate effects upon landscape and heritage are key issues for each of the proposed new settlements. A summary is provided
in relation to each:
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Barkby – The issues would be extremely difficult to mitigate successfully as development would be in the context of major growth at the SUE.
The scale of growth would significantly alter the historic character of the settlement.
Thurcaston – The issues relating to landscape would be difficult to mitigate successfully given that it would be one of the last remaining ‘green
gaps’ between the Leicester Urban Area and Thurcaston.
Cotes – Significant effects upon soil resources are likely in any instance as the whole of the area is covered by Grade 2 agricultural land. In
terms of heritage, the effects could be minimised, but only with substantial screening and buffering to the south of the proposed site area (which
is sensitive due to an scheduled monument and listed buildings). This would reduce site capacity somewhat though. Similarly, the impacts
upon landscape would likely remain, but not to a significant extent with good quality design (given that ample open countryside would remain in
surrounding areas).
Hoton – As a former RAF airfield, the character of the landscape is less sensitive. However, the scale and location of growth would potentially
have negative effects on the landscape character of the ‘Wolds’. With adequate landscaping and buffer zones between existing and new built
up areas, it ought to be possible to avoid significant negative effects though. There are no other significant environmental constraints, but
accessibility is limited.
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Six Hills – The landscape is of medium – high sensitivity and would be permanently altered by development. There are also heritage assets
that are likely to be affected even with mitigation (albeit the effects may not be as significant). The site also has biodiversity sensitivities. As
with any large strategic site of such nature, there is potential for mitigation and enhancement in relation to landscaping and the creation of new
areas of habitat. The site would benefit in terms of accessibility should the proposed ‘garden village’ be approved (given that it involves
numerous sports facilities, a secondary school and bus links and employment). However, the application has not been determined and the site
is not within the Melton Local Plan. Therefore, a standalone settlement in Charnwood would still have some accessibility issues that would
likely encourage car use and longer journeys to access services and employment opportunities.
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7.3

Conclusion / recommendations

7.3.1

Accessibility at each of these new settlements is currently poor. Though large scale growth can bring with it improvements such as new open
space, primary schools and perhaps small local centres, the scale of growth is not likely to be sufficient to support facilities with wider catchment
areas such as GPs and secondary schools. For some settlements, access to public transport would also need to be negotiated and improved.
Nevertheless, some social infrastructure improvement would be likely and this would benefit new and existing nearby communities. However,
none of the sites display particular links to deprived areas, so any benefits felt would not be likely to address inequalities.

7.3.2

In terms of housing related issues, each could contribute towards overall needs, but may not provide the mix and flexibility in housing that is
needed to boost short term supply. It may be possible for several plots to be commenced simultaneously on certain sites, but there are still
issues relating to infrastructure, and the need to achieve comprehensive schemes that are linked together.

7.3.3

The environmental constraints on each site vary, but landscape and / or heritage effects are the most problematic overall. Mitigation would be
very difficult in this respect for the sites at Barkby and Thurcaston. The potential for negative impacts remains at Cotes, Six Hills and Hoton; but
high quality green infrastructure could offset this to an extent. Hoton appears to be the least sensitive in this respect.
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8.

Summary

8.1.1

The scope for further growth in the PUA is limited without giving rise to significant negative effects upon landscape and settlement character. A
number of smaller sites could help to increase housing choice though (perhaps 200 dwellings), without leading to significant effects, or a large
departure from the spatial strategy.

8.1.2

The scope to increase growth in Loughborough is limited by the Charnwood Forest to the southwest and settlement identity considerations to
the south. However, it could be possible to increase capacity on the proposed strategic sites by a modest amount whilst still retaining a degree
of openness and countryside character. Coupled with several additional smaller site options, it ought to be possible to accommodate between
300-700 further dwellings without triggering any significant negative effects.

8.1.3

At Shepshed, the scope for increased densities on the proposed sites to the west is considered low, without giving rise to negative effects on
landscape and biodiversity. Some additional growth could be supported to the south of the settlement, though this would not be ideally located
with regards to walkable neighbourhoods.

8.1.4

The Service Centres differ in their characteristics, and therefore some could possibly accommodate further growth in a more sustainable way.
Common to each of the service centres is pressure on services such as healthcare and schools. Therefore, any additional growth would be
likely to create negative effects unless of a scale to support enhancements or (ideally) new facilities. With this in mind, strategic growth in
Anstey could possibly be a suitable location. Whilst there are some environmental sensitivities, a well-designed scheme with green
infrastructure at its’ heart would create positive effects on social factors. Smaller scale growth is considered more suitable at the other service
centres. In total, 500 additional dwellings could probably be accommodated across the service centres without generating significant negative
effects, and potentially delivering positive effects in terms of socio-economic factors.

8.1.5

An increase of up to 800 dwellings ought to be possible to accommodate at the ‘Other Settlements’, provided that it is distributed amongst
these locations and not focused in any one settlement. However, this could give rise to some minor negative effects.

8.1.6

Standalone settlements each have different characteristics, and the effects are dependent upon these as well as the details of new
communities that would be developed. Several options already assessed are still considered to be sensitive with regards to landscape and / or
heritage, including “Cotes”, “Thurcaston” and “Barkby”.

8.1.7

A new settlement at Six Hills was submitted, and this too has environmental sensitivities. Whilst it could have good local accessibility if linked to
the proposed Six Hills Garden Village in Melton, this is not a certainty.
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8.1.8

In terms of (a lack of) significant environmental constraints, Hoton appears to be suitable option. However, there would be a need for a strong
green infrastructure strategy to avoid impacts on settlement character. Accessibility to certain services would likely remain poor, but existing
residents at the Wolds would likely benefit from better access to a primary school and open green space. In terms of higher order facilities,
residents would most likely need to travel longer distances, which would be difficult to mitigate.
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366

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM123

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH2

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

Land West of Gorse Hill, Anstey

Site Area (ha):

4.58

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Mainly semi improved neutral grassland including some areas which meet LWS
criteria and thus of good quality habitat. The site also plays an important ecological connectivity
role occupying the movement corridor alongside the A46 and with Castle Gardens to the north.
Collectively, there is potential for harm to biodiversity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.58ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings or other heritage assets within close proximity. Site is 340m from
locally listed mill but is not visible and is separated by the A46 dual carriageway; hence, effects
are predicted to be neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM046

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH7

Settlement Location:

Barkby

Site Address:

Land west of Barkby, Barkby

Site Area (ha):

8.87

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value. However, the site is adjacent to
broadleaved woodland and could have an impact upon it.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 8.87ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is in close proximity to several listed buildings and is adjacent to the Barkby
Conservation Area. The scale of development would be large in the context of the village and
presents the potential for significant negative effects on the historic character of the settlement.
No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM001

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH8

Settlement Location:

Barkby

Site Address:

Land east of Barkby

Site Area (ha):

46.09

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with limited biodiversity value. Woodland and brook adjacent to
site, but balance could be achieved.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400 - 800m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 98m from the nearest listed building (27 Brookside) and in proximity to the listed
Barkby Grange farm buildings. Significant adverse effects ought to be possible to avoid as the
heritage assets are partially screened by trees (and buildings in the case of 27 Brookside).
However, the site is also adjacent to the Barkby conservation area and is of a scale that would
alter the character of the settlement edge. The site also partially falls within archaeological alert
and interest areas. Locally listed asset is a long distance away, separated by two or three
fields. However, topography means that development could impact the views and setting of the
locally listed site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM049

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH13

Settlement Location:

Burton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Land near Fishpond Plantation

Site Area (ha):

9.85

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with a small area of broadleaved woodland to the north. The site is
also adjacent to a LWS. Impact likely on areas of high ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9.85ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 57m from the Prestwold Hall Registered Parks and Gardens site. The boundary of
the heritage asset alongside the site includes dense tall woodland that should help to manage
impacts on Prestwold Hall and its grounds. However, there is potential for development to
undermine the current openness surrounding this area and also change the form / character of
Burton on the Wolds. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM191

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH16

Settlement Location:

Cropston

Site Address:

Land off Cropston Road, Cropston

Site Area (ha):

3.39

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains an industrial building (with no known bat potential), pond,
broadleaved plantation and improved grassland of some biodiversity value. The site is also
within proximity to the Bradgate SSSI.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Mainly non agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.95ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is in close proximity to several listed buildings along Cropston Road and Causeway
Lane. It is also adjacent to the Cropston Conservation Area. The potential for negative effects
therefore exists with regards to a change in the character of the settlement fringes (which
coincides with the Conservation Area Boundary), but these are unlikely to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2060m to GP and 002-400m from excellent frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Over 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM005

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH21

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Extend Park Grange, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

6.25

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Permanent pasture in GI improvement zone. Development will result in the isolation of
urban fringe habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Partial reuse of brownfield land, but Loss of 6.25ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is within close proximity to two listed buildings (on Hazel Road), both of which are
somewhat screened with trees and scrubs. However, an open landscape contributes to the
setting of both assets, and this would likely be affected by development. . No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM150

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH24

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Fairway Road, Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

24.88

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with some grassland, a hedgerow network and broadleaved
plantation of biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 22.3ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is adjacent to a bus stop with excellent frequency service. The site is also within 400m
- 800m of a bus stop with excellent service (from an access point along Fairways Road).

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) within close proximity to the site.
Though the site is very large, it is bounded to the west by residential areas with limited historical
value, by industrial land to the south, and by the M1 to the east. Therefore, development is
unlikely to have an impact on the quality of the built environment.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

390m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1300m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM107

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH25

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Moat Farm, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

20.61

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value. Potential impact on adjacent public
open space.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 16.97ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 138m from the nearest listed building (Moat House). An adverse effect is unlikely as
a substantial amount of trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset.
However, to the south of the site, development could be visible from listed farm buildings at
Outwood Farm. An open agricultural landscape contributes to the setting of these assets.
Whilst substantial amounts of open countryside would remain, potential effects could occur. No
locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM141

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH27

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Bull in the Hollow Farm, Leicester Road

Site Area (ha):

15.45

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains arable land, a LWS comprising wet woodland and rank grassland
with scattered scrub. The site is adjacent to Charnwood water LWS and is connected to River
Soar (LWS) and other grassland LWSs via wet ditches. Any development in the LWS would
result in harm to biodiversity. Other parts of the site are of moderate biodiversity value and
important for ecological connectivity but there is potential for mitigation.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.93ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Loughborough Cemetery and associated listed chapel, gates and
railings. An adverse effect is unlikely as the cemetery is well screened by trees along its
boundary and the development site itself does not contribute significantly to the setting of the
cemetery. Site is 250m from locally listed canal bridge which is not expected to be impacted
significantly.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

850m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM135

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH32

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Price Shepshed Factory, Great Central Road

Site Area (ha):

1.22

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site is industrial in nature and is adjacent to an urban green corridor that is
important for local ecological connectivity. There is potential for risk to bat roost and minor loss
in ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (Loughborough Central Station) and us 125n from a
locally listed railway building. However, the existing buildings are of limited historical or cultural
value. A sensitive change to its use and appearance would therefore be unlikely to be negative
in terms of heritage.

Regeneration:

Potential redevelopment on partially vacant site

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land (though partially vacant)

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200-1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3600m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 679

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM100

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH40

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Pastureland at 50 Ashby Road, Markfield

Site Area (ha):

2.01
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. The site contains horse grazed semi improved neutral grassland of moderate to
moderately high plant richness which could be lost. There is also the Altar Stones LRWT site to
the west.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.01ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within 400m, and the site is nearby to industrial units and a busy
road. Therefore, no effects are likely. Locally listed ‘Home Farm’ is 300m away and located
across the A50 dual carriageway, despite this physical separation, the site’s exposed position
could lead to minor effects.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m from Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

2350m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

805m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 680

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM009

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH41

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land r/o properties at Markfield Lane & Leicester Rd

Site Area (ha):

8.08
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains grassland and a brook (Fishpool brook). Development is likely to
result in isolating adjacent woodland/grassland and the loss of habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.5ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 381m from the nearest listed building (Field Head Farmhouse). A significant adverse
effect is unlikely as buildings and trees obstruct views between. Areas of open space would
remain to provide a rural setting, but the scale of the site could potentially affect the character of
the village. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 681

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM231

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH42

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Land at Threeways Farm

Site Area (ha):

10.37
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site includes improved and semi improved grassland of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 10.37ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is within close proximity to a listed Milestone and part of the site also falls within an
area of archaeological interest. Development is unlikely to affect the heritage asset significantly
though. Site is 175m from locally listed Wetherby House, buildings and trees offer full
screening and hence effects are not predicted to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 682

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM147

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH44

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

Buddon Lane, Quorn

Site Area (ha):

2.4
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly improved grassland with hedgerows of some biodiversity and ecological
connectivity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of bus stops with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 187m from the nearest listed building (Quorn and Woodhouse Station). An adverse
effect is unlikely given that the site does not contribute to the setting of these heritage assets.
The site is enclosed by the railway track, existing residential areas, and field boundaries, and
does not hold particular value from a historic / cultural perspective. Site is 95m from locally
listed Quorn Station signal box, whilst views are only partially screened by trees, effects are
expected to be minimal due to the mixed character of the surrounding area and small scale of
the listed asset.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

700m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 683

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM194

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH46

Settlement Location:

Ratcliffe on the Wreake

Site Address:

Land East of Main Street,

Site Area (ha):

0.33
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly improved grassland used for sheep grazing and of low diversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Mainly non agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.33ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Ratcliffe on the Wreake conservation area. However, the site is
small scale, and providing that development is complementary in style, negative effects ought
to be possible to avoid.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 200m

Access to healthcare:

3000m from a healthcare facility and 200-400m from a limited frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 684

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM075

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH47

Settlement Location:

Thurcaston

Site Address:

The former Rectory & Land at Thurcaston

Site Area (ha):

1.24
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains a combination of arable land, mature garden with trees and tall
ruderal vegetation of some biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.78ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 64m from the nearest listed building (Thurcaston Grange). Though there is
screening between the site, development would enclose the grounds of Thurcaston Grange
and could also lead to the loss of the Rectory (though this is not formally listed). No locally
listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 685

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM008

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH49

Settlement Location:

Mountsorrel

Site Address:

Land off Rothley Road, Mountsorrel

Site Area (ha):

0.77
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains some moderate value habitat and is adjacent to Castle Hill LWS.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of part Brownfield and loss of greenfield land of limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Mountsorrel Conservation Area and the site is adjacent to two
listed buildings (Christ Church Vicarage) and is 138m from a scheduled monument (Mount
Motte and Bailey Castle). There is potential for harm to the setting of the listed buildings.. No
locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 686

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM148

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH53

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land south of Rothley, Rothley

Site Area (ha):

2.37
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly improved grassland with yard and agricultural buildings but peripheral
woodland and proximity to a LRWT reserve (Cossington meadows) and a LWS (River Soar),
could effect important habitats and undermine ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.07ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 39m from a listed building (Barn at Woodcock Farm). The site consists of part of the
farm to which the barn is a part of. Therefore, its loss could affect the setting of the heritage
asset. There are no locally listed assets nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, then 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

690m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 687

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM120

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH55

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

South of Wyevale garden centre between the A6 & River Soar

Site Area (ha):

9.76
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site provides supporting habitats including ponds, woodland and grassland to the
Soar LWS and thus of some biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally listed) within close proximity and the site is in
an area with limited cultural and historic value. Therefore, neutral effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

More than 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 688

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM089

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH58

Settlement Location:

Seagrave

Site Address:

Hawley Fields Farm, Seagrave

Site Area (ha):

1.01
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains farm buildings and a dwelling with bat roost and nesting birds
(including barn owl) potential.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m from a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site contains a listed building (60 Green Lane) and is in immediate proximity to two other
listed farm buildings. Part of the site also falls within the Seagrave conservation area and an
archaeological alert area. There are several buildings on site presently that do not contribute
positively towards the setting of the listed buildings and could be enhanced. However, a
farming context is important to the listed buildings, and residential development could alter this
somewhat. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM205

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH62

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land at Tickow Lane, Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

10.88
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value with broadleaved woodland wedge to
the southern end. Further woodland of ecological connectivity and habitat importance stretch
along the southern boundary providing important habitat connections along the A12 and
protected (TPO) woodland along the eastern boundary. Shepshed cutting SSSI is to the west of
the site. Significant buffering can mitigate effects and maintain connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 10.88ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 233m from the nearest listed building (Fenney Windmill). There are no other historic
designations or assets in the area. An adverse effect is unlikely as a dense corridor of trees
along the A512 screen the site and the listed heritage asset. Furthermore, large areas of open
space would remain, helping to maintain the open nature of the countryside which adds to the
context of the windmill. There is a locally listed tunnel within 329m but this is unlikely to be
affected directly or its setting.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

2200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 690

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM096

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH64

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land at Kendal Road, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

1.34
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The majority of the site is of low ecological value; however, an orchard occupies just
under half of the site area and has potential to be of some biodiversity importance.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Part brownfield but mainly greenfield and grade 2 agricultural land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within 400m and development is small scale. Effects are
therefore unlikely. Site is 280m away from locally listed chapel, but tree cover and some
housing provide adequate screening and the small site size leads to anticipated neutral effects.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM029

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH69

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Land at Syston

Site Area (ha):

103.1
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with limited biodiversity value but the site is transected by Barkby
Brook (potential LWS). Otters have also been recorded beneath the bridge on Barkby Lane and
the agricultural buildings to the south have good potential for bat. There is potential for these
habitats to be affected.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 59.25ha of Grade 2 land and 41.40ha of Grade 3 land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with very good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site includes an area of archaeological interest and the south east corner of the site falls
within a conservation area (Barkby), an area of archaeological alert and includes several listed
buildings both within and adjacent. The scale of development presents the potential for
significant effects upon the heritage assets themselves and / or their setting. Site is in close
proximity to two locally listed assets. The large building which is locally listed to the west of the
site (approx 60m) is unlikely to be impacted due to the views being interrupted by tree cover and
a railway line acting as a severance line which lowers potential impacts. However, the locally
listed barn and associated buildings to the north east of the site are in close proximity with
uninterrupted views.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only):N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1000m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

2000m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket
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Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM233

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH70

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Barkby Road

Site Area (ha):

11.08
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with a compartment of species poor semi improved grassland with
tall ruderal. Skylark have been recorded as a probable breeder. Potential for loss of habitat for
bird species.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 10.92ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m from a bus stop with very good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no nationally designated heritage assets within close proximity. Site is 235m from
locally listed farm and associated buildings. There would remain ample open space between
the development site and the locally listed buildings (maintaining a rural character). It should
also be possible to screen the site to ensure longer range views are not impacted.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM193

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH71

Settlement Location:

Thrussington

Site Address:

Land at Old Gate Road/Land at Thrussington

Site Area (ha):

0.44
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Mainly non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.44ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

Site is 295m from locally listed farm and associated buildings, full screening is offered by
buildings and trees. However, the site is almost adjacent to a listed building (9 Seagrave Road)
and adjacent to the Thrussington Conservation Area. An adverse effect can be avoided through
sensitive design, but the site is in a gateway location. The site also falls within an archaeological
alert area.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM161

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH72

Settlement Location:

Birstall

Site Address:

Land off Birstall/Wanlip

Site Area (ha):

1.22
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with a belt of trees and scrub of limited biodiversity value. However,
development on the site poses risk to connectivity between the Soar Valley/ Wanlip Meadows
and the wider landscape.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.12ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings or heritage assets (national or locally designated) within close
proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM093

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH77

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Land at 588/600 Melton Road, Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

0.22
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service. (4-5 per hour)

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within 400m and development is small scale. Effects are
therefore unlikely. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

750m distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM074

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH78

Settlement Location:

Walton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Loughborough Road, Walton on the Wolds

Site Area (ha):

0.49
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly species poor improved grassland and tall ruderal of moderate value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.49ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with low frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 73m from the nearest listed building (10 Loughborough Road) and falls within the
Conservation Area. The site also falls within an archaeological alert area. Though development
is unlikely to have significant effects, it could affect the setting of 10 Loughborough Road as
well as the openess of the Conservation Area. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800 – 1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM073

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH79

Settlement Location:

Wanlip

Site Address:

Land off Rectory Road, Wanlip (mixed residential)

Site Area (ha):

5.31
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains arable land, woodland plantation, tall ruderal vegetation and
preserved trees (TPO) along its western boundary. There is potential for impact on woodland
and the preserved trees.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.74ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no nationally listed buildings or heritage assets within close proximity and the site is
not high quality .Site is immediately adjacent to two locally listed farms and associated
buildings, although the current use of the immediately adjacent part of the site is industrial and
does not contribute postively towards the significance of the heritage asset.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM072

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH80

Settlement Location:

Wanlip

Site Address:

North of Birstall, Land off Butchers Lane

Site Area (ha):

3.2
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value within proximity of a LWS, upon which
potential impacts are likely.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.03ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings or heritage assets within close proximity. Falls within an
archaeological alert area. Site is 165m from locally listed farm and associated buildings. Trees
and buildings screen the site from the locally listed buildings and hence impacts are expected to
be neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop then more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM190

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH82

Settlement Location:

Woodhouse

Site Address:

Land at Woodhouse, Woodhouse

Site Area (ha):

0.84
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Mainly horse grazed semi improved neutral grassland of moderate diversity. Potential
for habitat loss through development and low potential for enhancement on retained habitats.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.84ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Woodhouse Forest Road conservation area and 38m from the
nearest listed building (209-215 Forest Road). An adverse effect is unlikely as the site is small,
well screened by trees and development can be delivered sensitively to be in keeping with the
character of the conservation area and the listed building. Part of the site falls within an
archaeological alert area. No locally listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre. Within
1200m walking distance.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM119

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH87

Settlement Location:

Hoton

Site Address:

Wymeswold Airfield, Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

51.22
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland with hard standing and some areas of
broadleaved plantations. The broadleaved plantations area provides supporting habitat to
Prestwold Hall woodland to the south in an area of limited woodland cover, and thus of
importance for ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Hoton Conservation Area, Prestwold Hall Registered Parks and
Gardens site and 52m from the listed Prestwold Hall and also within 60m of a locally listed
building. The boundary of the registered park includes a combination of dense woodland and
open green space, which offers a degree of screening. However, the openness of the
surrounding countryside would be totally altered. The large scale of development also creates
potential for Hoton to be more than doubled in size affecting its historic character. The site’s
slightly exposed topography may also lead to impacts upon longer range views.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM066

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH88

Settlement Location:

Rearsby

Site Address:

Grange Avenue/Melton Road, Rearsby

Site Area (ha):

2.31
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland with hard standing and areas of BWP.
Potential for the loss of grassland and woodland that provides supporting habitat to Preswold
Hall woodland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.31ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings within close proximity. Site is adjacent to locally listed building with
impacts likely to effect the significance of the heritage asset, including through access, vews
and character of the area.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

Within 800m of a bus stop and then less than 2km Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 703

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM175

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH97

Settlement Location:

Burton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Land to east of Souters Lane & to south of Melton Road to r/o Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

4.71
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly improved grassland with a seasonal pond and new woodland plantation along
the eastern boundary. Potential for loss of ridge and furrow grassland of some biodiversity
value and impact upon the woodland corridor to the north of the site (including impacts upon
ecological connectivity).

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.71ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 339m from the nearest listed building (Burton Hall). An adverse effect is unlikely as
the site is in an urban area and a combination of buildings and trees obstruct views between
the site and the heritage asset. A small part of the site also falls within an area of archaeological
interest. Site is 185m from locally listed chapel, full screening is offered by topography, trees
and buildings and hence effects are not predicted to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 704

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM060

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH98

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

Land off Farley Way (between the present football club & Beacon View Farm)

Site Area (ha):

10.26
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains species poor semi improved grassland of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.32ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 375m from the nearest listed building (One Ash). An adverse effect is unlikely as
trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset. Though the site is large scale, it
is at the edge of a residential area with no particular historic / cultural value and is also bounded
by A6. Site is 270m from locally listed building, however views are screened by trees and
buildings meaning that the effect upon the locally listed building are expected to be neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 705

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM182

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH99

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land to the west of Newtown Linford

Site Area (ha):

0.67

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland with rush (wet grassland) of some
biodiversity value. Wooded stream further forms part of the south west boundary. There is
potential for impact on the stream corridor, the grassland (loss of permanent pasture) and
nearby LWS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.12ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 19m from the nearest listed building (60, 62 and 64 Main Street) and adjacent to the
Newtown Linford Conservation Area. However, adverse effects are unlikely, as the site is small,
and development can be delivered sensitively and in-keeping with the character of the heritage
assets. This can be further ensured by a small buffer along the boundary that adjoins the
heritage assets to avoid impact on the setting of the listed building. Part of the site falls within
an archaeological alert area. No locally designated sites are within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM064

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH100

Settlement Location:

Rearsby

Site Address:

Land off Gaddesby Lane, Rearsby

Site Area (ha):

2.47
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.47ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 123m from the nearest listed building (1787-1795 Melton Road) and within close
proximity to the Rearsby Conservation Area. An adverse effect could be avoided as a
combination of buildings and trees obstruct views between the site and heritage assets. The
open nature of the settlement fringes would still be retained. Site is 120m away from locally
listed building with screening from buildings and trees.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but then more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 707

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM116

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH102

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

A607, Syston

Site Area (ha):

1.73
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are robust and are unlikely to be subject
to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site is low lying and contains Rank grassland with wet ditch. It further is a stepping
stone location between two LWSs. Development would result in the loss of habitat and
ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings (statutorily or locally listed) within 400m. There are also no other
heritage assets within close proximity and development is relatively small scale.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM186

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH107

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

Beacon View Farm, Quorn

Site Area (ha):

3.28
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are robust and are unlikely to be subject
to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B Rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.28ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Site is just 65m from locally listed sewage pumping station building, but the A6 dualcarriageway separates the site and this asset. No other heritage assets are within view.
Effects are therefore likely to be neutral

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM187

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH108

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

Land off Loughborough Road, Quorn

Site Area (ha):

11.75

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D Rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 232m from the nearest listed building (One Ash). An adverse effect is unlikely as
trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset, and the surrounding areas are not
particularly sensitive. There are no locally listed buildings within close proximity or view.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre. Also
within 1km walking distance

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

450m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 710

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM022

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH111

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Factory at the corner of Park & Seagrave Roads

Site Area (ha):

0.32

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains industrial buildings with low bat potential.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 119m from the nearest listed building (War memorial at Sileby Memorial Park). An
adverse effect is unlikely as the site is a small infill in the urban area and a combination of
buildings and trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset. No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM134

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH119

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land at Frederick Street, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.38
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains buildings and gardens with bat potential. Development on the site
will also result in the loss of urban green infrastructure which plays an important role in local
ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent bus service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The east of the site falls within and the north eastern boundary is adjacent to the Queens Park
Conservation Area. Site is 260m from locally listed mill building, but sufficient screening is
offered by trees and buildings. The site is small and does not hold particular value.
Appropriate development would therefore be unlikely to have adverse impacts.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1000m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

300m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM077

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH120

Settlement Location:

Thurcaston

Site Address:

Land east of Leicester Road

Site Area (ha):

38.61
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with Wooded brook of some biodiversity value. Ecologically
sensitive areas including the Wooded brook, Rothley Brook LWS (which forms the northern
boundary) and grassland, as well as the rail corridor, can be adequately buffered to avoid
impacts.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 16.38ha of Grade 2 and 22.87ha of Grade 3 land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limted frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent and within close proximity to several listed heritage assets and Thurcaston
Conservation Area. Development to the northern part of the site could therefore have impacts
on the character of the settlement edges, which coincide with the Conservation Area boundary.
Develpoment on site would not be highly visible, but the large-scale nature of the site could
have impacts on the overall character of the area. No locally listed assets are in close
proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400 - 800m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM247

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH123

Settlement Location:

Cotes

Site Address:

Land at Cotes

Site Area (ha):

128.54
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value bisected by King’s brook with some
species poor semi improved grassland and broadleaved plantation. The site is also adjacent to
Cotes SSSI and thus is of ecological connectivity importance and to which disturbances as a
result of development are likely.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of over 20ha of Grade 2 land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Site is 235m from locally listed Bandalls Farm and 15m from the nearest nationally listed assets
(Remains of walls to old hall grounds) and within close proximity to several others. The site is
also 9m from a scheduled monument (Deserted medieval village). The site is relatively well
screened by woodland or a combination of trees and buildings along its boundary facing the
heritage assets. However, the very large nature of development would totally change the
character of the open countryside, which could potentially be significant. Part of the site falls
within an archaeological alert area or an archaeological interest area.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM025

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH124

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Land at Melton Road, Syston

Site Area (ha):

1.39
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site consist of several buildings (with low bat potential), hardstanding, protected
trees (TPO) and rank grassland. Therefore, a combination of areas of low and limited
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with very good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity and the site does not contribute positively to
the built environment. Locally listed building within very close proximity (22m) to one corner of
the site. Mitigation ought to ensure that significant effects are avoidable, but potential for harm
is recorded at this stage.

Regeneration:

Potential redevelopment on vacant site

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Vacant land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM012

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH128

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land at Woodcock Farm, Rothley

Site Area (ha):

5.72
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains arable land and grassland of limited biodiversity value but is opposite
a TPO for a mature and veteran oaks tree.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.4ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (Barn at Woodcock Farm). Negative effects are possible
as development could affect the setting of the farm buildings.. No locally listed assets are in
close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM097

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH130

Settlement Location:

Thrussington

Site Address:

Land at Hoby Road, Thrussington

Site Area (ha):

0.35
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains a domestic property with good bat potential and domestic garden
with ecological connections to surrounding green space.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site includes a listed building (2 Hoby Road) and falls partly within the Thrussington
conservation area and an archaeological alert area. The nature of the site means that
development for residential use could necessitate the alteration of the listed building itself and /
or the associated grounds. Therefore, significant negative effects could potentially occur. Site is
230m away from locally listed farm and screening by housing means that effects are anticipated
to be neutral in this respect.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM143

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH133

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land r/o Snells Nook Lane, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

7.47
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable land, the site is adjacent to a LWS and ancient woodland and
development would thus hinder ecological connectivity in the locality. Potential cumulative
impacts are also likely.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 7.47ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 59m from the nearest listed building (Burleigh / Tudor Farmhouse) but an adverse
effect is unlikely as trees broadly obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset. Site is
also 110m from the locally listed ‘Priory’ building which has long reaching views from its upper
floors. The site is separated and screened by trees and housing, however views from the locally
listed building could perhaps be affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1100m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM169

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH138

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land fronting Ashby Road & Ingleberry Road

Site Area (ha):

11.06
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains an industrial building with some bat potential. Otherwise limited
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings (national or locally designated) within 400m.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Quarry site. Development unlikely if resources remain

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM149

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH141

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Former Redland Roofing Systems Site - Ingleberry Road/Ashby Road

Site Area (ha):

5.6
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200-400m of bus stops with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or local) within 400m. The site includes industrial units
which do not contribute positively from a historic or cultural perspective. Therefore, neutral
effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 720

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM129

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH144

Settlement Location:

Anstey/Glenfield

Site Address:

Land at Gynsill Lane & Anstey Lane, Glenfield

Site Area (ha):

20.43
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains a mixture of arable and improved grassland, dense scrub and
several mature trees. Collectively, these are of some biodiversity value but there is potential to
retain and possibly enhance the most valued habitats through suitable design.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 20.3ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no statutorily designated heritage assets within close proximity. However, site is
205m from locally listed buildings. Though trees offer partial screening, views could be
impacted due to the scale of the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1100m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

950m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM198

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH145

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land at The Ridings/West Cross Lane, (Ridgeway)

Site Area (ha):

2.8

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland (overgrazed with some bare earth),
separated by fencing and bounded by hedgerows and a small compartment of rank grass. The
site is of some biodiversity value but is in a poor condition, with development presenting an
opportunity for enhancement of retained habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Mainly non agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.8ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400-800m of bus stops with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a conservation area (Rothley Ridgeway conservation area). An adverse
effect can be avoided through sensitive design given the small-scale nature of the site. There
are also no other heritage assets within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM192

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH147

Settlement Location:

Thrussington

Site Address:

44 Hoby Road, Thrussington

Site Area (ha):

2.04
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly permanent pasture of unknown quality with domestic and farm buildings of low
to moderate bat potential. Potential for Great Crested Newt in nearby LWS. Development would
result in the loss of grassland and there is potential for impact on a European Protected
Species.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.26ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 77m from the nearest listed building (Wreake House) but trees obstruct the views
between the heritage asset and the site and thus it is unlikely that development would have an
adverse effect on its character and setting. No significant effects are likely overall. No locally
listed buildings are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM102

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH149

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

20 Moscow Lane, Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

1.98
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site has been tightly grazed by horses and rabbits with slight ridge and furrow
features. There are also indicators of potential acid grassland onsite. Potential for the loss of
priority habitats.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 893m from the nearest listed building (Fenney Windmill). There are no other heritage
designations or assets in the area. An adverse effect is unlikely due to both distance and that
the site is within the built area in an area of relatively low sensitivity. No locally listed assets are
in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM023

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH150

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

245 Ratcliffe Road, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

0.88
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site consists of domestic garden space with mature trees. Overall, the site is
considered to be of limited biodiversity value. Development will result in the loss of tree cover
and green space.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity or within view. . No locally listed assets are
in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Over 3200m to secondary school

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM090

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH151

Settlement Location:

Seagrave

Site Address:

Big Lane, Seagrave

Site Area (ha):

1.18
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site includes semi improved neutral grassland and pastures of moderate diversity.
There is limited opportunity to achieve adequate mitigation on site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.18ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Seagrave conservation area but is relatively distant from
designated heritage assets. Though development would affect open space adjacent to the
Conservation Area boundary, substantial areas of green space would remain. No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM176

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH152

Settlement Location:

Hathern

Site Address:

Shepshed Rd Allotment & Building Site

Site Area (ha):

2.42
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly allotment land of low biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Part agricultural land and part allotments. Loss of 1.23ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with very good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within proximity of the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

830m from a healthcare facility and 400-800m from a bus stop with very good service

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 727

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM167

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH155

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Plot Nos. 1717, 1714, 1811, Ingleberry Road

Site Area (ha):

1.25
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Mainly rank species poor semi improved grassland of moderate ecological value with
tall hedges. The site also provides important ecological connectivity between the quarry and the
wider landscape.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity (national or locally designated) and the
small scale nature of development means that effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM195

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH156

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

197 Ashby Road, Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

0.23
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains a garage and forecourt of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800m - 1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within 400m or in the wider area that are likely to be affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

1600m - 2000m

Access to healthcare:

4000m to GP and 800-1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m distance to a food shop / supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM014

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH157

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Carr Brook House, Leicester Road

Site Area (ha):

2.64
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site is industrial but includes mature trees which can be protected through
adequate mitigation.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity, and the scale and location of the site make
it unlikely that the setting or character of the built environment would be significantly affected.
No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM095

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH158

Settlement Location:

Prestwold

Site Address:

The Old Grain Store, Back Lane, Cotes (Prestwold)

Site Area (ha):

1.06
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains a combination of industrial buildings and grassland. Potential for
recreational disturbances of SSSI and the loss of grassland supporting habitats for the SSSI.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 243m from the listed Cotes Bridge,225m from Bandalls Farm locally listed building
and 201m from a scheduled monument (deserted medieval village). Negative effects on these
are considered to be unlikely given that the site is already built upon, is small scale and does
not particularly contribute to the setting of any heritage assets.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Rural business

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM011

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH161

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land adjacent to 171 Swithland Lane, Rothley

Site Area (ha):

1.25
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site includes amenity grassland, rank grassland and broadleaf planation (semi
mature). Badger latrine are also present on site. The site is considered good for breeding birds
and invertebrates.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.76ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a conservation area (Rothley Ridgeway conservation area). However, it
is relatively small scale and an adverse effect should be possible to avoid through sensitive
design. . No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM174

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH163

Settlement Location:

Burton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Land adjacent to 6 St Marys Close

Site Area (ha):

4.12
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly hard standing and scrub, the site is of ecological connectivity value by acting as
an important stepping stone for movement. Development will result in the loss of minor habitat,
but this is significant considering the location and the context of the site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.12ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the curtilage of a listed building (Burton Hall). The townscape
surrounding the heritage asset is of distinct character and architectural design. Development on
the site can result in harm to the setting of the heritage asset if delivered insensitively. Site is
115m from locally listed chapel, full screening is offered by topography, trees and buildings and
hence effects are not predicted to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400m – 800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM208

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH167

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

East Road, Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

1.71
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site is industrial in nature with some tall ruderal over hardstanding of some
biodiversity value and there is potential for effects on local ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.71ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Wymeswold conservation area and close proximity to several listed
buildings. There is potential for development on the site to result in harm to the character of the
conservation area at the fringes of the settlement in a gateway location. There are no locally
listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM242

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH168

Settlement Location:

Woodhouse Eaves

Site Address:

112 Main Street, Woodhouse Eaves

Site Area (ha):

3.04
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains a grassland LWS and semi improved neutral grassland known to
have at least moderate herb diversity. The site is also adjacent to other LWS areas and thus is
of high importance for ecological connectivity. Development would result in the loss of LWS and
supporting habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.04ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Woodhouse Eaves Conservation Area and in an area of
archaeological alert. Though development wouldn’t be likely to be visible to any heritage
assets themselves within the Conservation Area, the scale of the development is relatively
large in the context of the settlement, and would alter the settlement fringes, which coincide
with the boundary of the Conservation Area. There are no locally listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM138

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH171

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

30 Meadow Lane, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.27
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site includes industrial buildings with some bat potential.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 28m north of the nearest listed building (Ivy cottage) and within close proximity to the
Loughborough Church gate conservation area. The site itself is largely made up of car
parking and business units with limited architectural value. However, the frontage to the site
does contribute to the street character, and its loss could potentially be detrimental. The site
also contains the locally listed factory at 28-30 Meadow Lane as well as its associated car
parking. The building is in a good state of repair and positively contributes to the character of
the local area; loss of the façade could lead to negative effects (potentially significant without
suitable mitigation).

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM211

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH174

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land at Oakley Road

Site Area (ha):

7.41
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

Acceptable in principle as the site has planning permission.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 6.9ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps / adjacent with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 98m from a listed building (Pied Bull Public House) but the heritage asset is
integrated into the built townscape and a significant effect is unlikely. The site is also over
1200m from the Circular Enclosure north east of Forest Field Schedule Monument. This is
partially screened by a row of woodland along Hallamford Road to the east of the site. An effect
on its setting is also unlikely. There are no other heritage assets within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM002

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH177

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Cotes Road, Barrow upon Soar

Site Area (ha):

6.63
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site is adjacent to Brook corridor and contains a dwelling and brownfield land with
development causing potential harm to bat roost and the loss of urban habitat.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.40ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

Site is within 200m of a good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is at the edge of an urban built-up area and there are no designated or locally
important heritage assets within close proximity or visibility. Locally listed site is 182m away but
is separated by trees and topography of site means that it is not especially exposed.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM125

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH178

Settlement Location:

Barkby

Site Address:

Land off Hamilton lane, Barkby Thorpe

Site Area (ha):

7.49
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value. However, potential to cause the
isolation of a habitat (new pond and public open space) which can undermine ecological
connectivity in the area.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 7.49ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with low frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 134m from a scheduled monument (Deserted medieval village of Hamilton).
Development in this area could further erode the setting of the monument given that there is
already development to the south. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Within 800m of a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m – 3600m of Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 739

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM024

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH179

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Rear of 41 Barrow Road, Sileby (North of Highbury)

Site Area (ha):

1.29
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains a mixture of grassland shrubs and tall ruderal habitats which are
likely to be of some ecological value. Mitigation by on site enhancements may be unrealistic.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Mostly greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 112m from the nearest listed building (13 and 15 Burrow Road). The site is on the
edge of an urban area and offset from the main road. A combination of buildings and trees
obstruct views between the site and the conservation area. The site falls within an
archaeological alert area.. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM054

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH180

Settlement Location:

Hoton

Site Address:

Land at The Dutch Barn, 27A Wymeswold Road

Site Area (ha):

0.32
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly amenity grassland with a large hedge of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Hoton conservation area and the site is within close proximity to a
series of listed buildings along Loughborough Road. However, the site is relatively small and
well screened, so effects are not likely to be significant. The site also falls within an
archaeological alert area.. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM048

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH182

Settlement Location:

Burton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Sturdee Poultry Farms Site, Sowters Lane

Site Area (ha):

3.1
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains agricultural buildings and is of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 188m from the nearest listed building (Burton Hall). Whilst the site may be visible, it
currently consists of poultry farm structures that are not important from a historic or cultural
perspective. Site is 170m away from locally listed building. Screening masks the views from the
site and current industrial use of the site does not add to the area’s character in a positive way.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM185

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH183

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Land at Mere Lane, Queniborough

Site Area (ha):

0.27
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D Rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.27ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800m - 1200m from a bus stop with very good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The Queniborough conservation area runs alongside the northern boundary of the site and the
nearest listed building is at a distance of 76m (79 Main Street). Site is also 280m from locally
listed Dovecot Hall. An adverse effect on these heritage assets can be avoided through
sensitive design that is in-keeping with the character of the conservation area. An effect on
nearby listed buildings is unlikely due to a combination of distance, scale of development and
that trees obstructing views between the heritage assets. The site is very small scale and not
likely to produce a domineering development, or notable increases in traffic.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM057

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH184

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Beech Farm, 552 Bradgate Farm

Site Area (ha):

0.21
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly amenity grassland of limited biodiversity value. The site is adjacent to a LWS
but there is a low risk of impact.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.10ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent (15m) to a listed building (552 Bradgate Road) and within the Newtown
Linford Conservation Area. Most of the site is screened by trees along its boundary which
should reduce the potential for negative effects. However, the settlement is small scale and the
rural character could be affected. The site also falls within an archaeological alert area. No
locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

280m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 744

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM068

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH185

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Narrow Lane, Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

5.67
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site is a combination of buildings, hardstanding and improved grassland of limited
biodiversity value. However, it is opposite a LRWT reserve and LWS (Wymeswold meadows),
upon which increased recreational disturbance is likely.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.67ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is in excess of 1200m of a bus stop with a limited service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is within close proximity to the Wymeswold conservation area and 102m from a listed
building (Rose Cottage). There is potential for development on the site to result in harm to the
character of the conservation area. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 745

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM071

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH186

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Land at Narrow Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.19

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland of limited biodiversity value with
boundary hedgerows. Potential impact on hedgerows due to small size of site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.19ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is in excess of 1200m of a bus stop.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within 400m or in the wider area that are likely to be affected
given the small scale of development that would be involved. No locally listed assets are in
close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 2000m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 746

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM069

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH187

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Land at Bakers Lane, Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

3.4
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:
Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland, within close proximity to LRWT reserve
(Wymeswold Meadows), upon which increased recreational disturbance is likely.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.40ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is in excess of 1200m of a bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no designated heritage assets (national or local) within 400m or in the wider area that
are likely to be affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 2000m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM067

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH188

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Narrow Lane/Bakers Lane, Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

2.23

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland with a pond, within close proximity to
LRWT reserve (Wymeswold Meadows). Potential for impacts on Great Crested Newts and
recreational disturbances of LRWT reserve.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.23ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is in excess of 1200m of a bus stop.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no designated heritage assets (national or local) within 400m or in the wider area that
are likely to be affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 2000m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM091

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH189

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane, Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

13

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value, adjacent to a railway corridor that can
be adequately buffered.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9.76ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 399m from the nearest listed building (Eastfield Primary School). Though a large
area would be affected, it is adjacent to industrial uses, suburban housing estates and a railway
line, all of which are relatively insensitive to further development. The site falls within an area of
archaeological interest. Site is 375m from locally listed primary school, effects are expected to
be minimal as the sites are fully screened from one another.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 749

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM158

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH191

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Works opposite 46 Brook Street

Site Area (ha):

0.24

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains built development with negligible bat potential and ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 148m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Thurmaston War Memorial). An
adverse effect is unlikely as the site is in an urban area, is a relatively modern business unit and
buildings obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset. Site is 195m from locally
listed community centre building and full screening from multiple rows of buildings means that
effects on the locally listed asset are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 750

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM159

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH192

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Works adjacent 46 Brook Street

Site Area (ha):

0.16
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains built development with negligible bat potential and ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 171m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Church of St Michael). An adverse
effect is unlikely as the site is in an urban area and buildings obstruct views between the site
and the heritage asset. Site is 195m from locally listed community centre building and full
screening from multiple rows of buildings means that effects on the locally listed asset are
unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM133

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH202

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Hospital Way,
Cumberland Trading Estate,
Cumberland Road

Site Area (ha):

2.28
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains built development and is of limited biodiversity value, with the
exception of Wood Brook which forms the northern boundary.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent frequency bus service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site falls within the Ashby Road Conservation Area and there is potential for harm to the
character of the conservation area, if existing buildings are lost and replaced with less
complementary development. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Within 400m distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 752

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM160

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH207

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

West Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

19.33
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site is industrial in nature with areas of amenity grass, rank grassland and tall
ruderal and thus of some biodiversity value. The site is also adjacent and there is potential for
development to impact the River Soar corridor and LWS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Part brownfield and part greenfield land of limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 48m from the nearest listed building (Thurmaston War Memorial) and 93m from the
listed Church of St Michael. An adverse effect is unlikely as the site is in an urban area, heavily
industrialised and a combination of buildings and trees obstruct views between the site and the
heritage assets. The site falls within an archaeological alert area and an archaeological interest
area. The large site is also directly visible and adjacent to the grounds associated with the
locally listed community centre.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

450m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM196

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH208

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

West Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

3.85
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Mainly species poor rank grassland but provides supporting habitat to Watermead and
River Soar corridor. Potential for loss of habitat and negative effects on local ecological
connectivity and strategic corridor.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (locally or nationally designated) within close proximity of the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m – 800m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM059

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH221

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Melton Road, Queniborough

Site Area (ha):

3.1
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with Very good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 192m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Milestone). An adverse effect is unlikely
as development would be unlikely to alter the setting of the asset (i.e. the road). Site is 330m
from locally listed building which is thoroughly screened by housing. A locally listed college
building which has very distinctive architectural style. The local topography being flat could lead
to impacted views, however the area is of mixed character and effects are predicted to be
neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM145

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH233

Settlement Location:

Mountsorrel

Site Address:

Disused Nursery r/o 263 Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

0.51
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Site includes overgrown garden space and with ecological linkages to the linear
woodland along Granite way. Overall, it is of low ecological importance.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Brownfield land and greenfield land of limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Site is 160m from locally listed cemetery chapels and the site’s derelict and poorly kept
character means that impacts would not be likely to significantly effects the locally listed asset.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1380m from a GP and 200m from a high frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

Former site for rural business

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM076

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH235

Settlement Location:

Thurcaston

Site Address:

Land off Thurcaston Lane

Site Area (ha):

11.31

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with areas of rank grassland and the Rothley Brook LWS to the
south. However, the site is sufficiently large to avoid any adverse effects.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 11.31ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with low frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 160m from the nearest listed buildings (No 222 and Gatepiers). Though a
combination of buildings and trees obstruct views between the site and heritage assets,
development could substantially reduce the openness of land between Thurcaston and Station
Road. This could potentially affect the setting of these assets. No locally listed assets are in
close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 757

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM078

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH236

Settlement Location:

Cropston

Site Address:

Land off Station Road

Site Area (ha):

0.75
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value with tree line along western boundary
which connects to the LWS. Potential impact on ecological connectivity to and from the LWS
and the wider area.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.75ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with low frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 41m from the nearest listed buildings (No 222 and Gatepiers). An adverse effect is
possible, as development will permanently alter the agricultural nature of land on the approach
to these buildings. Significant effects are unlikely though as trees partially obstruct views
between the site and the heritage assets and some open land ould remain. There is also
potential for development to be delivered sensitively. No locally listed assets are in close
proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM047

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH237

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land at Strancliffe Lane

Site Area (ha):

16.1
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. Mainly mesotrophic grassland and some dense scrub of high ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 16.10ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with low frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 321m from the nearest listed building (Strancliffe Hall). An adverse effect is unlikely
as the heritage asset is in an urban area and a combination of buildings and trees obstruct
views between the site and the heritage asset. The site is in an isolated location away from the
settlement boundary of Barrow-Upon-Soar. However, it is not in a sensitive location with
regards to heritage. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

850m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

1150m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM181

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH238

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land between 151 and 185 Markfield Lane

Site Area (ha):

1.09
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains semi mature broad-leaved woodland with conifers, a central clearing
with birch regeneration and rank grass/tall herbs and some wetter areas with rush and iris.
Development would result in habitat loss with little prospect of achieving adequate mitigation on
site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (local or nationally designated) within close proximity and the
small-scale nature of development means that effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport and less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM079

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH239

Settlement Location:

Cropston

Site Address:

Pastureland off Latimer Road

Site Area (ha):

9.69
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly recently ploughed arable land of low biodiversity value with the Rotherly Brook
to the south east. Potential for impacts on ecological connectivity between the brook corridor
and the wider area.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9.69ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Overlap with area potentially suitable for wind generation.

Historic Environment:

The site is 59m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Sandham Bridge) and within close
proximity to the Thurcaston Conservation Area. The bridge and Conservation Area are
screened by hedges and trees, and there is open land in all directions. However, a large
development would create a considerable strip of development between Cropston and
Thurcaston, which would affect their form, and views to and from these areas. No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

3500m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM297

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH240

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Wyevale Garden Centre, Rothley

Site Area (ha):

2.57
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low to medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1127m from less accessible bus stop.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

There are no nationally or locally listed heritage assets nearby, nor are there archaeological
interest areas. Unlikely to have effects.

Regeneration:

Reuse of brownfield land

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1037m from a healthcare facility and 1127m from a less accessible bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

1941m

Access to Secondary School:

4490m

Access to Convenience Store:

1210 Coop Rothley

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM050

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH241

Settlement Location:

Birstall

Site Address:

Land off Meadow Lane

Site Area (ha):

1.82
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are robust and are unlikely to be subject
to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly amenity grassland of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity and the small-scale nature of development
means that effects are unlikely. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM126

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH242

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land adjoining 84 Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

0.74
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site consists of dog kennels, dwelling and amenity grassland of negligible
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are heritage assets (nationally or locally designated) within close proximity. Neutral
effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM031

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH245

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Carillon Court Shopping Centre Derby Square

Site Area (ha):

0.22
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is commercial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 31m from the nearest listed building (Loughborough Masonic Hall). The heritage
asset is partially screened by a row of buildings along Derby Square. The site also falls within
an archaeological alert area. Very close proximity/adjacent to locally listed buildings along
Market Street and an old industrial building further away, but in sight. The site is of low quality,
and therefore negative effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM202

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH248

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land South of Woodthorpe and off the A6004

Site Area (ha):

24.53
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable land with some woodland cover but adjacent to a LWS (Mucklin Wood)
and within the corridor between Loughborough and Quorn (near the River Soar strategic
corridor). Potential for development to result in the loss of habitat, impact upon the LWS and
ecological connectivity through the River Soar corridor.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 24.53ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 368m from the nearest listed building (One Ash). A direct adverse effect is unlikely
as trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset and substantial areas of open
land would remain (though this site would create a large development and increase overall
traffic). Site is 360m from locally listed manor house hotel building. Views are mostly screened
and the site is separated by a railway line.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 766

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM189

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH250

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Land off Hoton Road

Site Area (ha):

4
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with area of tall ruderal of limited biodiversity value. River Mantle
runs along northern boundary and there is a woodland adjacent with GCN potential in pond.
Effects on these habitats can be avoided through adequate buffering.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is within close proximity to the Wymeswold conservation area and fairly close to
several listed buildings. There is potential for development on the site to result in harm to the
character of the conservation area but this can possibly be avoided through sensitive design.
No locally listed buildings within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 767

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM140

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH251

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Sports Ground off Leicester Road

Site Area (ha):

2.22
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site consists of sports pitches and is adjacent to GCR habitat corridor and LWS of
ecological connectivity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Part brownfield but mainly playing fields

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Loughborough Cemetery and associated listed chapel, gates and
railings. An adverse effect is unlikely as the cemetery is well screened by trees along its
boundary and the development site itself does not contribute significantly to the setting of the
cemetery. Site is 320m from locally listed school/college building and no significant effect are
predicted due to substantial screening by trees.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m – 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM207

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH252

Settlement Location:

Seagrave

Site Address:

Land adjacent Rose Farm Mucklegate Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.77
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Mainly semi improved neutral grassland but with an unusual species mix (including
agrimony - an axiophyte of old grassland) of local rarity and biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.77ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with low frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Seagrave conservation area and its development would reduce the
openness of this part of the settlement. However, development would be small scale, and
unlikely to have direct impacts. No locally listed buildings are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM224

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH253

Settlement Location:

Woodthorpe

Site Address:

Land adjacent 43 Main Street

Site Area (ha):

0.36
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains scrub with ruderal vegetation and is adjacent to a linear broadleaved
plantation. Potential of loss of woody vegetation of some ecological value in a poorly wooded
area.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 242m from the nearest listed building (Reynall’s). However, it is well screened and
unlikely to have significant effects given the small scale nature of the site. No locally listed
buildings are nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre and within 800m of an excellent
frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1020m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 800m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM223

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH254

Settlement Location:

Woodthorpe

Site Address:

Land adjacent 63 Main Street

Site Area (ha):

0.38
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains scrub with ruderal vegetation and is adjacent to a linear broadleaved
plantation. Potential of loss of woody vegetation of some ecological value in a poorly wooded
area.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 242m from the nearest listed building (Reynall’s). However, it is well screened and
unlikely to have significant effects given the small scale nature of the site. The site falls within
an archaeological alert area. There are no locally listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1100m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

480m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 800m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM115

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH255

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land at Woodthorpe, East & West of A6004 Epinal Way

Site Area (ha):

48.75
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable land with a dry pond and small woodland plantation. Collectively of low
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of over 20ha of Grade 1 and 2 land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400 - 800m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (Reynall’s). The development would be very large scale
and would erode the rural nature of the built environment in this location. No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Within 400m to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 772

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM183

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH257

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land South of Markfield Lane

Site Area (ha):

10.36
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable fields and species poor semi improved grassland. A brook runs along
the eastern boundary which forms part of a LWS upstream and thus of ecological connectivity
importance. The site also provides ecological connectivity between LWS and Bradgate Park
nearby. Potential for impact on ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9.48ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no locally designated assets. However, the site is 26m from the nearest listed
building (78 Main Street) and adjacent to the Newtown Linford Conservation Area. The scale
of the site could lead to significant impacts on the surrounding countryside and the historic form
of the settlement.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

350m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 773

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM184

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH258

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land North of Markfield Lane

Site Area (ha):

12.61
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly improved grassland with smaller areas of Broadleaved Woodland and wooded
stream corridor through centre of site. The Wooded stream is designated as a LWS to the north
east boundary of the site. There is potential for impact on the stream corridor, the grassland
(loss of permanent pasture) and nearby LWS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 7.99ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Site is 285m from locally listed mill building, but direct effects are unlikely. However, the site is
just 14m from the nearest listed building (92 and 94 Main Street) and adjacent to the Newtown
Linford Conservation Area. The site is screened by trees along its boundary which should
reduce the potential for impacts. However, the scale of the site could have significant impacts
on the surrounding countryside and the historic form of the settlement. Part of the site falls
within an archaeological alert area.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

360m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM065

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH259

Settlement Location:

Rearsby

Site Address:

Land off Melton Road, Rearsby

Site Area (ha):

2.21
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value. However, adjacent to the Rearsby
Willows LWS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.21ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 175m from the nearest listed building (Bridge at Rearsby) and adjacent to the
Rearsby Conservation Area. Development of this scale would likely affect the relatively open /
rural nature of the approach into Rearsby along Melton Road. No locally listed assets are in
close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 775

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM113

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH260

Settlement Location:

Cossington

Site Address:

Land to rear of Derry’s Garden Centre

Site Area (ha):

11.97
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value with a small area of broadleaved
woodland to the south east and unnamed tributary of Soar forms part of the northern boundary.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 11.97ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is nearby (88m from) the Cossington conservation area but existing built development
between the site and the conservation would screen development somewhat. However, the
substantial scale of development would alter the form of the settlement and would also totally
change the view towards the village from the railway lines (reducing the villages rural
appearance). The site is also in very close proximity to a locally listed building (45m) and views
and local character which add to the significance of the locally listed site could potentially be
affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 776

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM016

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH261

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land off Holmefied Road

Site Area (ha):

3.45
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly permanent pasture of limited biodiversity value and hedgerow.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.45ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 148m from the nearest listed building (7 King Street). An adverse effect is unlikely as
the site is on the edge of an urban area and a combination of buildings and trees obstruct views
between the site and the heritage asset. The site is also 45m from the Sileby conservation area
but an adverse effect is unlikely as it is screened by trees along its boundary and development
can be delivered to be in-keeping with the character of the designated area. The site falls within
an archaeological alert area. Site is nearly 400m away from locally listed church and separated
by extensive residential housing and streets.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 777

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM151

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH262

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land off 115 Barrow Road

Site Area (ha):

0.48
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly built development with amenity grassland of low biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Part brownfield and part greenfield land of limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) within close proximity and the
small scale nature of development means that effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

580m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 778

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM039

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH263

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Manheim Auctions Charnwood Road

Site Area (ha):

3.6
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is adjacent to a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is within an urban built-up area and there are no heritage assets within close proximity.
Site is 320m away from locally listed building but is screened by landscape features and roads.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM144

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH267

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land off Beacon Road

Site Area (ha):

1.52
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly horse grazed species poor semi improved grassland. The wider site contains
badger setts and the site has ecological connectivity value for badger movement.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (locally or nationally designated) within close proximity, and the
scale and location of development is unlikely to lead to adverse effects.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 780

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM292

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH281

Settlement Location:

Barrow Upon Soar

Site Address:

Huston Close/River View

Site Area (ha):

2.31
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low to medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B Rating

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

160m from a bus stop with a good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

There are no nearby heritage assets (national or local) that would be impacted by development
on site. Two nearby archaeological interest areas but not directly on site.

Regeneration:

Reuse of brownfield land

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1430m from a healthcare facility and 160m from a bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/a
Access to Primary School:

1590m from a primary school

Access to Secondary School:

2200m from a secondary school

Access to Convenience Store:

1500m from a convenience store

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 781

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM127

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH282

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land off Nottingham Road

Site Area (ha):

1.93
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly rank semi improved neutral grassland and allotments of moderate biodiversity
value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.93ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are heritage assets (nationally or locally designated) within close proximity. Neutral
effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM239

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH283

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

123 Cotes Road

Site Area (ha):

0.65
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site consists of a dwelling with domestic garden and amenity grassland south
west of a LWS. There is potential for disturbances to the LWS and effects on ecological
connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is small scale and at the edge of an urban built-up area and the closest nationally listed
building is at a distance of 400m. The relatively small site is 91m from a locally listed chapel
and cemetery, but is unlikely to intrude and trees provide partial screening.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre and less than 200m from a bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM178

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH284

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land south of Nanpantan Road

Site Area (ha):

4.7
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable fields with hedgerows of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.44ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings (local or nationally designated) within 400m. There are also no
other heritage assets within close proximity and no significant effects are likely overall.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

370m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM209

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH287

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Queniborough Lodge

Site Area (ha):

7.51
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains buildings, hardstanding, gardens, species poor semi improved
grassland woodland ponds and ditches, an area of LWS and Great Crested Newts. The site is
also within close proximity to river Wreake LWS and Syston Marsh LWS and thus of ecological
connectivity importance.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Part Brownfield and Part Greenfield land.

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 76m from the nearest listed building (nationally and locally listed) (Wreake Valley
Academy) and includes a small area of archaeological interest. The current buildings and
structures on the site are not particularly complementary to the listed building, and so negative
effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

Within 500m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM101

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH288

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Brickyard Farm Rothley

Site Area (ha):

0.86

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains a derelict building of low bat potential and tall ruderal / scrub
surrounds of limited biodiversity value. Scrub can potentially be preserved through development
but there is potential for the loss of other onsite habitats.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with limited frequency services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a conservation area (Rothley Ridgeway conservation area). Though
there are no designated heritage assets nearby, the openness of the conservation area could
be affected by development. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Rural business

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM218

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH289

Settlement Location:

Burton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Land off Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

3.86
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value with broadleaved woodland to the west
that can be adversely affected.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.86ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Prestwold Hall Registered Parks and Gardens site. The boundary of
the heritage asset includes dense tall woodland that is likely to avoid any adverse effects on
Prestwold Hall and its grounds. However, there is potential for development to result in minor
negative effects on the character of the woodland and undermine the current openness
surrounding the heritage site. The site is also adjacent to a listed building (32-34 Seymour
Road) which can be adversely affected if the site is not developed sensitively. Part of the site
also falls within an area of archaeological interest. There are no locally listed sites visible from
the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM013

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH 291

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land at Tickow Lane (Phase 2), Shepshed LE12 9LY

Site Area (ha):

21.15
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains arable land of limited biodiversity value but is adjacent to the
Blackbrook LWS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 21.15ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity. Though the site is large scale, it is
adjacent to suburban residential areas which do not have a strong historic or cultural quality.
Therefore, neutral effects are likely. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM085

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH293

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land North of Hallamford Road / West of Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

16.7
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site consists of mainly arable land but is close to Black Brook LWS and other
arable land, upon which it can have an impact.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 16.70ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800m - 1200m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings within 400m and the closest is Pied Bull Public House which is
integrated into the built townscape. The site is also over 1200m from the Circular Enclosure
north east of Forest Field Schedule Monument. This is partially screened by a row of woodland
along the eastern boundary of the site. An effect on its setting is also unlikely. There are no
other heritage assets within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM070

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH296

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

East Road/Narrow Lane Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

5.5
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable field with a pond of limited biodiversity value. However, access would
require the breech to roadside woodland plantation adjacent to LRWT reserve and LWS
(Wymeswold meadows), upon which increased recreational disturbance is likely.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.5ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Wymeswold conservation area and close proximity to several listed
buildings. There is potential for development on the site to result in harm to the character of the
conservation area. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM124

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH297

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

237 Bradgate Road

Site Area (ha):

1.27
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. The site contains mixed grassland, woodland and scrub on potential LWS and has
good ecological connections to Bradgate Park. Potential for adequate mitigation is unlikely.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

A small part of the site falls within an area of archaeological interest. There are no heritage
designations (local or nationally listed) within close proximity though.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM010

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH300

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land off Wellsic Lane/Westfield Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.65
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains mature trees protected through a preservation order, thought to be of
local ecological and landscape importance.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 2

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site falls within the Rothley Ridgeway conservation area and is adjacent the Rothley
conservation area. A significant adverse effect should be possible to avoid through sensitive
design. The site is 61m from the nearest listed building (81 & outbuildings, Town Green Street)
but an adverse effect is unlikely as development would be small scale and not affect the setting
of heritage assets. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM027

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH303

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Triangle of land bounded by Albert Street, Victoria Street and Cross Street

Site Area (ha):

0.15
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with very good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 177m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Syston War Memorial Clock Tower). An
adverse effect is unlikely as the site is in an urban area and buildings obstruct views between
the site and the heritage asset. There are also no other heritage assets within close proximity
and the site does not contribute positively to the character of the built environment. Site is 350m
away and out of view of the locally listed building, which is separated by multiple rows of
housing and roads.

Regeneration:

Potential redevelopment on vacant site

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Vacant land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Within 800m of a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM293

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH304

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Empress Road, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.53
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Urban setting

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

800m from excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

There are no nearby heritage assets (national or local) that would be impacted by development
on site.

Regeneration:

Reuse of brownfield land

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

870m from a healthcare facility and 800m from an excellent frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

<1000m

Access to Secondary School:

1600m

Access to Convenience Store:

1750m

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM240

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH305

Settlement Location:

Hathern

Site Address:

Land to the rear of 89 Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

1.67
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly a species poor semi improved grassland with an old orchard area with a scrub
understorey. The grassland is of local importance, as it is the last remaining grassland in a
arable land area and thus of biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.17ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with very good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is almost adjacent to a listed building (74 Loughborough Road) and is adjacent to the
Hathern conservation area but is predominantly, with the exception of access, behind a row of
housing and thus an adverse effect is unlikely. The row of housing that screens the site is also
modern in design and not reflective of the character of the heritage designations. Site is 125m
from locally listed baptist chapel, likewise, effects are unlikely. Development could possibly be
visible from the Lodge to Garendon Park (which is a listed building), but this ought not to detract
from its character given the large area of open space in between.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800m-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM164

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH309

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

Land off Armston Road

Site Area (ha):

1.11
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Consisting of horse grazed rough grassland and mature trees of moderate biodiversity
value. However, the loss of the habitat can be reduced through adequate buffering.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent bus service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 145m from the nearest listed building (The Limes) and also within close proximity to
Quorn House. An adverse effect is unlikely as trees (and buildings in the case of The Limes)
obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset. However, a small part of the site falls
within the Quorn Conservation Area, and the remainder lies adjacent. Access to the site would
likely be required through the Conservation area.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

500m from a healthcare facility and 200-400m from a good frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 796

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM168

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH313

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Park Grange Farm, Newstead Way

Site Area (ha):

0.51

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site consists of derelict farm buildings with rank surrounds providing good quality
habitat around the urban fringe. Potential for the loss of habitat of biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The development of the site could result in the loss or part loss of a Grade II listed building
(Hazel Road). No locally listed buildings in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

940m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

650m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 797

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM058

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH316

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Land off Barkby Road Queniborough

Site Area (ha):

5.79

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly a combination of arable and semi improved grasslands of limited biodiversity
value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.79ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with very good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

Though the site is relatively large, it is sandwiched in between an industrial area and new
residential development. It is therefore not particularly valuable from a historic or cultural
perspective. The site includes an area of archaeological interest. No locally listed assets are in
close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

2000m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 798

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM038

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH318

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Blossom Farm

Site Area (ha):

6.38
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains a combination of mixed rank grassland, dense shrubs and a former
orchard. There is also a habitat mosaic across the majority of the site. This is of ecological
importance and will be challenging to mitigate against.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of brownfield land but Loss of 6.38ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Though this is not a natural extension to the settlement, there are no heritage assets within
close proximity. Therefore, effects on historic and cultural interests are unlikely. Site is 165m
away from locally listed chapel. However, young and low-lying trees and hedgerows offer
screening for the site and the area’s character is mixed with some industrial usage; which do
not contribute positively toward the area’s character.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m to Bus stop then less than 2km to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 799

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM034

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH320

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land off Leicester Road

Site Area (ha):

1.11
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. The site is a combination of species poor semi improved grassland of some
biodiversity value, marshy grassland and bare ground associated with menage which are of
limited biodiversity value. There are onsite enhancement possibilities through the use of SUDs
to expand the wet grassland area.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of brownfield land, but Loss of 1.11ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 337m from the nearest listed building (Field Head Farmhouse). An adverse effect is
unlikely as trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset and the setting of the
asset would not be substantially affected. Locally listed farm is 370m away, separated by the
A50 and extensive tree cover.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

500m to a Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Within 800m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 800

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM220

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH321

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land off Cotes Road overlaps,PSH308,PSH307

Site Area (ha):

7.44
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland of low biodiversity value with a wet
grassland LWS to the south west and several adjacent ecologically important sites including
LWSs and habitat corridors. There is potential for an impact on the LWS.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.57ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 159m from the nearest listed building (Strancliffe Hall). An adverse effect is unlikely
as the heritage asset is in an urban area and a combination of buildings and trees obstruct
views between the site and the heritage asset. However, site is 25m from locally listed chapel
and adjacent to its cemetery grounds. Views are likely to be impacted and the large scale of
the site would be likely to alter the local setting and experience of visitors. Hence, negative
effects on the locally listed asset are possible.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre. Also within close proximity of high frequency
bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 801

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM210

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH322

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land rear of 62 Iveshead Road

Site Area (ha):

3.73
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:
Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

Acceptable in principle as the site has planning permission.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Mainly non agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

The site is partly brownfield but mainly greenfield land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, then 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 802

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM051

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH342

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land at The Apiary, Brook Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.79
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly improved grassland with mature trees and Fishpool brook corridor. Potential for
the loss of low value habitats.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within sufficient proximity to the site or of a scale that are likely to
be effected as a result of development. . No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 803

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM170

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH343

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

East of Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

5.71
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable field with area of species poor semi improved grassland of limited
biodiversity value. However, development on the site will narrow the gap between
Loughborough and Quorn and thus isolate the River Soar corridor, undermining ecological
connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.89ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 231m from the nearest listed building (One Ash), and also 260m from locally listed
building. An adverse effect is unlikely as trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage
assets.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 804

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM040

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH345

Settlement Location:

Barkby Thorpe

Site Address:

Hamilton Grounds Farm, Hamilton Lane, Hamilton

Site Area (ha):

4.54
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site mainly consists of arable land with a pond and farm buildings. There are
areas of Ridge and Furrow grassland that could be of ecological importance. The farm buildings
are further suitable for bats and nesting birds including Barn Owl. Potential for effects on
European Protected Species.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Part brownfield and part Grade 3 agricultural land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is in excess of 1200m of a bus stop.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a scheduled monument (Deserted medieval village of Hamilton). There is
substantial screening in the form of trees and shrubs along the border shared between the site
and the designated heritage area. However, there is potential for harm to the setting of the
scheduled monument. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1500m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1000m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 805

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM044

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH346

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land adjoining Peashill Farm Ratcliffe Road

Site Area (ha):

7.68

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with hedgerows and a section of wooded brook, collectively of low
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 7.68ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800m - 1200m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity. Though the character of the settlement
fringes would change, the area does not have any particular historic or cultural value. No locally
listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Over 5km to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 806

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM171

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH348

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land to rear of 54 Iveshead Road,

Site Area (ha):

0.1
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is within the National Forest but is of limited biodiversity value. However, there
is some potential for bat roosts.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

The site is partly brownfield but mainly greenfield land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity and the site is very small scale.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Overlap

Access to healthcare:

1700m from a healthcare facility and 400-800m from an excellent frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 807

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM254

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH353

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Rear of the The Maltings site High Street

Site Area (ha):

0.47
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

Acceptable in principle as the site has planning permission.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Mostly greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to several listed buildings (collectively, The Maltings), and partly within the
Sileby Conservation Area. There is therefore potential for adverse effects on the character of
this area. Site is 290m from locally listed St Gregory’s Church, but direct lines of sight or effects
upon setting are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 808

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM172

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH356

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

10 Brookside

Site Area (ha):

0.15
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site includes built development with low bat potential.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Syston conservation area and in proximity to several listed buildings.
A sensitive redevelopment of the site could result in enhancements through the delivery of
development that is more in-keeping with the character of the adjacent conservation area. Site
is 380m from locally listed building which is separated by multiple rows of buildings trees and
roads which offer full screening. Effects are not expected to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

350m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 809

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM042

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH357

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Mill Lane Car Park, Mill Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.22

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains areas of amenity grass and tall ruderal which may have some
biodiversity value. The site is also adjacent to the River Soar/Watermead LWS which could be
affected.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Part brownfield and part greenfield land of limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site falls within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 141m from the nearest listed building (Church of St Michael). An adverse effect is
unlikely as the site is small scale infill within the urban area and a combination of buildings and
trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset. The site falls within an
archaeological alert area and is slightly intersected by an archaeological interest area. The site
is 110m from the nearest locally listed asset which is a community centre. Some site shielding
and very mixed character of area means that effects are likely to be neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400-800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 810

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM081

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH376

Settlement Location:

Thrussington

Site Address:

Land off Old Gate Road

Site Area (ha):

3.17
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly horse pasture with menage (of low ecological value) and farm buildings (with
bat potential, not assessed).

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.02ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with limited service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is within close proximity to several listed buildings and 41m from the Thrussington
conservation area. Though heritage assets are somewhat screened by trees and hedges, the
scale of the development would be relatively large and could negatively affect the character of
the surrounding areas. Site is 365m from locally listed farm and associated buildings, views are
screened by multiple rows of housing, trees and roads.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 811

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM197

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH377

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land off Westfield Lane

Site Area (ha):

12.33
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains species poor semi improved grassland, broadleaved woodland,
broadleaved plantation, arable land and new plantation over tall ruderal (with predominantly
dead trees). There are also protected trees (TPO) along the southern boundary and active
badger setts on site. Potential for harm to habitat of biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 10.5ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent services. (4-5 per hour)

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within a conservation area (Rothley Ridgeway conservation area) and the
site is also within close proximity to Rothley conservation area. There are also several listed
buildings in the wider area but these are well screened by woodland. The location and scale of
the site however could affect the open countryside feeling of the Conservation Area by bringing
it closer to built development. The site is also 185m from locally listed buildings. The largescale nature of the proposed site means that the rural setting of these buildings could be
affected (increased traffic for example). However, significant effects are considered unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<200m to a public transport stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a primary school

Access to Secondary School:

800m – 1200m from a food shop

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m distance to food shop / supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 812

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM099

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH379

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land adj 230 Seagrave Road

Site Area (ha):

2.91
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

E rating. Mainly semi improved neutral grassland meeting LWS criteria and of high biodiversity
value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.91ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity, and the scale and location of the site make
it unlikely that negative effects would occur. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 813

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM062

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH381

Settlement Location:

Rearsby

Site Address:

Land at Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

4.48
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly single improved grassland field of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.48ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 65m from the nearest listed building (1787-1795 Melton Road) and within close
proximity to the Rearsby Conservation Area. Part of the site also falls within an area of
archaeological interest. The site would change the open nature of the townscape at the edge
of the Conservation Area, which could have negative effects. Site is 210m away from locally
listed building with sufficient screening from buildings and trees to ensure that views would not
be impacted.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m of a bus stop, but more than 2km to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 814

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM108

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH385

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Duke Street Motors King Edward Road LE11 1RZ

Site Area (ha):

0.09
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains built development and is of limited biodiversity value. However, it is
adjacent vegetation along railway corridor which could undermine ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (Loughborough Central Station). The site is also 65m
and visible from two locally listed buildings. However, an adverse effect is unlikely given that the
site consists of an industrial unit with no historic or cultural value.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1500m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m-1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 815

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM200

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH387

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

High Leys Farm / Manor Farm

Site Area (ha):

5.82
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly improved grassland at the edge of an existing settlement. The site is of low
biodiversity value but of importance for ecological connectivity considering proximity to
Bradgate Park.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 5.82ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There is an area of archaeological interest and alert in the northern part of the site. The site is
also adjacent to a conservation area (Anstey) and in proximity to several listed buildings. Given
its location and scale, development could affect the character of the Conservation Area in
places.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 816

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM201

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH388

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

High Leys Farm / Manor Farm

Site Area (ha):

21.84
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with hedgerows and a section of wooded brook at the edge of an
existing settlement. The site is of low biodiversity value but of importance for ecological
connectivity considering proximity to Bradgate Park.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 21.84ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

A small part of the site is adjacent to the Anstey conservation area but the boundary is
screened by dense trees. However, the site is very large and could completely alter the
character of the Conservation Area in places. No locally listed buildings are in close proximity
though.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

950M to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

900m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

1000m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 817

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM250

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH389

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

Land off Groby Road

Site Area (ha):

20.18
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable field of limited biodiversity value with Rothley Brook LWS to the south.
Potential for impact on local ecological connectivity and the LWS through increased recreation
and pet disturbance.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 20.18ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no nationally listed heritage assets within close proximity, but the site is 260m from
locally listed Anstey Mill. Despite the size of the site, negative effects are unlikely as the
character of adjacent areas is not of particular historic or cultural value, and a degree of
screening exists.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 818

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM111

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH391

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land to south of Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

6.92
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B/C rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland of limited biodiversity value. However,
there is potential to undermine ecological connectivity through the isolation of the public open
space along the western boundary.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 6.92ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) in close proximity, and therefore
negative effects are unlikely. An archaeological interest area runs along the southern boundary
of the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 819

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM110

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH392

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land off Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

6.35
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B/C rating. Potential loss of grassland of unknown ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 6.35ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400m - 800m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) in close proximity, and therefore
negative effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 820

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM112

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH393

Settlement Location:

Cossington

Site Address:

Land to west of Main St, North of Syston Rd.

Site Area (ha):

2.88
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly horse grazed species poor semi improved grassland with area of bare ground,
overall of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Cossington conservation area and a small area of archaeological
interest overlaps with the site. The scale of development is relatively large in the context of the
village and could alter the character of the settlement fringes. However, significant effects are
unlikely. Site is 225m from locally listed farm buildings, whilst trees do provide a degree of
screening, access and increased traffic flow from the relatively large site could have an impact
upon the farm buildings and their setting, although effects are expected to be minor.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 821

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM206

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH399

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

One Ash, Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

1.81
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains several buildings and mature gardens with mixed plantation of
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.81ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 96m from the nearest listed building (One Ash) and is 308m from a locally listed
building. Trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage assets, so setting is unlikely to
be affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

690m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM249

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH400

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land off Brookfield Road

Site Area (ha):

6
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable field of limited biodiversity value with protected (TPO) trees along its
boundary and Rothley Brook LWS to the north. Potential for impact on protected trees, local
ecological connectivity and the LWS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 6ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a conservation area (Rothley Conservation Area). Given the relative
scale of the site it could further reduce the openness of land at the periphery of the
Conservation Area. In addition to development that has already occurred in this area, negative
effects might occur. No locally listed buildings are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM117

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH401

Settlement Location:

Seagrave

Site Address:

Land lying to the South West of Park Hill Lane,

Site Area (ha):

9.98
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. Mainly grassland (probably species poor semi improved grassland), large pond and
area of rough grassland (tall and thick) of some biodiversity value. Wooded brook corridor
further runs through the site.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9.98ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Seagrave conservation area, though there are no heritage assets
in close proximity that would be directly affected (national or locally listed). However, the scale
of the site is relatively large and development would alter the open character of the settlement
fringes to the south east of the village (which forms an important part of the Conservation Area).
The site also falls within an archaeological alert area.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

440m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM204

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH404

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land west of Tickow Lane

Site Area (ha):

27.49
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. Mainly arable and species poor semi improved grassland with a LWS within the site
boundary (Blackbrook meadow). Adjacent land contains uncommon plant species
(Calamagrostis epigejos) and the southern boundary is adjacent to Blackbrook Hill Farm LWS
and Shepshed cutting SSSI. Potential for the loss of LWS and supporting habitat, impact on
adjacent LWSs, loss of arable and species poor semi improved land. there is also potential for
a negative effect on ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings within 400m and the closest is Fenny Windmill which is screened
by woodland to the south of the site. The site is also over 1200m from the Circular Enclosure
north east of Forest Field Schedule Monument. This is screened by a row of woodland along
the western boundary of the site. An effect on its setting is also unlikely. The site is 85m from a
locally listed tunnel, however tree screening and the small scale of the tunnel mean than effects
are not expected to be significant despite the large scale of the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities
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Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM203

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH405

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land to the west of of the B591/Ingleberry Rd & north of Iveshead Lane

Site Area (ha):

9.29
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value adjacent to a geological SSSI. Potential
for development to affect ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9ha agricultural land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings (national or locally designated) within 400m. There are also no
other heritage assets within close proximity and no significant effects are likely overall.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre. Within
1200m walking distance.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM118

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH407

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Land North of East Road, Wymeswold

Site Area (ha):

3.44
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly ridge and furrow grassland of good quality and of some biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.44ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The southern part of the site is within close proximity to the Wymeswold conservation area,
which covers most of Wymeswold. There is potential for development on the site to result in
harm to the character of the conservation area (i.e. the approach to Wymeswold is open in
nature, and the settlement fringes coincide with the Conservation Area boundary). No locally
listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM234

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH409

Settlement Location:

Barkby Thorpe

Site Address:

Land adjacent Scraptoft

Site Area (ha):

5.3
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly golf course with rough, woodland planting and a pond with good Great Crested
Newts potential. An area of mature ash dominated broadleaved plantation is at the northern
end of the site. Potential for the loss of habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is in excess of 1200m of a bus stop.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are listed buildings within 400m (National or local). The nearest asset is the medieval
village. The site is screened somewhat and may therefore not be visible. However, any further
development in this area could possibly reduce the rural / open nature of the area and is
potentially negative.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM219

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH410

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land at Fishpool farm

Site Area (ha):

8.79
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly species poor semi improved grassland with a dwelling and domestic gardens
and other agricultural buildings. The Fishpool Brook, a potential LWS, runs through the site.
Potential for development to result in the loss of grassland and cause harm to a potential LWS.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 8.79ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings within 400m. There are also no other heritage assets within close
proximity and despite the large nature of the site in the open countryside, negative effects on
the historic environment are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM230

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH412

Settlement Location:

East Goscote

Site Address:

Land off Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

17.57
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains arable land and species poor semi improved grassland with pond
and small areas of scrub. The site is adjacent to Queniborough brook and associated wet and
plantation woodland and therefore is of ecological connectivity importance.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 17.57ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no nationally designated listed buildings within close proximity. Site is 95m from
locally listed ‘The Grange’ building. Views and local setting could potentially be impacted given
the large scale and nature of the potential development site. Significant effects ought to be
possible to avoid though with sensitive layout, design and mitigation.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM213

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH413

Settlement Location:

Hathern

Site Address:

Land off Zouch Road

Site Area (ha):

2.65
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B/C rating. Potential for loss of arable land of biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.36ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to modern housing and is not within close proximity of any heritage assets
(the closest being a locally listed asset over 250m away which is screened from view).
Therefore, neutral effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

500m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM228

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH428

Settlement Location:

Mountsorrel

Site Address:

Land off Halstead Road

Site Area (ha):

2.41
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Development will result in the loss of horse grazed land.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.41ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of bus stops with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 220m from the Mountsorrel Conservation Area. An adverse effect is unlikely as the
area within proximity consists mainly of woodland. There are also no other heritage assets
within close proximity (including locally listed buildings).

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM236

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH429

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Seven Oaks Nursery, Groby Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.76
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Nursery site with species poor semi improved woodland to rear. Potential for impact
on adjacent woodland (and SSSI).

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 800 - 1200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) within close proximity and the
small scale nature of development means that effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200 - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM237

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH430

Settlement Location:

Newton Linford

Site Address:

Land off Markfield Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.79
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains semi improved neutral grassland with mature trees. There is
potential for impact on the habitat and ecological connectivity of adjacent woodland and nearby
TPO and LWS areas.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 377m from the nearest listed building (Field Head Farmhouse). An adverse effect is
unlikely as buildings and trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage asset, and
development would be very small scale anyway. There are no locally listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop with limited frequency, but less than 2km from a GP or
Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM244

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH433

Settlement Location:

Quorn

Site Address:

Land and property off Armston Road

Site Area (ha):

1.42

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains a manor house and grounds including a TPO covering the entire
site. The site is also of ecological connectivity importance as a stepping stone for woodland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 90m from the nearest listed building (Quorn House). An adverse effect on the setting
of this asset is unlikely as there is a wooded area between the site and the heritage asset. The
site falls within the Quorn Conservation Area and would alter the character in some parts. This
might not necessarily be detrimental, but the potential for adverse effects does exist. Site is
190m from locally listed Quorn Mill, screening from buildings and trees and the relatively far
distance mean that effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 836

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM227

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH434

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Brooklea Nursery, Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

5.29

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land with nursery site of limited biodiversity value. Adjacent to Farnham
Bridge LWS. Potential for effects on adjacent LWS and on local ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 3.99ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity and the nature of the site and surrounding
areas means that effects are unlikely on assets further afield.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre.

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 837

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM226

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH435

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

Land off Homefield Lane

Site Area (ha):

9.08

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains arable land and species poor semi improved grassland plus semi
improved neutral grassland of varied quality, dry ditches, relict channels and marshy grassland.
The Rothley Brook LWS and Farnham Bridge LWS are to the north of the site. There is
potential for development to result in the loss of habitat of biodiversity value and adversely
effect local ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of 9.08ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

A small part of the site is adjacent to the Rothley conservation area but an effect is unlikely, as
the adjacent land is undeveloped and the Conservation Area and the site share a border
formed by a linear woodland. There are no other heritage assets within close proximity and no
significant effects are likely overall despite the large nature of the site.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 838

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM246

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH436

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land off Ashby Road Central

Site Area (ha):

4.48
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site includes improved grassland, acid horse grazed grassland and an area of
rank grassland with mature trees. The habitat is of high biodiversity value and development will
likely result in the loss of priority habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 4.22ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings (national or locally designated) within 400m. There are also no
other heritage assets within close proximity and no significant effects are likely overall.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 839

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM245

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH438

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land off Ashby Road West

Site Area (ha):

1.11

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains a dwelling (with low bat potential), broadleaved woodland and
species poor semi improved grassland that is potentially acidic and intensely horse grazed. The
broadleaved woodland area extends beyond the site and thus is of ecological connectivity
importance. The development of the site also presents an opportunity for enhancement to the
currently biodiversity poor grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 670m from the nearest listed building (Fenney Windmill). There are no other heritage
designations or assets in the area (including locally listed). An adverse effect is unlikely as a
dense cluster of trees to the west of the site screen the site and the listed heritage asset. Given
the distance from assets and the scale of the site, views should not be adversely affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

More than 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 840

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM229

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH439

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land off Barnards Drive

Site Area (ha):

11.56
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value within proximity and potential for impact
on a potential LWS (Sileby Brook).

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 11.56ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings (national or locally designated) within 400m. There are also no
other heritage assets within close proximity. Though the site is large scale, it is adjacent to
residential areas with limited historic value.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

530m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 841

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM232

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH441

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Land north of Barkby Road

Site Area (ha):

8.33

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly arable with wet ditches, mature trees and hedgerows. The site has limited
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 8.33ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with a very good frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

There are no nationally designated heritage assets within close proximity. However, the site is
65m from locally listed farm and associated buildings. Views are only partially screened and a
large development would encroach upon the open countryside. There could potentially be a
negative effect in this respect. However, there would remain open farm land and countryside
around the locally listed buildings, helping to protect its character. Mitigation should also help to
ensure that effects are minor or neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 842

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM243

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH443

Settlement Location:

Woodhouse Eaves

Site Address:

Land rear of 64 Main Street

Site Area (ha):

2.75

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site consists of improved grassland paddocks with grassland LWS at eastern end.
The site is of biodiversity value and development is likely to undermine ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 2.75ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Woodhouse Eaves Conservation Area and in an area of
archaeological alert. The site runs alongside an area of green space included wooded areas,
which falls within the Conservation Area. Development in this location could affect the
character of this area. There are no locally listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 843

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM225

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH444

Settlement Location:

Woodhouse Eaves

Site Address:

Land at Maplewell Road

Site Area (ha):

1.31

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly arable land of limited biodiversity value south of blocks of broadleaved
woodland. The site thus has some ecological connectivity importance.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 1.31ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 264m from the Woodhouse Eaves Conservation Area but there are no nationally
designated heritage assets nearby. However, a locally listed building lies just 10m away. The
site exhibits a rising gradient, and as such much of it would be visible from the locally listed
building; eroding the rural character of the building. It would require significant screening and
a buffer of open space to maintain the open character facing the local building. It is therefore
likely that negative effects will occur.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 844

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM238

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH445

Settlement Location:

Ratcliffe on the Wreake

Site Address:

Land adj. 55 Main Street

Site Area (ha):

0.5
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains improved grassland of some biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Mainly non agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 0.5ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 400 - 800m of a bus stop with limited frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the Ratcliffe on the Wreake conservation area. Development would be
small scale though and there would still be large areas of open countryside on the approach
into the village. Therefore, adverse effects ought to be avoidable / minimal. There are no
locally listed buildings nearby.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

More than 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 845

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM248

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH446

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Land off Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

6.23
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The development of the site will result in the loss of arable and improved grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Active agricultural land within Nitrate vulnerable zone.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 6.23ha of best and most versatile land.

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 145m from the nearest nationally listed heritage asset (Milestone) and is 160m from
locally listed Wetherby House. An adverse effect is unlikely as trees obstruct views between
the site and the heritage assets. In any case, development on this site would not affect the
setting of the heritage assets. Part of the site falls within an area of archaeological interest.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1500m to a GP/Health Centre, but within 200m of a bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 846

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM256

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH447

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land off Leconfield Road

Site Area (ha):

1.68
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Some of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site consists of Rank species poor semi improved grassland or semi improved
neutral grassland with areas of bramble and raspberry scrub. There are also tall herbs
scattered throughout and some newly planted trees on the slope. Potential for effects on
protected and notable species.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (Burleigh / Tudor Farmhouse). This is the only
remaining area of open green space in close proximity to the farm house. Its loss would
therefore affect the setting of the farmhouse, which is a negative effect. The site is also 60m
from a locally listed primary school. Although the sites are separated and screened from one
another, local setting could be impacted. However, due to the small scale of the site, negative
effects on the school are not expected to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, but more than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 847

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM262

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH460

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

Park View Nursery Site off Gynsill Lane

Site Area (ha):

12.14
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Buildings, hardstanding and domestic gardens with at least half the site dominated by
grassland. Areas of scrub across the site a pond suitable for GCN in NW corner. Loss of
grassland and impacts on ponds could occur. Seek to enhance retained habitat.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

700m from bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

No nationally designated heritage assets nearby. The site is 120m from locally listed Gynsill
Court buildings, near full screening is offered by trees and buildings, however there is a chance
that the access point to the site could affect the views. Nonetheless, effects on the locally listed
asset would be expected to be minimal.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1800m to Anstey Surgery (Accessible by bus stop only 700m away from site)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1590m to The Latimer Anstey

Access to Secondary School:

2500m to The Martin High School Anstey

Access to Convenience Store:

1700 m to Co-op Anstey

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 848

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM276

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH461

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land off Willow Road

Site Area (ha):

97.79

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

Improved and poor semi improved grassland with PSI fields recently grazed hard by sheep.
Ridge and furrow in south west field. Native hedgerows dividing fields. Loss of grassland and
hedgerows could occur. Precautionary rating due to seasonal constraints.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1300m from good services (Service No. 2)

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Over 300m to nearest listed building (Strancliffe Hall). Site is also 265m from locally listed
chapel/cemetery at Cotes Road/ However, full screening offered by multiple rows of buildings
and trees; hence, effects are likely to be neutral.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1500m to Barrow Health Centre (and not within 1200m to a bus service)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1500m to Hall Orchard C of E

Access to Secondary School:

880m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

1400m to Co-op

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 849

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM275

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH462

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land rear of 83 Cotes Road

Site Area (ha):

37.61

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Semi-improved grassland. Scattered matures tree including Populus Nigra. Line of
trees next to railway/LWS. Loss of important and TPO trees and grassland habitat, loss of
woodland connectivity/ corridor to LWS at end of land (SW).

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

650m from good services (Service No. 2)

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Site is 195m from locally listed building and less than 100m from Listed Humphrey Perkins
School. However, there is significant screening vegetation and buildings. The setting of neither
asset is likely to be affected by development provided that development is well designed.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

750m to Barrow Health Centre walking / cycling

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

750m to Hall Orchard C of E

Access to Secondary School:

110m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

700m to Co-op

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 850

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM265

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH463

Settlement Location:

Birstall

Site Address:

Land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close

Site Area (ha):

76.27

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Arable land with PSI in northern corner. Temporary pond near centre of the site. Main
badger sett in eastern boundary. Relict ridge and furrow in field margins

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

750m to bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Adjacent to area of archaeological interest, but no direct intersect. Survey could be
undertaken to ensure any important features are recorded.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1500m to Greengate Medical Centre (Accessible by bus stop only 750m away from site)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1500m to Highcliffe

Access to Secondary School:

2500m to Cedars Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

1400m to Tesco Express

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 851

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM272

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH464

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land rear of Reservoir House, Ratcliffe Road

Site Area (ha):

20.66

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Dominated by improved grassland. Row of Pines across main site access

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1800m from bus stop with good accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Relatively well screened and unlikely to affect the character of surrounding
settlements.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1800m to Highgate Medical Centre Sileby (and also not within 1200m of a bus stop)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

2400m to Cossington C of E

Access to Secondary School:

6500m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

2300m to Tesco Express Sileby

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 852

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM279

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH465

Settlement Location:

Hoton

Site Address:

Land off Holly Tree Close

Site Area (ha):

1.569

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium - high landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D. Site consists of semi natural neutral grassland. Small area of ridge and furrow and
wooded border. Loss of connectivity to woodlands just east of site likely and divides back
garden corridors to the nearby brook.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

350m to bus stop with ‘good’ accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Site within Hoton Conservation Area and would lead toa loss of open space, which contributes
to the urban fabric. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

5400m - Pinfold Medical Centre (but within 800m of a bus stop with good accessibility)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

3300m to Wymeswold C of E

Access to Secondary School:

5300m to Limehurst Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

5600m to Tesco The Rushes

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 853

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM257

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH466

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Cricket Ground, Ashby Road

Site Area (ha):

2.47

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low-medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Loss of woodland and grassland. Impacts on retained woodland

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

99m to bus stop with excellent access to services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

No locally listed assets are in close proximity. However, site is adjacent to an archaeological
alert area and a Listed Lodge Building. The asset is in an open setting, characteristic of a park
lodge. Development at the cricket ground could alter this setting, though retention of boundary
trees and high quality design ought to ensure significant effects are avoidable.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1000m to Charnwood Community Medical Group walking / cycling. (Accessible by bus stop
only 93m away from site)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1590m to Booth Wood Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2000m to Charnwood College

Access to Convenience Store:

2800m to Co-op Epinal Way

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 854

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM274

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH467

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land off Watermead Lane

Site Area (ha):

308.46

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium - high landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

Split rating B/E. Wood Brook dissecting site. Arable fields with hedgerow/tree borders. Pond
(SE). 150m from SSSI Beacon Hill, Hangingstone & Outwoods at the nearest point and
immediately adjacent to an area of ASNW that forms part of the Outwoods. Seek to maintain
Wood Brook, pond and hedgerow corridors, which may also contain PNS.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of Best and Most Versatile Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

600m to bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Site is within close proximity to nationally listed farm buildings. Though a degree of screening
exists, and there should be potential to implement open space buffers, it is likely that the open
setting of the countryside would be altered permanently.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2900m to Outwoods Medical Centre (within 600m of bus stop, but then more than 2km from
GP).

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

450m to Holywell Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2000m to Woodbrook Vale

Access to Convenience Store:

2900m to Tesco Extra

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 855

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM271

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH468

Settlement Location:

Queniborough

Site Address:

Land off Boonton Meadows Way

Site Area (ha):

1.782

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Semi improved neutral grassland with moderate floral diversity (based on out of
season survey). Mature mixed woodland tree belt along southern boundary. LWS approx
100m to SE. Permanent grassland to NE would be isolated by development on this site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

850m to bus stop with ‘good’ accessibility.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to Queniborough Conservation Area. The built-up area is linear but
surrounded by greenspace. This development could change that pattern (unless a buffer zone
to the north of the site is secured). The site would not be visible from the main street and is
already influenced by modern development to the west. Therefore, significant effects are
unlikely. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2300m to Jubilee Medical Practice Syston

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1000m to Queniborough Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2300m to Wreake Valley Community College

Access to Convenience Store:

2700m to Aldi Syston

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 856

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM269

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH469

Settlement Location:

East Goscote

Site Address:

Land off Broome Lane

Site Area (ha):

30.217

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium - high landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Loss of farmland habitat, impact on nearby ponds, connectivity between ponds,
isolation of off site grassland. However, potential pond creation and buffer to watercourse.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of over 20ha of Grade 1 and 2 Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

800m from bus stop with ‘good’ accessibility.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Site is close to the Conservation Area and listed buildings. It is also 350m from a locally listed
building and 360m from another. There is a degree of screening offered by trees and housing.
However, the size of the site would be likely to alter the local character which, alongside
potential increases in traffic volume, could lead to negative effects. Site also contains several
areas of Archaeological Interest.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

3200m to Jubilee Medical Practice Syston. Less than 800m to a bus stop, but then further than
2km to nearest GP.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

650m to Broomfield Primary E.Goscote

Access to Secondary School:

3190m toWreake Valley Community College

Access to Convenience Store:

3600m to Aldi Syston

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 857

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM277

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH470

Settlement Location:

Six Hills

Site Address:

Land between A46/Paudy Lane/Berrycott Lane

Site Area (ha):

86.727

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium - high landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Site includes several ponds with at least one suitable for GCN. Both skylark and
brown hare recorded on site. Loss of farmland and associated wildlife, impact on brook
corridor, loss of ponds, woodland and connectivity between adjacent woodland. Should seek to
secure opportunity for GCN, increase woodland and woodland connectivity, and enhancement
of brook corridor.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of Best and Most Versatile Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

7100m from bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Though the site contains an area of archaeological potential, it is confined to the
northern edge, and could be preserved if necessary.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

6200m to Highgate Medical Centre Sileby

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

3000m to Seagrave Primary

Access to Secondary School:

7500m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

6100m to Tesco Express Sileby

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 858

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM260

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH471

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land at 34 Brick Kiln Lane

Site Area (ha):

5.67

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Predominantly semi-improved grassland with hedgelines bordering. Broadleaf
Woodland surrounding pond to south. Evidence of felling. Loss of grassland and habitat
suitable for Great Crested Newt if pond is lost. Seek to protect pond area for wildlife.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1500m Service No. 127

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Site is regarded as low quality.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2300m to Forest House Surgery

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

2100m to Oxley Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2800m to Iveshead School

Access to Convenience Store:

1800m to Co-op Anson Rd

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 859

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM259

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH472

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land West of Iveshead Road

Site Area (ha):

24.2

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Improved grassland with boundary hedgerows. Loss of grassland and hedgerow
connectivity possible. Seek to enhance retained grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1400m Service No. 127

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Though the sites are a gateway into Shepshed from the south, the character of the area is
predominantly modern residential.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2300m to Forest House Surgery

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

2200m to Newcroft Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2700m to Iveshead School

Access to Convenience Store:

1700m to Co-op Anson Rd

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 860

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM258

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH473

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land East of Iveshead Road

Site Area (ha):

44.85

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low-medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Improved grassland with linear feature hedgerow dividing fields. Loss of grassland
and hedgerow connectivity possible. Seek to enhance any retained grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1400m Service No. 127

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Though the sites are a gateway into Shepshed from the south, the character of the
area is predominantly modern residential.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2300m to Forest House Surgery.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

2200m to Newcroft Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2700m to Iveshead School

Access to Convenience Store:

1700m to Co-op Anson Rd

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 861

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM270

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH474

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land off Cossington Road

Site Area (ha):

9.409

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Arable land. Wooded brook running adjacent to southern boundary. Likely loss of
arable habitat and impact on stream with connections to strategic Green Infrastructure.
Enhancement to riparian habitat should be sought.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Non agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

200m to bus stop with ‘good’ accessibility.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Nationally designated assets unlikely to be affected. The site encompasses locally listed farm
buildings and is in close proximity to another locally listed building. Development would be likely
to alter the surrounding character and setting of the locally listed asset by removing the open
land and joining the farm buildings up with nearby urban fringes. Unclear whether buildings
would be retained, but this also presents potential negative effects.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1300m to The Banks Surgery (Accessible in under 2km from bus stop only 200m from site)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

450m to Cossington Primary

Access to Secondary School:

5200m to Wreake Valley Community College

Access to Convenience Store:

1100m to Tesco Express Sileby

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 862

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM273

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH475

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land East of Seagrave Road

Site Area (ha):

3.31

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Arable land with ditch / hedgerow network, close to Sileby Brook. Seek to create
grassland adjacent to Local Wildlife Site to offset adjacent development.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

700m to bus stop with good service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified).

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1700 m to Highgate Medical Centre (Less than 800m from a good accessibility bus stop, and
then less than 2km to GP).

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

795m to Highgate Community Primary

Access to Secondary School:

5600m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

1600m to Tesco Express Sileby

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 863

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM267

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH476

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby Lane

Site Area (ha):

20.86

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mosaic of habitats formed from abandoned garden; predominantly rough grassland
with plantation woodland, scrub, tall ruderal habitat with some derelict sheds and hardstanding.
Loss of habitat in depauperate area likely.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1100m from a bus stop with limited accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Site is regarded as low quality with regards to heritage.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2600m to Jubilee Medical Practice Syston. No bus stops nearby.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1500m to The Pochin School

Access to Secondary School:

1600m to Roundhill Academy Thurmaston

Access to Convenience Store:

2000m to ASDA Thurmaston

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 864

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM266

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH478

Settlement Location:

Thurcaston

Site Address:

Land rear of 23 Anstey Lane

Site Area (ha):

6.01

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Impact on LWS brook and grassland habitat. Approx size of 0.6 hectares would make
on-site biodiversity loss unavoidable. Active badger sett with 5 active holes and several
latrines. Possible main sett. Need for buffer to both brook and badger sett. Site is well located
to provide a strategic ecological enhancement, potentially in combination with flood attenuation
works.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

2400m from a bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Large site on gateway to Thurcaston. Is immediately adjacent to the conservation area and
several nationally designated heritage assets. The character of the conservation area fringes
would likely be permanently altered,, though a low-density well-designed approach could
minimise effects. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

3100m to Anstey Surgery. No bus stops nearby.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

15m to Richard Hill C of E Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2900m to The Martin High School Anstey

Access to Convenience Store:

3000m to Co-op Anstey

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 865

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM278

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH479

Settlement Location:

Wymeswold

Site Address:

Land at Lovrin Equine Stables

Site Area (ha):

3.513

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Improved grassland (horsse grazed) with stables and hardstanding. Mature trees
surrounding property that borders with the site. Likely loss of grassland and impact on mature
trees in boundaries.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

3400m from nearest bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Though at a gateway to Wymeswold, it does not appear to hold particular value in
terms of heritage.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

7800m to Barrow Health Centre (and not within 1200m of a bus stop)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

700m to Wymeswold C of E

Access to Secondary School:

7900m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

7100m to Co-op East Leake

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 866

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM280

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH480

Settlement Location:

Burton on the Wolds

Site Address:

Hawker Business Park

Site Area (ha):

3.545

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Predominantly hard standing with buildings with bat roosting potential. Grass verges
managed for amenity with some species rich areas. Mature tree lines and hedge surrounding
site that could be affected, including a loss of grassland. Seek to improve roosting habitat, net
gain through careful design.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

4000m from nearest bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Site is regarded as low quality with regards to heritage.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

5100m to Barrow Health Centre (and no bus stop nearby)

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1300m to Burton on the Wolds

Access to Secondary School:

5200m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

5100m to Co-op Barrow

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM281

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH481

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land off Moor Lane

Site Area (ha):

18.37

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Site has been cleared and recently regraded with mixed material. It is sparsely
vegetated with early successional species. There is a distinct level change with an area of wet
woodland in the lower portion. There is a narrow band of marsh along the northern boundary.
There is potential for damage to the brook buffer area and a loss of woodland. Should seek to
wet woodland and Hermitage Brook corridor.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

800m from a bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

No nationally designated sites within close proximity. Site is 140m from locally listed bridge on
the Grand Union Canal. However, site is well screened and is of low sensitivity with regards to
heritage.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

950m to Park View Surgery (Less than 800m from a high accessibility bus stop, and then less
than 2km to GP).

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

950m to Cobden Street Primary

Access to Secondary School:

1600m to Limehurst Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

850m to Tesco Express

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 868

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM263

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH482

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

Fairhaven Farm,Site extension

Site Area (ha):

25.06

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low-medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C/D rating. Arable field forming buffer zone associated with previous application (see cond 12
P/14/0428/2). Impact on adjacent woodland and stream and habitat loss.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

950m from bus stop with excellent accessibility.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified). Site is regarded as low quality with regards to heritage and is adjacent to modern
residential development.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1700m to Anstey Surgery (more than 800m from bus stop)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1400m to Woolden Hill Anstey

Access to Secondary School:

1500m to The Martin High School Anstey

Access to Convenience Store:

1600m to Co-op Anstey

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM261

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH483

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Land south of Ashby Road Central

Site Area (ha):

19.76

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low - medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Improved grassland with hedgerow border. Both could be affected by development,
though potential for enhancement of any retained grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

500m to excellent service (No. 127)

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is not in close proximity to any heritage assets (nationally designated or locally
identified) and is in a modern industrial setting (i.e. low sensitivity).

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1300m to Forest House Surgery (Accessible by bus stop only 500m away from site)

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1600m to Newcroft Primary

Access to Secondary School:

2100m to Iveshead School

Access to Convenience Store:

1300m to Co-op Anson Rd

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 870

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM289

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH484

Settlement Location:

Barrow upon Soar

Site Address:

Land west of Cotes Road

Site Area (ha):

18.15

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

medium sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. Wet grassland LWS at SW end of site. Impact on LWS, loss of arable and lower
value grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

750m from a bus stop with good accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is unlikely to have a significant effect on any nationally designated assets, the closest
of which are well screened and not related to this site. However, the site is adjacent to a locally
listed chapel/cemetery. There is a degree of existing screening, which should protect the
setting of the chapel within its grounds. Additional landscaping could be introduced to preserve
this characteristic, but negative effects are recorded as a precaution.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

850m to Barrow Health Centre (Less than 800m from a high accessibility bus stop, and then
less than 2km to GP).

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

850m to Hall Orchard C of E

Access to Secondary School:

170m to Humphrey Perkins

Access to Convenience Store:

800m to Co-op

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 871

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM284

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH486

Settlement Location:

Six Hills

Site Address:

Land adjacent Six Hills Garden Village

Site Area (ha):

229.92

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium - high landscape sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

Split rating B/E. Dominated by arable and improved grassland. SSSI Twenty Acre Piece
comprised of broadleaf woodland semi-improved grassland and coniferous plantation in SE
corner of site. LWSs - Lodge Farm Field, Wymeswold Lodge Ponds F & G. Hedgerow and ditch
network containing mature trees. Some ridge and furrow, and semi-improved grassland area.
Contains a number of ponds suitable for GCN, evidence of badgers and large land mound
suitable for reptiles. Large flocks of starling observed. Kingstone Brook runs through east of
site. Number of farm dwellings. Risk to LWSs and SSSI. Loss of habitat and ecological
networks. However, potential to improve ponds and SSSI.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of Best and Most Versatile Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

5400m from a bus stop. NB: A large new settlement could possibly support expanded services,
but the assessment is based on current services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable area for wind generation overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

Site contains locally listed Highthorn Farm and associated buildings; the size of the site would
be likely to dramatically alter the locally listed asset’s setting by developing on the surrounding
open countryside. It is also possible that the farm building itself could be lost. but retention may
be a possibility. There are no nationally designated sites nearby that are likely to be affected.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

10100m to Barrow Health Centre. However, a new settlement could possibly support satellite
health facilities.

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

2900m to Wymeswold C of E

Access to Secondary School:

10200m to Humphrey Perkins

Page 872

Access to Convenience Store:

10100 to Tesco Express Sileby. However, a new settlement would likely involve a local centre
with this facility..

Access to Leisure Facilities:

No facilities within 1200m

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 873

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM283

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH487

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Devonshire Square

Site Area (ha):

2.19

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Urban setting

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Green roofs, SUDs and landscaping ought to provide enhancement on site with
limited ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

300m from a bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are three locally listed buildings immediately adjacent to the site as well as a number in
close proximity. However, the current use does not contribute positively towards the local
character and hence development would offer an opportunity to better enhance the local
character.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m to Park View Surgery

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

600m to Cobden Street Primary

Access to Secondary School:

750m to Limehurst Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

500m to Tesco Express

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM286

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH488

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Market Street

Site Area (ha):

3.36
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Green roofs, SUDs and landscaping ought to provide enhancement on site with
limited ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

180m from a bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is in a prominent town centre location, adjacent to the Town Hall listed building, and
within close proximity to multiple national and locally listed buildings. The current design is not
sympathetic to the traditional built form of Loughborough and does not contribute positively to
the setting of the nearby heritage assets. With high quality design, it is therefore likely that a
positive effect could be achieved in this important location.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

350m to Park View Surgery

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

550m to Cobden Street Primary

Access to Secondary School:

650m to Limehurst Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

450m to Tesco Express

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM288

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH489

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Southfields Council Offices, Southfield Road

Site Area (ha):

12.13

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Loss of trees, shrubs and grass. Trees require a buffer area. However, green roofs,
SUDs and landscaping ought to provide enhancement on site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

180m from a bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is not within close proximity to nationally designated sites and unlikely to have negative
effects in this respect. However, it is adjacent to a Conservation Area and contains the locally
listed Southfields building. If the building was not retained this would lead to significant
negative effects. It is unclear whether the buildings could be retained, hence a precautionary
score. However, with retention and new development being delivered sensitively, then
negative effects could be avoided.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

42m to Park View Surgery

Loss of Employment Land:

Yes, office building.

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

350m to Cobden Street Primary

Access to Secondary School:

850m to Limehurst Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

100m to Tesco Express

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 876

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM296

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH492

Settlement Location:

Rothley

Site Address:

971 Loughborough Road ,Rothley

Site Area (ha):

1

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of Greenfield Land with Limited Agricultural Value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

370m from excellent frequency bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

270m from the Rothley Conservation area but extensive shielding from multiple rows of
buildings means that effects are unlikely. No local listed buildings nearby and over 300m from
archaeological alert and interest areas.

Regeneration:

Mixed brownfield and greenfield

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1817m from a healthcare facility and 370m from an excellent frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1032m

Access to Secondary School:

4415m

Access to Convenience Store:

342m Co Op Rothley

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 877

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM299

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH493

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Sileby

Site Area (ha):

45.16

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium to high sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B/C Rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of over 20ha of Grade 1 and 2 Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

640m to bus stop with good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Overlap with area potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

470m from two separate conservation areas (Cossington and Sileby) however severance from
a railway line and screening from rows of buildings mean than effects are not likely to be
significant. Large scale of site could have impacts on numerous locally listed buildings through
change to setting and additional traffic flows; however, distance and screening mean that
effects are not likely to be significant.

Regeneration:

Greenfield land

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1050m from healthcare facility and 640m from a good frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

1510m

Access to Secondary School:

5871m

Access to Convenience Store:

1600m Tesco Sileby

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 878

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM300

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH494

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Ingleberry Road Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

25.74

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium to high sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of 25ha of Best and Most Versatile Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

340m to bus stop with good accessibility.

Climate Change Mitigation:

More than 250m from areas potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

No nationally listed buildings nearby likely to be affected by development. 70m from Shortcliffe
Farm locally listed building. Screening is offered and sensitive development would not be likely
to lead to significant harm. No archaeological alert or interest areas nearby.

Regeneration:

Greenfield land

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1250m from a healthcare facility and 340m from a good frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

1180m

Access to Secondary School:

1920m

Access to Convenience Store:

1880m from co-op

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 879

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM301

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH495

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

Rothley

Site Area (ha):

3.23

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium to high sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

1140m from good accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

More than 250m from areas potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

There are no nearby heritage assets (national or local) that would be impacted by development
on site.

Regeneration:

Greenfield land

Access to Open Space:

Over 800m to Open Space

Access to healthcare:

2025m from a healthcare facility and 1140m from a good frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

1975m

Access to Secondary School:

2716m

Access to Convenience Store:

2260m Co Op Anson Road

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 880

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM313

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH496

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Syston 002

Site Area (ha):

49.7

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Medium to high sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

Agricultural land in nitrate vulnerable zone

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of over 20ha of Grade 1 and 2 Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

240m from accessible bus stop

Climate Change Mitigation:

More than 250m from areas potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

Large scale of site as well as overlapping with archaeological interest areas and proximity to
Queniborough Conservation Area means that negative effects are possible. 380m from locally
listed Wreake Valley College, but negative effects unlikely in this respect.

Regeneration:

Greenfield land

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

840m from a healthcare facility and 240m from a bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

1012m

Access to Secondary School:

640m

Access to Convenience Store:

1240m Tesco Sileby

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

More than 10ha within MSAs

Page 881

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM165

Charnwood Site ID:

SH4

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

Albion Street/Rosebery Road, Anstey

Site Area (ha):

0.28

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains a dwelling and industrial buildings with some bat potential. Otherwise
limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 118m from the nearest listed building (The Elms), 329m from a schedule monument
(Churchyard cross in St Mary’s Churchyard) and 223m from Anstey Conservation Area. An
adverse effect is unlikely as the site is in an urban area and a combination of buildings and
trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage assets. The site is also not particularly
strong in terms of heritage features. No locally listed buildings are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 882

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM036

Charnwood Site ID:

SH9

Settlement Location:

Anstey

Site Address:

Hollow Road, Anstey General Industrial, Anstey

Site Area (ha):

0.3

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Site is industrial in nature with low bat potential. Any issues with bats likely to be minor
and possible to mitigate on site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The south of the site is adjacent to the Anstey conservation area and falls within an area of
archaeological alert. There are also several listed buildings within close proximity to the site.
The buildings on site are relatively modern and do not contribute strongly to the character of the
Conservation Area, and so redevelopment is unlikely to have negative effects. No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 883

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM082

Charnwood Site ID:

SH31

Settlement Location:

East Goscote

Site Address:

West of Railway Line, ex Sewage Works,

Site Area (ha):

2.91

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are robust and are unlikely to be subject
to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contain a golf course with rough (areas of higher and thicker grass), ponds
and scrub. Collectively, these are of some biodiversity value. The site is also adjacent to the
Queniborough brook and railway corridors, to which effects can be avoided through adequate
buffering. There is also potential for Great crested newts.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 800 - 1200m from a bus stop with very good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity and development would not lead to adverse
effects given its location adjacent to an industrialised area. No locally listed assets are in close
proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400-800m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

>800m to a Public Transport Stop and more than 1200m from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1100m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 884

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM177

Charnwood Site ID:

SH33

Settlement Location:

Hathern

Site Address:

J R Walton, The Leys

Site Area (ha):

0.21

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Mainly hardstanding with negligible biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with very good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (19 The Leys) but this is screened by tall hedgerows.
The site does not currently contribute positively to the setting of this asset, and so effects are
unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Overlap

Access to healthcare:

470m from a healthcare facility and under 200m from a bus stop with very good service

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 885

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM130

Charnwood Site ID:

PSH34

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Knightthorpe Road

Site Area (ha):

0.35

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains built development and has limited biodiversity value. However, the
dwellings onsite have moderate bat potential.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is within an urban built-up area and there are no heritage assets (national or local)
within 400m.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land would occur

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Within 800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 886

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM287

Charnwood Site ID:

SH48

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Former Limehurst Depot

Site Area (ha):

7.55

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Low sensitivity

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Green roofs, SUDs and landscaping ought to provide enhancement on site with
limited ecological value. Need to ensure no impact on Wood Brook.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site Entirely within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

120m from a bus stop with excellent accessibility

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is not prominent with regards to nationally listed assets. The site is nearby to the edge
of the Conservation Area and adjacent to the locally listed Old Fire station. However, the site
does not currently contribute positively to the built environment and redevelopment ought to
present opportunities for enhancement.

Regeneration:

Redevelopment of vacant site

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

150m to Bridge Street Surgery

Loss of Employment Land:

Former works depot.

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

750m to Rendell Primary

Access to Secondary School:

250m to Limehurst Academy

Access to Convenience Store:

290m to Tesco Superstore

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 887

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM132

Charnwood Site ID:

SH49

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Cumberland Industrial Estate, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.71

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site is industrial in nature and of limited biodiversity value. There is potential for
impact on the woodbrook corridor which forms the northern boundary.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200 - 400m of a bus stop with excellent frequency bus service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 380m from a locally listed chain bridge, and 105m from the Grade 2listed building
(Rosebery school). It is also within close proximity to the Ashby Road Conservation Area.
However, adverse effects are unlikely, as the site is industrial in nature and does not hold any
particular cultural or historic value.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 888

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM179

Charnwood Site ID:

SH51

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Devonshire Square Opportunity Site, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

1.3

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains built development and hardstanding as well as a culverted brook
(Wood brook) which flows through part of the site. Potential for harm to ecological connectivity
but equally opportunities for enhancement.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent services.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

Part of the site falls within the Loughborough Queens Park conservation area and the site is
adjacent to the Emmanuel church conservation area. The north of the site is also within close
proximity to several listed buildings. The site also falls wholly within an archaeological interest
area and is adjacent to several locally listed buildings. The building to the north of the site is not
considered to make a positive contribution to the streetscape of Devonshire Square / Cattle
Market and the setting of the listed buildings along Cattle Market. Therefore, there is some
potential for enhancement through redevelopment. Much of the site consists of car parking,
and a change in use is not likely to be negative with regards to heritage.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

370m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 889

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM131

Charnwood Site ID:

SH60

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Former Main Post Office, Sparrow Hill, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.08

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Building onsite has bat potential, otherwise site has limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 53m from the nearest listed building (10 Sparrow Hill) and in close proximity to
Beacon Bingo Club and Loughborough Church gate conservation area. An adverse effect is
unlikely in terms of these buildings as the site is vary small, in an urban area and buildings
obstruct views between the site and the heritage assets. However, the site includes the locally
listed post office building. Development could possibly involve complete loss of this building,
which would be significant. Should the building be retained though, it provides an active use,
which could be beneficial.

Regeneration:

Potential redevelopment on partially vacant site

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Vacant land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200m – 1600m distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 890

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM180

Charnwood Site ID:

SH76

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land Used for Storage & Premises, Chainbridge Road

Site Area (ha):

0.34

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly industrial buildings of limited biodiversity value. Wood brook forms south west
boundary and is of some ecological connectivity value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 400 - 800m of a bus stop with excellent bus service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is within an urban built-up area and there are no listed buildings within 400m. The site
is 160m from Ashby Road Conservation area but an effect is unlikely. Site is 90m from locally
listed canal bridge, the sites are segregated by a variety of uses which do not positively
contribute towards to the local character or significance of the bridge.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

650m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 891

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM136

Charnwood Site ID:

SH77

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Land Used for Storage, Windmill Road, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

3.03

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site is industrial in nature but includes TPO trees and peripheral vegetation along
its southern boundary and amenity grassland of some biodiversity importance. There is
potential for development to result in the loss of protected trees and ecological connections.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

With the exception of a Grade II listed water tank 20m north west of the site, there are no
heritage assets within close proximity that are visible or likely to be affected. The land does not
add to the setting of the Grade II asset and is essentially of a low quality.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1350m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200 - 3200m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 892

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM139

Charnwood Site ID:

SH81

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Nottingham Road, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

1.46

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial by nature with little green infrastructure and no significant
ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site contains a listed building (Former Framework Knitting Workshop) and a locally listed
hosiery factory lies adjacent. The current setting of the heritage assets is predominantly
industrial / retail in nature, with a mixture of architectural styles and materials that are not inkeeping with the character of the listed building. Therefore, there is some potential for
enhancement through the redevelopment of the site. The listed building itself should be
possible to retain given the scale of the opportunity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 893

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM137

Charnwood Site ID:

SH84

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Part of Baxter Gate Opportunity Site, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

1.08

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains built development with minor bat potential. Development could also
result in the loss of urban green infrastructure of importance to local ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site contains listed buildings in the form of a terraced block of houses (45-54 Pinfold Gate)
and is also adjacent to a listed building (30-31 Pinfold Gate). The listed buildings on site and
their amenity areas are contained within a defined bounded area and thus the remainder of the
site should be easily developable. It is possible that a development with tall structures may
undermine the character of the listed buildings though. The listed buildings are also
predominantly red brick and it is important that the materials used are in-keeping to avoid any
potential adverse effect, although on the whole such effects are unlikely. Part of the site also
falls within an archaeological alert area. The site is adjacent to one and surrounded by multiple
locally listed buildings on all sides. These too could be affected by insensitive development.

Regeneration:

Potential redevelopment involving vacant buildings

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Vacant buildings on site

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800m – 1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 894

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM294

Charnwood Site ID:

SH091

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Regent Place Retail Park, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.19
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Urban setting

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

87m of excellent services

Climate Change Mitigation:

More than 250m from areas potentially suitable for wind energy

Historic Environment:

Site is nearby (118m) to the Loughborough Ashby Road Conservation Area. Is also 195m from
the Old Fire station Locally listed building. Mixed character of the area and full screening mean
that effects are not likely. Within an Archaeological Alert Zone though.

Regeneration:

Reuse of brownfield land

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

270m from a healthcare facility

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A
Access to Primary School:

550m

Access to Secondary School:

400m

Access to Convenience Store:

25m

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 895

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM004

Charnwood Site ID:

SH102

Settlement Location:

Loughborough

Site Address:

Southfields Road Car Park, Loughborough

Site Area (ha):

0.13

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site has negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is within close proximity to three conservation areas (Queens Park, Victoria Street and
Emmanuel Church). It is unlikely that development will result in harm if delivered sensitively and
given its current use, enhancement may be possible. Site is in close proximity to one locally
listed site which is out of site. There is a locally listed building opposite the proposed site which
would be impacted, although surrounding character is mixed.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

807m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 1200m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 896

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM146

Charnwood Site ID:

SH104

Settlement Location:

Mountsorrel

Site Address:

2 Granite Way, Mountsorrel

Site Area (ha):

0.28

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains some moderate value habitat but there is limited similar habitat in the
wider area.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Site is 305m from locally listed cemetery chapel, trees provide significant screening from the
site and so effects are not expected to be significant.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1400m from a healthcare facility but within 200m of a bus stop with excellent frequency

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 897

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM056

Charnwood Site ID:

SH111

Settlement Location:

Mountsorrel

Site Address:

Rear of 249-263 Leicester Road

Site Area (ha):

0.41

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly mature gardens of some biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity to this small infill site. No locally listed
assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

Within 400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 898

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM166

Charnwood Site ID:

SH112

Settlement Location:

Mountsorrel

Site Address:

Walkers Transport, Loughborough Road

Site Area (ha):

0.29

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value. There is some bat
potential.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is 121m from a conservation area (Mountsorrel conservation area) and 237m from the
nearest listed building (Stonehurst farmhouse). An adverse effect is unlikely as the site is
screened by trees and buildings and is of low quality.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

1400m from a healthcare facility and within 200m of an excellent frequency bus stop

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m or 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 899

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM015

Charnwood Site ID:

SH121

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

32 Charnwood Road, Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

0.23
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 43m from a listed building (37 Charnwood Road) and is within close proximity to
another (3 Bull Ring). A significant effect on these heritage assets is unlikely as the site is
sufficiently screened by the surrounding townscape. The site falls within an archaeological alert
area. Site is 108m away from locally listed church but separated by three roads and several
rows of buildings.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 900

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM087

Charnwood Site ID:

SH124

Settlement Location:

Shepshed

Site Address:

North of Spring Close, Shepshed

Site Area (ha):

0.5
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

D rating. The site contains mature gardens with mature orchard planting, other trees and woody
planting, collectively forming a woodland area of some biodiversity value in an urban setting.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value.

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200m - 400m from a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 28m from a listed building (Forest House). An adverse effect is unlikely as the site is
well screened with existing trees and hedgerows that could be retained. The site does not
contribute strongly towards the setting of the heritage asset. Site is 300m away from locally
listed St Winefride’s Church with trees, housing and general urban features acting as
screening.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 901

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM018

Charnwood Site ID:

SH129

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

36 Charles Street, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

0.38
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains buildings with low bat potential and hardstanding, thus considered to
be of limited biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no listed buildings or other heritage assets within close proximity and the scale of
development is small in the context of the built environment. No locally listed assets are in close
proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

800m - 1200m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 902

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM019

Charnwood Site ID:

SH132

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

9 King Street, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

0.56
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Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains derelict buildings and unmanaged garden surrounds which may be
of biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Part Brownfield and part Greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to a listed building (7 King Street). There are therefore potential effects
upon its character. The site is also within the Sileby conservation and an archaeological alert
area. Site is 300m away from locally listed church and separated by extensive residential
housing and streets.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 903

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM020

Charnwood Site ID:

SH135

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Land r/o Cossington Road, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

0.73

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site contains a combination of hard standing and tall ruderal / scrub vegetation.
Overall, the site is of low ecological importance.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 164m from the nearest listed buildings (35 and 37 Crossington Road). An adverse
effect is unlikely as the site is a small infill within the urban area and a combination of buildings
and trees obstruct views between the site and the heritage assets. The site is also 142m from
the Sileby conservation area but is unlikely to affect its character. Site is 380m away from
locally listed church and separated by extensive residential housing and streets, as well as
large commercial buildings.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Loss of Formal Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 904

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM152

Charnwood Site ID:

SH136

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

The Oaks, Ratcliffe Road, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

0.39

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site contains industrial buildings with low bat potential.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m from a bus stop with good service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:
Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

200m - 400m

Access to healthcare:

100m from a healthcare facility

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 905

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM153

Charnwood Site ID:

SH138

Settlement Location:

Sileby

Site Address:

Barrow Road, Sileby

Site Area (ha):

0.4

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value. Minor potential for
bats.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with a good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Suitable wind farm area overlaps with site

Historic Environment:

The site is 171m from the nearest listed building (13 and 15 Barrow Road) and 52m from the
Sileby Conservation Area. There is potential for a negative effect on the Conservation Area as
some of the current buildings fronting the site contribute to the character of Barrow Road as it
approaches the Conservation Area. However, some parts of the site are poor quality, and there
could potentially be improvements. The site falls within an archaeological alert area. No
locally listed assets are within close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

460m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

More than 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 906

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM121

Charnwood Site ID:

SH139

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

1142 Melton Road, Syston

Site Area (ha):

0.19

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is adjacent to a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 40m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Syston War Memorial Clock Tower). The
listed clock tower is set back from the road and thus a small-scale development in-keeping with
the character of the local area is unlikely to adversely affect the heritage asset. Site is 120m
from locally listed buildings, but views are screened. The sites current use and character does
not contribute positively to the built environment, so changes are unlikely to be negative.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

Within 400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 907

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM028

Charnwood Site ID:

SH141

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Brook Street, Syston

Site Area (ha):

0.74

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is in immediate proximity to several listed buildings and is partly within the Syston
conservation area. The site currently consists of several buildings and land uses that are of low
quality and do not contribute positively to the setting of the nearby listed buildings and the
Conservation Area. Redevelopment could therefore help to better support the historic
environment in this location. Site is 380m away and out of view of the locally listed building,
which is separated by multiple rows of housing and roads.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

400m - 800m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 908

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM026

Charnwood Site ID:

SH148

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Land off Victoria Street, Syston

Site Area (ha):

1.52

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site consists of industrial buildings and its northern boundary is adjacent to Barkby
Brook which is of some ecological importance. There is potential for both harm and
enhancement to the Barkby Brook corridor.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with very good frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 65m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Syston War Memorial Clock Tower). The
listed clock tower is set back from the road and thus a development in-keeping with the
character of the local area is unlikely to adversely affect the setting of the heritage asset. Site is
280m away and out of view of the locally listed building, which is separated by multiple rows of
housing and roads.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 909

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM109

Charnwood Site ID:

SH150

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

St Peter’s Street, Syston

Site Area (ha):

0.41

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value.

Water Pollution:

Within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 -400m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

Site is 215m from locally listed building, 104m from the nearest statutorily listed heritage asset
(Syston War Memorial Clock Tower) and is 77m from the Syston Conservation Area. An
adverse effect is unlikely as the site is in an urban area, industrial in nature and trees provide a
degree of screening.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Less than 400m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 910

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM154

Charnwood Site ID:

SH152

Settlement Location:

Syston

Site Address:

Warehouse & Premises, Unit 5, Wanlip Road, Syston

Site Area (ha):

5.81

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are robust and are unlikely to be subject
to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. The site is industrial in nature and of negligible ecological value. Potential for minor
effects on ecological connectivity due to its close proximity to Watermead park.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with very good frequency service. However, the
development of the site has potential to improve this by enhancing access to a bus stop on
Fosse Way which is served frequently.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) within 400m. The site includes
industrial units which do not contribute positively from a historic or cultural perspective.
Therefore, neutral effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1200 - 1600m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

800m - 1200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA

Page 911

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM155

Charnwood Site ID:

SH155

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Church Hill Road, Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

7.91

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site is industrial in nature with some woodland planting and minor green
infrastructure of biodiversity value. The site is adjacent to a woodland corridor and there are
potential for effects upon ecological connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is 200 - 400m for a bus stop with excellent bus service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

The site is adjacent to the curtilage of a listed building (Eastfield Primary School). An adverse
effect is unlikely as the heritage asset is screened by dense trees and hedgerows.
Furthermore, the site is industrial in nature and does not contribute to the setting of the listed
building.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

Less than 400m to a bus stop and 1100m to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

Less than 400m Distance to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

800m - 1200m Distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 912

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM156

Charnwood Site ID:

SH156

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Humberstone Lane, Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

4.12

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. The site contains industrial building with grass and tree lines and is adjacent to the
railway corridor and therefore there is potential for the minor loss of habitat and ecological
connectivity.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) nearby and the site is industrial in
nature with limited historic or cultural value.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 2 or 3 facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 913

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM157

Charnwood Site ID:

SH162

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Rear of 36-46 Colby Road, Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

0.43

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. The site forms part of a larger block of urban greenspace of some biodiversity and
ecological connectivity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent frequency service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets (national or locally designated) within close proximity and the
small-scale nature of development means that effects are unlikely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

400m - 800m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

800-1200m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 1200m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 914

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM092

Charnwood Site ID:

SH163

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Rear of Manor Medical Centre, Melton Road

Site Area (ha):

0.27

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly hardstanding with scrub of low biodiversity value. However, ecologically
significant habitat in the wider context of the site.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Loss of greenfield land with limited agricultural value

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service.

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within 400m and development is small scale. Effects are
therefore unlikely. No locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

No loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

1000m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

690m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 915

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM084

Charnwood Site ID:

SH166

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Warehouse & Premises, Unit 3, 157 Humberstone Lane

Site Area (ha):

0.73

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

B rating. Mainly industrial buildings (with no known bat potential) with tree lines, of limited
biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

There are no heritage assets within close proximity and the site is not special in character. No
locally listed assets are in close proximity.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

770m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 1 facility

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA

Page 916

AECOM Site ID:

AECOM199

Charnwood Site ID:

SH167

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Warehouse & Premises, Unit B, Britannia Way

Site Area (ha):

2.27

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

The site is within an urban setting.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

C rating. Mainly good quality species poor semi improved grassland.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

Site more than 70% within Flood Zone 1

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Residential development within AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of bus stops with excellent frequency service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Within 250m of area suitable for wind energy generation

Historic Environment:

There are heritage assets (locally or nationally designated) within close proximity. The site is
industrial in nature and does not hold any particular value from a historical / cultural perspective.
Therefore, neutral effects are likely.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<800m to a Public Transport Stop, and then less than 2km from a GP or Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

Less than 800m Distance to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

100m distance to Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Yes - Up to 10ha within MSA
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AECOM Site ID:

AECOM094

Charnwood Site ID:

SH168

Settlement Location:

Thurmaston

Site Address:

Wheatleys Road, Thurmaston

Site Area (ha):

1.8

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2021. All rights reserved. Licence number 0100031673 Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2021

Potential for significant
negative effects /
major constraint

Potential for
negative effects /
Minor constraint

Neutral effects
likely

Minor positive
effects likely

Potential to promote
significant
positive effects

Landscape Sensitivity:

Few of the key characteristics and qualities of the landscape are sensitive to change.

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation:

A rating. Mainly hardstanding with negligible biodiversity value.

Water Pollution:

Not within 50m of a Watercourse

Water Quality:

The site consists of non-agricultural land.

Flood Risk:

30% or more of Site within Flood Zone 2 or 3

Land and Soils:

Reuse of Brownfield Land

Air Quality:

Site does not intersect AQMA

Access to Public Transport:

The site is within 200m of a bus stop with excellent service

Climate Change Mitigation:

Not within area of potential

Historic Environment:

The site is 123m from the nearest listed heritage asset (Thurmaston War Memorial). An
adverse effect is unlikely as the site is well screened and industrial in nature. It does not
contribute to the setting of any heritage assets. The site is adjacent to an area of archaeological
interest and a small area of archaeological alert covers the north of the site. A locally listed
community centre (St Michaels) is 180m away and partially visible, though the local character is
mixed and current site use as industrial buildings means that effects should be minimal.

Regeneration:

Neutral effects

Access to Open Space:

Within 400m of Open Space

Access to healthcare:

<400m Walking / Cycling to a GP/Health Centre

Loss of Employment Land:

Loss of employment land

Access to Key Routes (employment sites only): N/A Housing Development
Access to Primary School:

400-800m to a Primary School

Access to Secondary School:

1200m - 3200m to a Secondary School

Access to Convenience Store:

Over 1200m Distance to a Food Shop / Supermarket

Access to Leisure Facilities:

Within 800m of 4 or more facilities

Loss of Land Safeguarded for Minerals:

Site not within MSA
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1. Introduction
Project Background
1.1

AECOM was appointed by Charnwood Council to assist in undertaking a Habitats Regulations Assessment
(HRA) of its draft Local Plan (hereafter referred to as ‘the Local Plan’). The objective of this assessment
was to identify any aspects of the Local Plan that would cause an adverse effect on the integrity of any
European sites, either in isolation or in combination with other plans and projects, and to advise on
appropriate policy mechanisms for delivering mitigation where such effects were identified.

1.2

The Regulation 18 Charnwood Local Plan was subject to HRA Screening in 20161. This identified two
European sites as being relevant to HRA of the Regulation 18 Local Plan: River Mease Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) and Rutland Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site. The assessment
concluded that the Regulation 18 Local Plan was not likely to have a significant effect on any European
sites, either alone or in combination with other plans and projects. However, the HRA identified the need for
additional HRA Screening of the Local Plan as further details of policies and site allocations emerge. That
is the purpose of this report.

1.3

The Local Plan sets out the development strategy for Charnwood Borough (‘the Borough’) from 2020 to
2037. This includes the provision of new housing (notably at the Leicester Urban Area and the settlements
of Loughborough and Shepshed), employment space and improvements to service centres. These policies
are described in Chapter 4 of this report.

Legislation
1.4

The need for HRA is set out within the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as
amended) and concerns the protection of European sites. European sites include Special Areas of
Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA), proposed/candidate sites and sites designated under
the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar sites).

1.5

The HRA process applies the precautionary principle to protected areas. Plans and projects can only be
permitted having ascertained that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the site(s) in question.
Plans and projects may still be permitted if there are no alternatives to them and there are Imperative
Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) as to why they should go ahead. In such cases, compensation
would be necessary to ensure the overall integrity of the site network.

1.6

In order to determine whether or not site integrity will be affected, an Appropriate Assessment should be
undertaken of the plan or project in question (Box 1).
Box 1. The legislative basis for Appropriate Assessment
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended)
The Regulations state that:
“A competent authority, before deciding to … give any consent for a plan or project which is likely to have
a significant effect on a European site … shall make an appropriate assessment of the implications for
the site in view of that site’s conservation objectives… The authority shall agree to the plan or project
only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site”.

1.7

Over the years the term ‘Habitats Regulations Assessment’ has come into wide currency to describe the
overall process set out in the Habitats Regulations, from screening through to identification of IROPI. This
has arisen in order to distinguish the overall process from the individual stage of "Appropriate Assessment".

1

JBA Consulting. (2016) Charnwood Local Plan: Habitat Regulations Screening Assessment. Draft Report. September 2016.
[Available at:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/hra_screening_assessment_charnwood_local_plan/Charnwood%20Local%20P
lan%20-%20HRA%20Screening%20Assessment.pdf – accessed 20/01/2021].
Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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Throughout this report the term HRA is used for the overall process, whilst use of Appropriate Assessment
is restricted to the specific stage of that name.

Scope of the Project
1.8

There is no pre-defined guidance that dictates the physical scope of an HRA of a Plan document. Therefore,
in considering the physical scope of the assessment, this HRA was guided primarily by the identified impact
pathways (called the source-pathway-receptor model) rather than by arbitrary ‘zones’. Current guidance
suggests that the following European sites be included in the scope of assessment:


All sites within the Borough boundary; and



Other sites shown to be linked to development within the Borough boundary through a known
‘pathway’ (discussed below).

1.9

Briefly defined, pathways are routes by which a change in activity provided within a Plan document can lead
to an effect upon an internationally designated site. An example of this would be new residential
development resulting in an increased population and thus increased recreational pressure, which could
then affect European sites by, for example, disturbance of wintering birds. Guidance from the former
Department of Communities and Local Government states that the HRA should be ‘proportionate to the
geographical scope of the [plan policy]’ and that ‘an AA need not be done in any more detail, or using more
resources, than is useful for its purpose’ (CLG, 2006, p.6). More recently, the Court of Appeal2 ruled that
providing the Council (competent authority) was duly satisfied that proposed mitigation could be ‘achieved
in practice’ to satisfy that the proposed development would have no adverse effect, then this would suffice.
This ruling has since been applied to a planning permission (rather than a Core Strategy document)3. In this
case the High Court ruled that for ‘a multistage process, so long as there is sufficient information at any
particular stage to enable the authority to be satisfied that the proposed mitigation can be achieved in
practice it is not necessary for all matters concerning mitigation to be fully resolved before a decision maker
is able to conclude that a development will satisfy the requirements of Reg 61 of the Habitats Regulations’.

1.10

The European sites assessed within this HRA report are described in Chapter 3.

2
3

No Adastral New Town Ltd (NANT) v Suffolk Coastal District Council Court of Appeal, 17th February 2015.
High Court case of R (Devon Wildlife Trust) v Teignbridge District Council, 28 July 2015.

Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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2. Methodology
Introduction
2.1

Figure 1 below outlines the stages of HRA according to current Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government guidance. The stages are essentially iterative, being revisited as necessary in response to
more detailed information, recommendations and any relevant changes to the Plan until no significant
adverse effects remain.

Evidence Gathering – collecting information on relevant European
sites, their conservation objectives and characteristics and other
plans or projects.

HRA Task 1: Screening for Likely Significant Effects
Identifying whether a plan is ‘likely to have a significant effect’ on a
European site.

HRA Task 2: Appropriate Assessment
Ascertaining the effect on site integrity – assessing the effects of the
plan on the conservation objectives of any European sites ‘screened
in’ during HRA Task 1.

HRA Task 3: Avoidance and Mitigation
Mitigation measures and alternative solutions – where adverse effects
are identified at HRA Task 2, the plan should be altered until adverse
effects are cancelled out fully.
Figure 1. Four Stage Approach to Habitats Regulations Assessment (GOV.UK, 2019)

HRA Task 1: Test of Likely Significant Effects (LSE)
2.2

Following evidence gathering, the first stage of any HRA is a Likely Significant Effect (LSE) test; essentially
a risk assessment to decide whether the full subsequent stage known as Appropriate Assessment is
required. The essential question is:
“Is the project, either alone or in combination with other relevant projects and plans, likely to result in a
significant effect upon European sites?”

2.3

The objective is to ‘screen out’ those plans and projects that can, without any detailed appraisal, be said to
be unlikely to result in significant adverse effects upon European sites, usually because there is no
mechanism for an adverse interaction with European sites. This stage is undertaken in Chapter 4 of this
report.

HRA Task 2: Appropriate Assessment (AA)
2.4

Where it is determined that a conclusion of ‘no likely significant effect’ cannot be drawn, the analysis has
proceeded to the next stage of HRA known as Appropriate Assessment. Case law has clarified that
‘Appropriate Assessment’ is not a technical term. In other words, there are no particular technical analyses,
or level of technical analysis, that are classified by law as belonging to Appropriate Assessment rather than
determination of likely significant effects.

Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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2.5

During July 2019 the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government published guidance for
Appropriate Assessment4. Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 65-001-20190722 explains: ‘Where the potential
for likely significant effects cannot be excluded, a competent authority must make an appropriate
assessment of the implications of the plan or project for that site, in view of the site’s conservation objectives.
The competent authority may agree to the plan or project only after having ruled out adverse effects on the
integrity of the habitats site. Where an adverse effect on the site’s integrity cannot be ruled out, and where
there are no alternative solutions, the plan or project can only proceed if there are imperative reasons of
over-riding public interest and if the necessary compensatory measures can be secured’.

2.6

As this analysis follows on from the screening process, there is a clear implication that the analysis will be
more detailed than undertaken at the Screening stage and one of the key considerations during Appropriate
Assessment is whether there is available mitigation that would entirely address the potential effect. In
practice, the Appropriate Assessment takes any policies or allocations that could not be dismissed following
the high-level screening analysis and analyses the potential for an effect in more detail, with a view to
concluding whether there would be an adverse effect on integrity (in other words, disruption of the coherent
structure and function of the European site(s)).

2.7

A decision by the European Court of Justice5 concluded that measures intended to avoid or reduce the
harmful effects of a proposed project on a European site may no longer be taken into account by competent
authorities at the Likely Significant Effects or ‘screening’ stage of HRA. The UK is no longer part of the
European Union. However, as a precaution, it is assumed for the purposes of this HRA that EU case law
regarding Habitat Regulations Assessment will still be considered informative jurisprudence by the UK
courts. That ruling has therefore been considered in producing this HRA.

2.8

Also, in 2018 the Holohan ruling6 was handed down by the European Court of Justice. Among other
provisions, paragraph 39 of the ruling states that ‘As regards other habitat types or species, which are
present on the site, but for which that site has not been listed, and with respect to habitat types and species
located outside that site, … typical habitats or species must be included in the appropriate assessment, if
they are necessary to the conservation of the habitat types and species listed for the protected area’
[emphasis added]. This has been taken into account in the HRA process.

HRA Task 3: Avoidance and Mitigation
2.9

Where necessary, measures are recommended for incorporation into the Local Plan in order to avoid or
mitigate adverse effects on European sites. There is considerable precedent concerning the level of detail
that a Local Plan document needs to contain regarding mitigation for recreational impacts on European
sites. The implication of this precedent is that it is not necessary for all measures that will be deployed to be
fully developed prior to adoption of the Plan, but the Plan must provide an adequate policy framework within
which these measures can be delivered.

2.10

In evaluating significance, AECOM has relied on existing evidence and professional judgement regarding
development impacts on the European sites considered within this assessment.

2.11

When discussing ‘mitigation’ for a Local Plan document, one is concerned primarily with the policy
framework to enable the delivery of such mitigation rather than the details of the mitigation measures
themselves since the Local Plan document is a high-level policy document.

Confirming Other Plans and Projects That May Act
‘In Combination’
2.12

It is a requirement of the Regulations that the impacts of any land use plan being assessed are not
considered in isolation but in combination with other plans and projects that may also be affecting the
European site(s) in question.

4

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/appropriate-assessment#what-are-the-implications-of-the-people-over-wind-judgment-forhabitats-regulations-assessments [Accessed: 07/01/2020].
5
People Over Wind and Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (C-3.23/17).
6
Case C-461/17.
Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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2.13

In considering the potential for combined regional housing development to impact on European sites the
primary consideration is the impact of visitor numbers – i.e. recreational pressure and urbanisation.

2.14

When undertaking this part of the assessment it is essential to bear in mind the principal intention behind
the legislation i.e. to ensure that those projects or plans (which in themselves may have minor impacts) are
not simply dismissed on that basis but are evaluated for any cumulative contribution they may make to an
overall significant effect. In practice, in-combination assessment is therefore of greatest relevance when the
plan or policy would otherwise be screened out because its individual contribution is inconsequential.

2.15

Plans and projects that may act in combination with development within the Local Plan are as follows:


Blaby Core Strategy (adopted 2013)7;



Hinckley and Bosworth Local Plan 2006 to 2026; updated with a new Local Development Scheme
(July 2020)8;



Leicester Core Strategy and Supplementary Planning Documents (adopted 2014)9;



Melton Local Plan 2011-2038 (adopted 2018);



North West Leicestershire Local Plan 2011-2031 (adopted 2017)10;



Rushcliffe Local Plan (adopted 2014); and



Severn Trent Water’s Water Resource Management Plan 2019.

7

A new Blaby Local Plan is in progress (Call For Sites undertaken in Spring 2019) [https://www.blaby.gov.uk/planning-andbuilding/local-plan/new-local-plan/].
8
A new Hinckley and Bosworth Local Plan 2020 to 2039 is currently under consultation [https://www.hinckleybosworth.gov.uk/info/1004/planning_policy_and_the_local_plan/1315/local_plan_review_2020_to_2039].
9
A new draft Leicester Local Plan 2020 including potential development sites is currently under consultation
[https://consultations.leicester.gov.uk/sec/draft-local-plan/].
10
Under review in 2020 [https://www.nwleics.gov.uk/pages/local_plan_review].
Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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3. Internationally Designated Sites
3.1

Two European sites have been identified as being potentially relevant to this HRA and thus requiring further
consideration:


River Mease SAC, located approximately 9.6km west of the Borough; and



Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site, located approximately 16.3km east of the Borough.

3.2

Further information on these European sites is provided below. The locations of these European sites are
indicated in Error! Reference source not found..

3.3

The next nearest European site, Ensor’s Pool SAC, is located approximately 24.5km south-west of the
Borough. Due to the distance between this site and the Borough, and the fact that it consists of an isolated
marl pit, Ensor’s Pool SAC is not discussed further in this HRA report.

River Mease SAC
Introduction
3.4

The River Mease is a lowland clay river extending though Leicestershire, Derbyshire and Staffordshire.
Vegetation in the upper reaches of the river is relatively sparse, becoming more varied in the lower reaches
where the river crosses the floodplain. The River Mease supports a nationally significant population of
spined loach (Cobitis taenia) and a population of bullhead (Cottus gobio) typical of this species in Central
England. Other notable fauna includes the regionally localised white-clawed crayfish (Austropotamobius
pallipes) and otter (Lutra lutra).

Reasons for Designation
3.5

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature but not a primary reason for selection of this site11:


3.6

3.7

Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion
vegetation.

Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site:


Spined loach: the River Mease is a good example of a riverine population of this species, with
relatively high channel diversity including extensive beds of submerged plants and sandy sediments
providing good habitat; and



Bullhead: the river’s retained sinuosity and patchy cover from submerged macrophytes provides
suitable habitat to support a population of this species.

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature but not a primary reason for selection of this site:


White-clawed crayfish; and



Otter.

Current Threats and Pressures
3.8

According to Natural England’s Site Improvement Plan for the site, River Mease SAC currently faces the
following threats/pressures of potential relevance to this HRA12:


Water pollution: elevated phosphate levels from sewage treatment works could contribute to
eutrophication, causing proliferation of algal growth and a decline in the abundance and/or diversity
of characteristic flora and fauna. Increased ammonia levels may also affect juvenile recruitment of
spined loach and bullhead;

11

JNCC. (2016) River Mease SAC (UK0030258). [Available at: https://jncc.gov.uk/jncc-assets/SAC-N2K/UK0030258.pdf accessed 14/01/2021].
12
Natural England. (2014) Site Improvement Plan: River Mease (UK0030258) (SIP196). [Available at:
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6640857448972288 - accessed 14/01/2021].
Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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Drainage: drains and other discharges affect the naturalised flow pattern, causing water levels to
rise and fall with increased rapidity, affecting the habitats and species present;



Siltation: increased siltation smothers gravel beds and fine sand which form the spawning habitat of
bullhead and spined loach respectively; and



Water abstraction: alters the naturalised flow pattern, potentially affecting the qualifying species at
their various life stages.

Conservation Objectives
3.9

The Conservation Objectives for River Mease SAC13 are to ‘Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained
or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring:


The extent and distribution of the habitats of qualifying species;



The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species;



The supporting processes on which the habitats of qualifying species rely;



The populations of the qualifying species; and



The distribution of the qualifying species within the site.’

Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar Site
Introduction
3.10

Rutland Water is a large eutrophic man-made pump storage reservoir created by the damming of the Gwash
Valley in 1975. The reservoir receives the majority of its water from the Rivers Nene (90%) and Welland
(10%). In general, the reservoir is drawn down in the summer and filled during the autumn and winter months
when river levels are high. The lagoons are one of the most important areas for wintering and breeding
wildfowl. The reservoir regularly supports internationally important numbers of gadwall (Mareca strepera)
and shoveler (Spatula clypeata) and nationally important numbers of eight other species of wildfowl.

Reasons for Designation
3.11

Rutland Water qualifies as an SPA due to its populations of wintering birds in general and its internationally
important populations of gadwall and shoveler. The waterfowl assemblage includes notable populations of
teal (Anas crecca), wigeon (Mareca penelope), tufted duck (Aythya fuligula), goldeneye (Bucephala
clangula), mute swan (Cygnus olor), coot (Fulica atra), goosander (Mergus merganser) and great crested
grebe (Podiceps cristatus)14.

3.12

Rutland Water qualifies as a Ramsar site under Ramsar criterion 5 for supporting an internationally
important waterfowl assemblage and under Ramsar criterion 6 for supporting internationally important
spring/autumn populations of shoveler, gadwall and potentially mute swan. Other noteworthy bird
populations present in spring/autumn and winter include great crested grebe, cormorant (Phalacrocorax
carbo), tufted duck, coot, ruff (Philomachus pugnax), spotted redshank (Tringa erythropus), greenshank
(Tringa nebularia) and lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus), goldeneye, smew (Mergellus albellus) and
water rail (Rallus aquaticus)15.

13

Natural England. (2014) European Site Conservation Objectives for River Mease SAC (UK0030258). [Available at:
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6217720043405312 - accessed 14/01/2021].
14
JNCC. (2016) Rutland Water SPA (UK9008051). [Available at: https://jncc.gov.uk/jncc-assets/SPA-N2K/UK9008051.pdf accessed 14/01/2021].
15
JNCC. (1991) Information Sheet on Ramsar Wetlands: Rutland Water. [Available at: https://jncc.gov.uk/jnccassets/RIS/UK11062.pdf - accessed 14/01/2021].
Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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Current Threats and Pressures
3.13

According to Natural England’s Site Improvement Plan for the site, Rutland Water SPA currently faces the
following threats/pressures of potential relevance to this HRA16:


Water abstraction/inappropriate water levels: increased abstraction could radically alter water levels
in the reservoir which may result in waterbirds using areas that are currently outside the SPA
designation;



Water pollution: inflows to Rutland Water currently receive regulated and unregulated treated
sewage discharges. This, together with further nutrient inputs from diffuse sources (e.g. agriculture),
contribute to eutrophication of the reservoir (leading to regular algal blooms and the decline of fauna
and flora);



Planning permission: developments (e.g. wind farms) in the wider area of the SPA may have the
potential to affect waterfowl behaviour (e.g. nocturnal migration/dispersal); the potential impacts of
this are poorly understood; and



Public access/disturbance: the reservoir is subject to varied recreational activities (e.g. watersports,
fishing, cycling, birdwatching, walking). Future recreational uses would need to avoid likely
significant effects on bird populations.

Conservation Objectives
3.14

The conservation objectives of the SPA are to ‘Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored
as appropriate, and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its
Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring:


The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying species;



The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats;



The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species;



The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of qualifying species
rely;



The populations of qualifying species; and



The distribution of qualifying species within the site.’

16

Natural England. (2014) Site Improvement Plan: Rutland Water (UK9008051) (SIP208). [Available at:
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5985520903520256 - accessed 14/01/2021].
Prepared for: Charnwood Council
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4. Test of Likely Significant Effects
Physical Scope of the HRA
4.1

4.2

Two European sites have been identified as being relevant to this HRA of the Local Plan: River Mease SAC
(located approximately 9.6km west of the Borough) and Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (located
approximately 16.3km east of the Borough). Based upon Natural England’s Site Improvement Plans (as
summarised in Chapter 3) and professional judgement, there are three impact pathways that require
analysis regarding development within the Borough resulting from the Local Plan. These impact pathways
are:


Water quality:



Water levels: and



Recreational impacts (Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site only).

Context on these impact pathways is provided in Table 1 below. All these impact pathways are inherently
considered ‘in combination’ with growth in surrounding authorities as Charnwood Borough is too remote
from European sites to affect them alone.

Table 1. Description of potential impact pathways from increased development to European Sites
Impact
pathway

Description

Water
pollution

The quality of the water that feeds European sites is an important determinant of the nature of their habitats
and species. Poor water quality can have a range of environmental impacts. At high levels, toxic chemicals and
metals can result in immediate death of aquatic life and have detrimental effects even at lower levels, including
increased vulnerability to disease and changes in wildlife behaviour.
Eutrophication, the enrichment of plant nutrients in water, increases plant growth and consequently results in
oxygen depletion. Algal blooms, which commonly occur due to eutrophication, increase turbidity and decrease
light penetration. The decomposition of organic wastes that often accompanies eutrophication deoxygenates
water further.
Sewage and industrial effluent discharges contribute to increased nutrients levels in European sites; particularly
to phosphate levels in watercourses. Greater pressure on water treatment services due to new development
(especially housing) may increase the risk of effluent escape into aquatic environments. Diffuse pollution,
including that from urban run-off, is considered to be a major factor in the unfavourable condition of European
sites.
River Mease SAC and Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site have both been identified as being susceptible to
impacts from reduced water quality. River Mease SAC has been identified as requiring stricter phosphorus input
limits, as specified in the River Mease Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP)17. Rutland Water is a drinking
water storage reservoir with a relatively small natural upstream catchment (comprising the River Gwash and
Egleton Brook), with additional inputs pumped artificially from the catchments of the River Nene and the River
Welland.
Wastewater within the Borough is currently handled by Severn Trent Water. Three local authorities
(South Derbyshire, Lichfield and North West Leicestershire) have joined together with Natural England,
the Environment Agency, Trent Rivers Trust and Severn Trent Water to create the River Mease
Partnership. The partnerships’ main aim is to reduce the levels of phosphate within the River Mease
SAC through positive action to enable the Conservation Objectives for the SAC to be met. With the
Developer Contribution Scheme in place through the Local Plans, they have created the River Mease
SSSI/SAC Restoration Plan to put in place the mitigation and enhancements for which the developer
contribution scheme pays.
However, it is understood there is no hydrological connectivity between housing and employment in
Charnwood Borough and River Mease SAC or Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site, and that there are

17

River Mease SAC Water Quality (Phosphate) Management Plan. (2011). Version 1.0. Environment Agency.
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no Waste Water Treatment Works (WwTW) serving settlements within the Borough that discharge into
the River Mease or its tributaries, or Rutland Water.
Water levels

Housing growth has the potential to increase regional water abstraction rates, which can have serious negative
impacts on European sites.
Over-abstraction from rivers can reduce water levels, causing flow velocity to fall. This can have wide ranging
effects on river parameters, including increased temperatures and nutrient concentrations and reduced oxygen
concentrations. Such impacts can be significantly detrimental to rivers’ floristic characteristics and to notable
species. Alteration of water levels has been identified as a threat to River Mease SAC and Rutland Water SPA
and Ramsar site.
Water supply within the Borough is handled by Severn Trent Water within their Strategic Grid Water
Resource Zone (WRZ). However, HRA of Severn Trent Water’s Final Water Resource Management Plan
undertaken in 2019 screened out any LSE on any European sites from in-combination effects (including
those from housing proposed in the Charnwood Local Plan adopted 2015). Since the WRMP is based
on population growth projections across its supply area to 2045 (well beyond the Local Plan period) it
can be concluded that no LSE will exist connecting the Charnwood Local Plan to any European sites
regarding this impact pathway.

Recreational
pressure
(relevant to
Rutland
Water
SPA
and Ramsar
site)

Increased development within the Borough could lead to higher numbers of visitors to nearby European sites,
potentially resulting in increased recreational pressure. Different European sites are subject to different types
of recreational pressures and have different vulnerabilities. Studies across a range of species have shown that
the effects from recreation can be complex. HRAs of Plans tend to focus on recreational sources of disturbance
as a result of new residents.
Rutland Water is recognised as a locally important destination for undertaking recreational activities including
a range of watersports, fishing, cycling, birdwatching and walking, and hosts larger recreational events annually.
The principal means through which recreational use can impact on waterfowl populations (for which Rutland
Water SPA and Ramsar site is designated) is through disturbance, which causes birds to expend energy
unnecessarily and reduce time spent feeding18. Disturbance therefore risks increasing energetic output while
reducing energetic input, which can adversely affect the condition and ultimately the survival of birds. In addition,
displacement of birds from one feeding site to others can increase the pressure on the resources available
within the remaining sites as they have to sustain a greater number of birds19. Although the potential for
disturbance may be lower in winter (when SPA/Ramsar designated bird populations use the European site)
than in summer due to the reduction in recreational users, winter activity can still have disturbance impacts,
especially as birds are particularly vulnerable at this time of year due to food shortages, such that disturbance
which results in abandonment of suitable feeding areas can have severe consequences20,21,22. Disturbing
activities are on a continuum; the most disturbing activities are likely to be those that involve irregular,
infrequent, unpredictable loud noise events, movement or vibration of long duration, whilst birds are less
susceptible to disturbance from activities that involve regular, frequent, predictable, quiet patterns of sound or
movement or minimal vibration. The further any activity is from the birds, the less likely it is to result in
disturbance.
Increased recreational pressure as a result of new residential development is widely considered to be
of concern where development is proposed within c.5-10km of inland European sites (supported by
surveys of various European sites). Surveys indicate that approximately 75% of regular visitors to inland
European sites live within 5-10km of those sites. In contrast, Charnwood Borough is located over 16km from
the SPA/Ramsar site at its closest, with the core centres of population in the district being a minimum of 24km
from the SPA/Ramsar site; well outside any realistic regular recreational catchment.

18

Riddington, R , Hassall, M., Lane, S. J., Turner, P. A., & Walters, R. (1996) The impact of disturbance on the behaviour and
energy budgets of Brent geese. Bird Study 43:269-279.
19
Gill, J.A., Sutherland, W.J. & Norris, K. (1998) The consequences of human disturbance for estuarine birds. RSPB
Conservation Review 12: 67-72.
20
Underhill, M. C., Kirby, J. S., Bell, M. C. & Robinthwaite, J. (1993) Use of Waterbodies in South West London by Waterfowl.
An Investigation of the Factors Affecting Distribution, Abundance and Community Structure. Report to Thames Water Utilities
Ltd. and English Nature. Wetlands Advisory Service, Slimbridge.
21
Evans, D.M. & Warrington, S. (1997) The effects of recreational disturbance on wintering waterbirds on a mature gravel pit
lake near London. International Journal of Environmental Studies 53: 167-182.
22
Tuite, C.H., Hanson, P.R. & Owen, M. (1984) Some ecological factors affecting winter wildfowl distribution on inland waters
in England and Wales and the influence of water-based recreation. Journal of Applied Ecology 21: 41-62.
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4.3

Since no realistic impact pathway exists to European sites from growth in Charnwood Borough there is no
potential for ‘in combination’ effects. Screening of policies within the Local Plan is detailed in Table 2 below.
For full wording of each policy refer to the Local Plan. Green shading in the final column indicates that the
policy has been determined not to lead to a likely significant effect on any European sites due to the absence
of any mechanism for an adverse effect.
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Test of Likely Significant Effects Results
Table 2. Screening assessment (Test of Likely Significant Effects) of the Charnwood Local Plan
Policy

Summary of Policy

Screening outcome

DS1: Development Sets out the development strategy for Charnwood Borough for the Local Plan Period (2020-2037), stating the
Strategy
intention of the Council to support sustainable development within the Limits to Development and allocations
defined in the Local Plan. Under the Development Strategy development will be supported that:
Contributes towards meeting the identified needs for housing, employment and town centre uses;
Minimises the need to travel by private vehicle, instead prioritising public transport, walking and cycling;
Protects the intrinsic character of the countryside;
Maintains the functions of Green Wedges and Areas of Local Separation;
Safeguards and delivers a net gain in biodiversity;
Is in accordance with Local Plan Policies (notably Policy EV6: Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity
and Geodiversity, which includes provision for the avoidance of impacts on any internationally
designated sites).
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No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Housing and employment allocations are at least 9.6km from River Mease
SAC and at least 16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (the
only relevant European site identified as being susceptible to increased
recreational pressure). This exceeds the distance within which
development is considered to lead to an increase in recreational pressure
on a European site (see Table 1). Given the lack of hydrological
connectivity to River Mease SAC or Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site
there is no potential for water quality or water level impacts (see Table 1).
The Development Strategy states that development will be supported
where it accords with Local Plan Policies, which include policies to
encourage sustainable transport (reducing the potential for air quality
Specifies a housing requirement for the Borough of 17,776homes over the Local Plan Period. Makes provision
impacts) and avoid impacts on biodiversity; notably the avoidance of
for the delivery of at least 19,461 new homes in this period.
impacts on any internationally designated sites (see Policy EV6:
Provides for up to 81.8ha of employment land during the Local Plan Period in order to meet the economic needs Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity). There is
of the Borough.
therefore no potential for LSE.
States that development will be directed to locations of least environmental or amenity value, conserving and
enhancing the built and natural environment in accordance with Local Plan Policies, protecting biodiversity and
mitigating for/adapting to climate change

DS2: Leicester and States that within 7 months of the agreement by all partners of the Statement of Common Ground for Unmet
Leicestershire
Housing and Employment Need, the Council will publish a review of this local plan. Should a full or partial update
Unmet Needs
be triggered by the review, the Council will commence the update (defined as being publication of an invitation to
make representations in accordance with Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012) within 12 months of the publication of the review. Once the update has commenced
the Council will submit the Plan Update to the Planning Inspectorate for Examination within a further 36 months
of the date of commencement of the update.
DS3: Local
Allocations

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This policy does not specify any allocations or activities with the potential
for effects on European sites. However, this policy does identify the
potential requirement for an update to the Local Plan. Any updates to
the Local Plan with the potential for LSE on European sites (e.g.
additional housing/employment land) should be subject to further
HRA to ascertain whether LSE can be screened out or whether
Appropriate Assessment and/or mitigation is required.

Plan The following housing sites are allocated within the Local Plan. Many of these allocation policies include provision No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
for the avoidance of ecological impacts (see policy wording for full details).
Housing allocations are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at least
16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (the only relevant
European site identified as being susceptible to increased recreational
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Site SHLAA Ref.

Site name

Location

-

Thorpebury Sustainable Urban Extension

Thurmaston

4,500

-

Broadnook Sustainable Urban Extension

Birstall

1,950

-

Garendon Park Sustainable Urban
Extension

Loughborough

3,200

PSH069

Land South East of Syston

Leicester Urban
Area

960

PSH070

Barkby Road, Syston

Leicester Urban
Area

270

PSH441

Land north of Barkby Road Syston

Leicester Urban
Area

195

PSH144

Land at Gynsill Lane & Anstey Lane,
Glenfield

Leicester Urban
Area

260

PSH460

Park View Nursery Site off Gynsill Lane,
Glenfield

Leicester Urban
Area

30

PSH463

Land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close, Birstall Leicester Urban
Area

35

PSH189

Land off Barkby Thorpe Lane, Thurmaston

Leicester Urban
Area

105

PSH287

Queniborough Lodge

Leicester Urban
Area

132

PSH124

Land at Melton Road, Syston

Leicester Urban
Area

31

PSH476

Woodgate Nurseries, Barkby Lane

Leicester Urban
Area

39

SH163

Rear of Manor Medical Centre, Melton
Road, Thurmaston

Leicester Urban
Area

20

PSH191

Works opposite 46 Brook Street,
Thurmaston

Leicester Urban
Area

7

PSH192

Works adjacent 46 Brook Street,
Thurmaston

Leicester Urban
Area

5
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pressure). This exceeds the distance within which development is
considered to lead to an increase in recreational pressure on a European
site (see Table 1). Given the lack of hydrological connectivity to River
Mease SAC or Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site there is no potential
for water quality or water level impacts (see Table 1). Allocations will be
delivered in accordance with the Development Strategy (see above),
which includes reference to positive biodiversity policies including (under
Policy EV6: Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) the
avoidance of impacts on any internationally designated sites. There is
therefore no potential for LSE.

Charnwood Local Plan
Project number: 60560276

Page 936

PSH411

Land off Birstall Meadow Road/Long
Meadow Way

Leicester Urban
Area

15

SH141

Brook Street, Syston

Leicester Urban
Area

15

PSH021

Extend Park Grange Farm, Loughborough

Loughborough

422

PSH106

Nanpantan Grange, Land south west of
Loughborough

Loughborough

205

PSH255

Land south of Loughborough

Loughborough

723

PSH133

Land to r/o Snells Nook Lane,
Loughborough

Loughborough

120

PSH245

Carillon Court Shopping Centre Derby
Square

Loughborough

43

SH084

Part of Baxter Gate Opportunity Site,
Loughborough

Loughborough

210

PSH267

Land off Beacon Road

Loughborough

30

PSH313

Park Grange Farm, Newstead Way

Loughborough

15

SH034

138-144 Knightthorpe Road,
Loughborough

Loughborough

13

SH056

Former Petrol Station, Pinfold Gate,
Loughborough

Loughborough

26

SH060

Former Main Post Office, Sparrow Hill,
Loughborough

Loughborough

16

SH102

Southfields Road Car Park, Loughborough

Loughborough

33

PSH488

Market Street

Loughborough

72

PSH489

Southfields Council Offices, Southfield
Road

Loughborough

163

SH048

Former Limehurst Depot

Loughborough

138

PSH487

Devonshire Square

Loughborough

39

PSH412

Land off Melton Road, East Goscote

Other Settlements

223

PSH260

Land to rear of Derry's Garden Centre,
Cossington

Other Settlements

124
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PSH042

Land at Threeways Farm, Queniborough

Other Settlements

100

PSH305

Land to the rear of 89 Loughborough
Road, Hathern

Other Settlements

29

PSH413

Land off Zouch Road, Hathern

Other Settlements

50

PSH446

Land off Melton Road, Queniborough

Other Settlements

55

PSH100

Land off Gaddesby Lane, Rearsby

Other Settlements

47

PSH147

44 Hoby Road, Thrussington

Other Settlements

30

PSH376

Land off Old Gate Road, Thrussington

Other Settlements

60

PSH047

The former Rectory & Land at Thurcaston

Other Settlements

31

SH033

The Leys, Hathern

Other Settlements

6

PSH482

Fairhaven Farm, Anstey

Service Centres

47

PSH388

High Leys Farm / Manor Farm, Anstey II

Service Centres

124

PSH387

High Leys Farm / Manor Farm, Anstey I

Service Centres

110

PSH389

Land off Groby Road, Anstey

Service Centres

364

PSH391

Land to south of Melton Road, Barrow

Service Centres

130

PSH392

Land off Melton Road, Barrow

Service Centres

120

PSH461

Land off Willow Road, Barrow

Service Centres

215

PSH484

Land off Cotes Road, Barrow

Service Centres

220

PSH439

Land off Barnards Drive, Sileby

Service Centres

228

PSH053

Land south of Rothley

Service Centres

40

PSH477

Rothley Meadow development

Service Centres

39

PSH242

Land adjoining 84 Melton Road, Barrow

Service Centres

18

PSH353

Rear of the The Maltings site High Street,
Sileby

Service Centres

13

SH129

36 Charles Street, Sileby

Service Centres

11

SH132

7 King Street, Sileby

Service Centres

14

PSH492

971 Loughborough Road, Rothley

Service Centres

9

PSH064

Land off Kendal Road, Sileby (South of
Butler Way and Gray Lane)

Service Centres

24
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PSH261

Land of Holmefield Road, Sileby

Service Centres

PSH343

East of Loughborough Road, Quorn

Service Centres

75

PSH291

Land at Tickow Lane (Phase 2), Shepshed
LE12 9LY

Shepshed

394

PSH293

Land North of Hallamford Road and West
of Shepshed

Shepshed

250

PSH404

Land west of Tickow Lane

Shepshed

300

PSH405

Land to the west of the B591/Ingleberry Rd Shepshed
& north of Iveshead Lane

174

PSH062

Land at Tickow Lane, Shepshed

Shepshed

190

PSH174

Land at Oakley Road, Shepshed

Shepshed

133

PSH024

Land off Fairway Road

Shepshed

100 & 5ha
Employment

PSH138

Land fronting Ashby Road & Ingleberry
Road, Shepshed

Shepshed

151

PSH483

Land south of Ashby Road Central

Shepshed

49

PSH149

20 Moscow Lane, Shepshed

Shepshed

49

PSH322

Land rear of 62 Iveshead Road

Shepshed

68

PSH352

21 Garendon Road, LE12 9NU

Shepshed

7

SH121

32 Charnwood Road, Shepshed

Shepshed

15

Total

DS4:
Sites

55

9019

Employment The following employment sites are allocated within the Local Plan. These will be required to adhere to other No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Local Plan policies for the avoidance of ecological impacts (see policy wording for full details).
Employment allocations are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at
Site Ref. Site description
Location
Area (ha) least 16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. Allocations will
be delivered in accordance with the Development Strategy (see above),
LUSEP
Loughborough University Science and Enterprise Park
Lougborough
73
which includes reference to positive biodiversity policies including (under
ES1
Employment land off Sileby Road - Neighbourhood Plan allocation
Barrow upon
2.3
Policy EV6: Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity) the
Soar
avoidance of impacts on any internationally designated sites. There is
ES2
Employment land at the North of Birstall Sustainable Urban
Birstall
15
therefore no potential for LSE
Extension
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ES3

Employment land at The Warren, for industrial uses and small
warehouses

East Goscote

3.95

ES4

Employment land at the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban
Extension

Loughborough

16

ES5

Employment land at Dishley Grange

Loughborough

9

ES6

Employment land at Rothley Lodge, for industrial uses and small
warehouses

Rothley

3.35

ES7

Employment land at Loughborough Road, for industrial uses and
small warehouses

Rothley

2.2

ES8

Employment land off Fairway Road

Shepshed
(allocation)

5

ES9

Employment land at Watermead Business Park

Syston

12

ES10

Employment land at the North East of Leicester Sustainable Urban
Extension

Thurmaston

13
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DS5: High Quality Requires developments to make a positive contribution to the Borough through a high quality design, with No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Design
independent design reviews to be undertaken for certain developments. Refers to the need to respect and This is a design management policy which acknowledges the need to
enhance local landscape character and reduce climate change impacts.
respect and enhance landscape character and reduce climate change
impacts. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
LUA1:
Leicester Supports development in the Leicester Urban Area that meets other Local Plan policies, See Policy LUA2 below No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Urban Area
for details of development to the North-east of Leicester.
The Leicester Urban Area is approximately 18km from the nearest
European site (River Mease SAC). This policy refers to the need to adhere
to other Local Plan polices for the protection and enhancement of
biodiversity, the provision of greenspace and the reduction of air quality
impacts. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
LUA2: Thorpebury Allocates land north-east of Leicester as a sustainable urban extension to deliver approximately 3,205 homes by
Sustainable Urban 2037. This housing will seek to deliver 30% affordable homes, extra care housing and pitches/plots for
Extension
gypsies/travellers. This urban extension will also provide up to 13ha of employment land, three primary schools
and one secondary school, an accessible main Local Centre and opportunities for smaller centres, and travel
improvements (including new and improved walking and cycling routes related to the green infrastructure
network). This policy includes provision for the protection and enhancement of existing wildlife corridors,
regulation of carbon emissions, sustainable drainage, the protection and enhancement of water quality, and the
creation/enhancement of green spaces. This will be delivered through a development framework, with a green
infrastructure strategy to inform the development of detailed proposals/management and a sustainability
assessment to identify responses to carbon emissions reduction and climate change resilience.
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No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This development is to be located approximately 24km from the nearest
European site (Rutland Water SPA/Ramsar). There is therefore no
potential for recreational impacts on Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site
(see Table 1). Given the lack of hydrological connectivity to River Mease
SAC or Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site there is no potential for water
quality or water level impacts (see Table 1). This development also refers
to policies for the protection and enhancement of biodiversity, the
provision of greenspace and the reduction of air quality impacts. There is
therefore no potential for LSE.
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LUA3: Broadnook Allocates land north of Birstall as a sustainable urban extension to deliver a garden suburb of approximately 1,950
Sustainable Urban homes by 2036. This housing will seek to deliver 30% affordable homes, extra housing and pitches/plots for
Extension
gypsies/travellers. This urban extension will also provide up to 15ha of employment land, a primary school, an
accessible Local Centre, and travel improvements (including new and improved walking and cycling routes related
to the green infrastructure network). This policy includes provision for the protection and enhancement of existing
wildlife corridors, regulation of carbon emissions, sustainable drainage, the protection and enhancement of water
quality, and the creation/enhancement of green spaces. This will be delivered through a development framework,
with a green infrastructure strategy to inform the development of detailed proposals/management and a
sustainability assessment to identify responses to carbon emissions reduction and climate change resilience.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Birstall is located approximately 22km from the nearest European site
(River Mease SAC). There is therefore no potential for recreational
impacts on Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (see Table 1). Given the
lack of hydrological connectivity to River Mease SAC or Rutland Water
SPA and Ramsar site there is no potential for water quality or water level
impacts (see Table 1). This development policy refers to policies for the
protection and enhancement of biodiversity, the provision of greenspace
and the reduction of air quality impacts. There is therefore no potential for
LSE.

LUC1:
Loughborough
Urban Centre

Supports development in Loughborough Urban Centre in line with other development policies, improving
connectivity/accessibility and protecting and enhancement the Charnwood Forest, River Soar and strategically
important wildlife corridors. Includes provision for retail space at Baxter Gate/Pinfold Gate, taking into account air
quality impacts and encouraging sustainable modes of transport.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Loughborough is located approximately 15.3km from the nearest
European site (River Mease SAC). There is therefore no potential for
recreational impacts on Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (see Table
1). Given the lack of hydrological connectivity to River Mease SAC or
Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site there is no potential for water quality
or water level impacts (see Table 1). This policy refers to policies for the
protection and enhancement of biodiversity (particularly through the
safeguarding of strategically important wildlife corridors), the provision of
greenspace and the reduction of air quality impacts. There is therefore no
potential for LSE.

LUC2:
Garendon Allocates land west of Loughborough as a sustainable urban extension to deliver approximately 3,200 homes by
Park
Sustainable 2037. This housing will seek to deliver 30% affordable homes, extra care housing and pitches/plots for
Urban Extension
gypsies/travellers. This urban extension will also provide up to 16ha of employment land, two primary schools, an
accessible main Local Centre and travel improvements (including new and improved walking and cycling routes
related to the green infrastructure network). This policy includes provision for the protection and enhancement of
existing wildlife corridors, regulation of carbon emissions, sustainable drainage, the protection and enhancement
of water quality, and the creation/enhancement of green spaces. This will be delivered through a development
framework, with a green infrastructure strategy to inform the development of detailed proposals/management and
a sustainability assessment to identify responses to carbon emissions reduction and climate change resilience.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Loughborough is located approximately 15.3km from the nearest
European site (River Mease SAC). There is therefore no potential for
recreational impacts on Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (see Table
1). Given the lack of hydrological connectivity to River Mease SAC or
Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site there is no potential for water quality
or water level impacts. This development also refers to policies for the
protection and enhancement of biodiversity, the provision of greenspace
and the reduction of air quality impacts. There is therefore no potential for
LSE.

LUC3:
Allocates 73ha to the west of Loughborough University for an extension to the Science and Enterprise Park. This
Loughborough
development will integrate with the sensitive landscape and its existing biodiversity.
University Science &
Enterprise Park

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Loughborough University Science and Enterprise Park is approximately
15.1km east of the nearest European site (River Mease SAC). This
development includes reference to landscape design and existing
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biodiversity. Considering the nature of the development and the distance
to any European sites there is no potential for LSE.
SUA1:
Policy

SC1:
Centres

Shepshed Encouraging the regeneration of Shepshed, supporting development that accords with the pattern of development
outlined in the Local Plan, ensures the delivery of infrastructure to support sustainable communities, improves
connectivity to employment centres and transport links, integrates with the wider landscape and mitigates for
adverse effects on important wildlife corridors (notably the Black Brook). Supports proposals for housing
development at five allocated sites west of Shepshed (in close proximity to the Black Brook, its tributaries and
White Horse Wood), which will be accompanied by a jointly produced biodiversity strategy to mitigate for potential
effects on biodiversity interests. States that developments will be accompanied by an air quality impact
assessment.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Development at Shepshed is to be located approximately 11.5km east of
River Mease SAC. There is therefore no potential for recreational impacts
on Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site (see Table 1). Given the lack of
hydrological connectivity to River Mease SAC or Rutland Water SPA and
Ramsar site there is no potential for water quality or water level impacts
(see Table 1). This development also refers to policies for the protection
and enhancement of biodiversity, the provision of greenspace and the
reduction of air quality impacts. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
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Service Supports service centres in meeting their residents’ needs, seeking to improve sustainability whilst maintaining No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
their separate characters/identities, in line with other development management policies (including the protection Service Centres are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at least
and enhancement of Charnwood Forest, River Soar and wildlife corridors).
16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. Includes reference to
policies to encourage sustainable transport (reducing the potential for air
quality impacts) and avoid impacts on biodiversity. There is therefore no
potential for LSE.

OS1:
Other Supports other settlements, smaller villages and hamlets in meeting their local social and economic needs by No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Settlements, Small supporting development in line with other development management policies.
These settlements are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at least
Villages
and
16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. There is therefore no
Hamlets
potential for recreational impacts on Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site
(see Table 1). Given the lack of hydrological connectivity to River Mease
SAC or Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site there is no potential for water
quality or water level impacts (see Table 1). Includes reference to policies
to encourage sustainable transport (reducing the potential for air quality
impacts) and avoid impacts on biodiversity. There is therefore no potential
for LSE.
C1: Countryside

Commits to managing development in countryside areas to protect its intrinsic character and beauty by supporting
rural economic developments that have a strong relationship with the operational requirements of established
rural industries, adaptation of rural buildings (where there would not be significant adverse environmental effects)
and supporting community services and facilities that meet local needs.

H1: Housing Mix

Requires the delivery of a mix of house types, tenures and sizes that reflect the overall needs of the Borough; No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
notably provision for older and disabled people.
This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
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H2: Housing for Aims to meet the needs of the ageing and disabled populations by providing homes suitable for wheelchair users No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Older and Disabled (e.g. single-level properties) and special accommodation as required.
This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
People
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
H3: Internal Space Expects all new residential dwellings to adhere to national space standards, with any deviation from these No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Standards
standards addressed and explaining in the Design and Access Statement.
This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
H4:
Affordable Seeks 30% affordable housing from all major housing developments (with the exception of brownfield sites, where No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Housing
10% affordable housing will be sought). The Local Plan states the delivery of sufficient affordable housing will not This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
require housing in addition to that within the identified Local Housing Need figure.
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
H5: Rural Exception Supports the provision of small-scale developments in rural areas where the housing meets an identified local No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Sites
need for affordable housing, and where development is adjacent/related to a rural settlement and respects the These sites are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at least 16.3km
character and landscape setting of this settlement.
from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. Includes reference to policies
to encourage sustainability and respect the landscape setting. There is no
potential for LSE.

Page 942

H6: Self-build and Supports proposals for self-build and custom housebuilding in locations considered suitable for housing (in No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Custom
accordance with LP policy).
This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
Housebuilding
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
H7:
Houses
in Supports the well-being, character and amenity of communities by managing the proportion of houses in multiple No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Multiple Occupation occupation, preventing new/expanded houses in multiple occupation where appropriate.
This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
H8: Campus and
Purpose
Built
Student
Accommodation

Supports the provision of additional student housing within the campuses of Loughborough University and No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Loughborough College, and the provision of additional off-campus purpose built accommodation if it is well related This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
to the existing campuses of Loughborough Town Centre, has good transport links (minimising additional vehicle European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.
traffic) and avoids damage to the social and physical character of the locality.

H9:
Gypsies,
Travellers
and
Travelling
Showpeople

Supports sites for gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople that meet an identified need where they are
designed to create a healthy and safe environment, appropriate in scale, well related to local infrastructure and
services, avoid unacceptable impacts on the locality’s character/appearance/amenity, and ensure safe vehicle
movement.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
These sites are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at least 16.3km
from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. Includes reference to policies
to encourage sustainable transport. There is no potential for LSE.

E1:
Meeting Aims to meet the economic needs of Leicester and communities within the Borough by supporting appropriate No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Employment Needs employment opportunities, to be delivered in line with other Local Plan policies.
Employment sites are at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and at least
16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. Policy includes
reference to Local Plan policies to encourage sustainable transport
(reducing the potential for air quality impacts) and avoid impacts on
biodiversity; notably the avoidance of impacts on any internationally
designated sites. There is no potential for LSE.
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E2:
Protecting Protects existing good quality employment sites for employment uses where possible.
Existing
Employment Sites

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This policy does not raise any specific pathways in relation to any
European sites. There is therefore no potential for LSE.

E3: Rural Economic Aims to maximise the potential of the Borough’s rural economy by 2037 by supporting sustainable development No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Development
opportunities including tourism and leisure facilities. States this development should not be detrimental to the This is a strategic policy and does not specifically allocate sites for
character and appearance of the countryside.
development. Policy states this development should be of a sustainable
nature. No impact pathways exist to European sites. There is no potential
for LSE.
T1: Town Centres Defines the town/retail centre hierarchy for the Borough and sets out the intention of the Council to support No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
and Retail
development for retail, leisure, office, professional services and other uses which contribute to the vitality and This is a strategic policy and does not specifically allocate sites for
viability of town/retail centres.
development. Therefore, no impact pathways exist to European sites.
There is no potential for LSE.
T2: Protection
Community
Facilities
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T3: Car
Standards

of States the intention to protect and (where possible) enhance community facilities.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This is a strategic policy and does not specifically allocate sites for
development. Therefore, no impact pathways exist to European sites.
There is no potential for LSE.

Parking Seeks to ensure there is adequate provision of residential and non-residential parking in the Borough.

CC1: Flood
Management

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This is a strategic policy and does not specifically allocate sites for
development. The Local Plan includes policies to reduce personal vehicle
use, which would be positive regarding air quality. There is therefore no
potential for LSE.

Risk States the intention to manage flood risk by directing development to areas of lowest flooding risk and informing No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
developments in higher risk areas by undertaking a flood risk assessment. Refers to encouraging developments This is a strategic policy and does not specifically allocate sites for
which support the creation of new habitats including woodland and wetland.
development. This policy encourages habitat creation which would benefit
biodiversity within the Borough. There is therefore no potential for LSE.

CC2:
Sustainable Aims to ensure development includes appropriate measures to manage flood risk in an integrated way that No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Drainage Systems achieves wider benefits for communities and the environment. Refers to the need for Sustainable Drainage This is a strategic policy and does not specifically allocate sites for
(SuDS)
Systems to provide multifunctional benefits including wildlife benefits.
development. This policy encourages the creation of features which would
benefit biodiversity within the Borough. There is therefore no potential for
LSE.
CC3:
Renewable States that proposals for renewable and low carbon energy installations will be supported where any adverse No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
and Low Carbon impacts (including biodiversity impacts) have been fully addressed.
This policy would contribute to an overall improvement in air quality. The
Energy Installations
policy states that renewable and low carbon energy developments would
be required to fully address biodiversity impacts. Any such developments
within the Borough would be at least 9.6km from River Mease SAC and
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at least 16.3km from Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar site. There is
therefore no potential for LSE.
CC4:
Sustainable Requires all new developments and refurbishments to take account of sustainable development principles, with No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Construction
the overall objective of achieving a carbon neutral borough in order to mitigate against the effects of climate This is a positive policy in relation to air quality, which would reduce
change.
development impacts on European sites. There is no potential for LSE.
CC5:
Sustainable Supports sustainable patterns of development which will minimise the need to travel and support a shift towards No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Transport
more sustainable methods of transport (e.g. walking, cycling, public transport).
This is a positive policy in relation to air quality, which would reduce
development impacts on European sites. There is no potential for LSE.
CC6:
Vehicle
Points

Electric Seeks to significantly increase the number of electric vehicle charging points in the Borough, supporting No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Charging development that provides electric vehicle charge points,
This is a positive policy in relation to air quality, which would reduce
development impacts on European sites. There is no potential for LSE.

EV1: Landscape

Commits to careful management of development to protect the Borough’s distinctive landscape.

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This is a landscape management policy, with no impact pathways to
European sites. There is no potential for LSE.
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EV2: Green Wedges Seeks to protect the function of Green Wedges which are to guide development form and ensure that urban No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
growth is accompanied by open areas for people and wildlife.
This policy promotes the protection of green wedges to ensure urban
growth is accompanied by open areas for people and wildlife. There are
no impact pathways to European sites. There is no potential for LSE.
EV3: Areas of Local Aims to protect the predominantly open and undeveloped character of Areas of Local Separation.
Separation

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This policy promotes the protection of open and undeveloped areas.
There are no impact pathways to European sites. There is no potential for
LSE.

EV4:
Charnwood Seeks to protect and enhance the Charnwood Forest Regional Park and support the aims of the National Forest No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Forest
and
the Strategy, supporting development that protects and enhances the biodiversity of Charnwood Forest, provides tree This is a positive policy for protecting and enhancing biodiversity within
National Forest
planting and improved the network of public rights of way.
Charnwood Forest Regional Park There are no impact pathways to
European sites. There is no potential for LSE.
EV5: River Soar and Aims to protect and enhance the River Soar and Grand Union Canal Corridor, supporting development that No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Grand Union Canal protects and enhances their biodiversity value and function as a wildlife corridor and seeking opportunities to for This is a positive biodiversity policy, promoting the protection and
Corridor
wildlife/biodiversity enhancements.
enhancement of wildlife features of the River Soar and Grand Union Canal
Corridor. There are no impact pathways to European sites. There is no
potential for LSE.
EV6: Conserving
and Enhancing

Commits to conserve and enhance the Borough’s natural environment, ensuring that biodiversity, ecological No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
networks and geodiversity interests are protected and enhanced; includes the protection and enhancement of This is a positive biodiversity policy in relation to the protection and
national and local priority habitats and species, the maintenance of biodiversity during construction, the protection enhancement of habitats, species and ecological connectivity, citing the
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Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

and enhancement of biodiversity networks including strategic ecology corridors. States that development importance of avoiding impacts internationally designated sites.
proposals which harm internationally, nationally or locally designated biodiversity sites and/or priority There are no impact pathways to European sites. There is no potential for
habitats and species will not be supported unless there are exceptional circumstances, with mitigation LSE.
or (as a last resort) compensation measures required to provide a net gain in biodiversity value above
the habitat lost.

EV7: Tree Planting

Seeks to protect and enhance the natural environment by increasing the number of trees in the Borough, No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
supporting development that retains existing trees and provides new tree planting (including the replacement of This is a positive biodiversity policy in relation to the retention and planting
any removed non-woodland tree with at least three new trees).
of trees. There are no impact pathways to European sites. There is no
potential for LSE.

EV8: Heritage

Aims to conserve and enhance the Borough’s historic environment including heritage assets of cultural, No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
environmental and economic value.
This policy relates to the conservation and enhancement of heritage
assets. There are no impact pathways to European sites. There is no
potential for LSE.
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EV9: Open Spaces, Seeks to meet the open space, sport and recreation needs of communities within the Borough to support No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
Sport and
community health, wellbeing and cohesion, providing appropriate landscape design solutions.
This policy relates to provision of open space and facilities for sports and
Recreation
recreation. There are no impact pathways to European sites. There is no
potential for LSE.
EV10: Indoor Sports Promotes developments providing financial contributions to the provision of indoor sports facilities.
Facilities

No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
This policy relates to provision of sports facilities. There are no impact
pathways to European sites. There is no potential for LSE.

EV11: Air Quality

Aims to improve air quality in the Borough by supporting developments that do not lead to the deterioration of No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
local air quality or impede the achievement of air quality objectives.
This is a positive policy in relation to air quality, which would reduce
development impacts on European sites. There is no potential for LSE.

EV12: Burial Space

Allocates 9.1ha of land at Nanpantan for burial space. States this should minimise the impact of development on No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
the landscape by making use of additional planting using native species.
This development is to be located approximately 14.7km from the nearest
European site (River Mease SAC). Considering the type of development
and the distance to European sites there are no potential impact
pathways. There is therefore no potential for LSE.

INF1: Infrastructure
and Developer
Contributions

Outlines the intention to work with infrastructure providers, developers and partner organisations to ensure the No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
delivery of new and improved infrastructure necessary to support the Local Plan development strategy.
This is a development management policy and does not specifically
allocate sites for development. Instructure would need to be delivered in
accordance with other Local Plan polices which include policies to avoid
impacts on biodiversity; notably the avoidance of impacts on any
internationally designated sites There are no impact pathways to
European sites. There is no potential for LSE.
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INF2: Local and
Strategic Road
Network

Aims to mitigate the transport impacts of the Local Plan development strategy and improve the efficiency of the No Likely Significant Effect. Screened out.
local and strategic road network. Supports sustainable transport choices (e.g. walking, cycling, public transport). This policy promotes sustainable transport which would reduce the
potential for air quality impacts. Considering this, and the distance
between Local Plan development and the nearest European sites, there
are no impact pathways. There is no potential for LSE.
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5. Conclusions
5.1

All potential impact pathways could be screened out during the test of likely significant effects. As such,
HRA Screening indicates there is no potential for likely significant effects on any European sites as a result
of Local Plan developments or policies, either alone or in combination with other plans and projects. As
such, no Appropriate Assessment was required. There is no need for the Local Plan to include further policy
and/or mitigation requirements to avoid impacts on the integrity of any European sites.
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Appendix A Map of European sites
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APPENDIX C

Charnwood Local Plan 2021-2037
Equality Impact Assessment of Policies

(June 2021)

1

Page 951

Introduction and Methodology
An Equality Impact Assessment has been undertaken to assess the potential
discriminatory impacts of draft policies contained within Charnwood Local Plan 20212037 and recommends how issues can be mitigated.
The Equalities Act 2010 defines nine protected characteristics and discrimination is
recognised when treatment of a person or group is impacted by these:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Age
Disability
Gender reassignment
Marriage and civil partnership
Pregnancy and maternity
Race
Religion or belief
Sex (Gender)
Sexual orientation

The public sector equality duty requires public authorities to have due regard to the
following objectives when carrying out their functions:
A. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that
is prohibited by or under the Equality Act 2010;
B. advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;
C. foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.
The Council has been mindful of behaviour and decisions that are prohibited under
the Equalities Act 2010, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Direct Discrimination
Indirect Discrimination
Harassment
Victimisation
Discrimination by association
Discrimination by perception
Pregnancy and maternity discrimination
Discrimination arising from disability
Failing to make reasonable adjustments

Equalities considerations have informed the Council’s overall approach throughout
the plan-making process. This document has been informed by Council Officers who
have been directly involved with the policy drafting. The Equalities Impact
Assessment for each policy is in the following table and makes an assessment will
full consideration of the above sets of criteria. All equalities matters have been
addressed as set out in the table.
This document demonstrates considerations made, and comments are welcomed
through the Regulation 19 ‘Publication’ consultation on the Local Plan.
2
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Policy
DS1
Development
Strategy

Policy Content Summary
Sets out an overall development
strategy of urban concentration
under a hierarchy of settlements
by size.

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
The policy establishes high-level strategic principles and would therefore have equal
impacts across society. Individual policies in the plan elaborate on the delivery of
strategic matters and each are assessed in this table.
Neutral impact – no further action.

Sets out the borough’s
requirement for housing,
employment and town centre
uses.
Sets out environmental
considerations in relation to
flooding and other protective
designations.
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DS2
Leicester and
Leicestershire
Unmet Needs

Sets out a commitment to review
the Local Plan

This is a Local Plan operational policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

DS3
Housing
Allocations

Sets out housing allocations.

It is possible that individual sites may have site specific impacts on those with protected
characteristics, depending on factors such as the existing use of the site or nearby
occupiers. It is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and
addressed most appropriately through the development management process.
Recognition of this should be reflected in the plan.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.

3

Policy
DS4
Employment
Allocations

Policy Content Summary
Equalities Impact and Recommendation
Sets out employment allocations. It is possible that individual sites may have site specific impacts on those with protected
characteristics, depending on factors such as the existing use of the site or nearby
occupiers. It is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and
addressed most appropriately through the development management process.
Recognition of this should be reflected in the plan.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.
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DS5
High Quality
Design

Sets out design criteria to ensure
development is attractive and
functional, including protecting
nearby amenity, considering the
overall quality of the area in the
long-term, and encouraging
spaces that promote active
lifestyles and social interaction.

Well designed development has a positive impact across society for a multitude of
reasons. Well designed environments in terms of promoting functionality, social
interaction and active lifestyles could particularly have a positive impact on people who
are socially excluded or who want to become more active for mental or physical health
reasons (age, disability).
Positive impact – no further action.
(Note Policy DS5 has been amended to reflect the principles of the public sector
equalities duty to address actions required for other policies)

LUA1
Leicester Urban
Area

Sets out criteria to support
development in the Leicester
Urban Area including
regeneration priorities.

The policy establishes strategic place-based principles echoing several policies that are
assessed separately in this table. The benefits of achieving stated regeneration
priorities are wide-ranging for all of society and are therefore unlikely to
disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic. Initiatives supported by
this policy may have unintended site-specific impacts on any protected characteristic. It
is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and addressed most
appropriately through the development management process. Recognition of this
should be reflected in the plan.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
4

Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.

LUA2
North East of
Leicester
Sustainable
Urban
Extension
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LUA3
North of Birstall
Sustainable
Urban
Extension

LUC1
Loughborough
Urban Centre

Sets out the requirement for
housing (including gypsy,
traveller and travelling
showpeople), employment,
community facilities, transport,
environment to support the
delivery of the Sustainable
Urban Extension.

This policy establishes site specific considerations for the delivery of the Sustainable
Urban Extension echoing several policies that are assessed separately in this table. The
benefits of achieving these considerations will be that it will result in a sustainable site
for the benefit of all society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people
with a protected characteristic.

Sets out the requirement for
housing (including travelling
showpeople), employment,
community facilities, transport,
environment to support the
delivery of the Sustainable
Urban Extension.

This policy establishes site specific considerations for the delivery of the Sustainable
Urban Extension echoing several policies that are assessed separately in this table. The
benefits of achieving these considerations will be that it will result in a sustainable site
for the benefit of all society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people
with a protected characteristic.

Sets out criteria to support
development in Loughborough
including regeneration priorities.

The policy establishes strategic place-based principles echoing several policies that are
assessed separately in this table. The benefits of achieving stated regeneration
priorities are wide-ranging for all of society and are therefore unlikely to
disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic. Initiatives supported by
this policy may have unintended site-specific impacts on any protected characteristic. It
is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and addressed most
appropriately through the development management process. Recognition of this
should be reflected in the plan.

Neutral impact – the impact of individual policy areas are assessed separately in
this table. No further action.

Neutral impact – the impact of individual policy areas are assessed separately in
this table. No further action.

Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.

5
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Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.

LUC2
West of
Loughborough
Park
Sustainable
Urban
Extension

Sets out the requirement for
housing (including gypsy,
traveller and travelling
showpeople), employment,
community facilities, transport,
environment to support the
delivery of the Sustainable
Urban Extension.

This policy establishes site specific considerations for the delivery of the Sustainable
Urban Extension echoing several policies that are assessed separately in this table. The
benefits of achieving these considerations will be that it will result in a sustainable site
for the benefit of all society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people
with a protected characteristic.

LUC3
Loughborough
Science &
Enterprise Park

Sets out the requirement for
employment and criteria for the
delivery of the Loughborough
University Science & Enterprise
Park

The policy establishes site specific considerations for the delivery economic growth of
the science and enterprise park echoing several policies that are assessed separately in
this table. Equal access to employment opportunities created is protected under
employment law and therefore falls outside of the planning process.

Neutral impact – the impact of individual policy areas are assessed separately in
this table. No further action.

Neutral impact – the impact of individual policy areas are assessed separately in
this table. No further action.
SUA1
Shepshed
Policy

Sets out criteria to support
development in Shepshed
including regeneration priorities.

The policy establishes strategic place-based principles echoing several policies that are
assessed separately in this table. The benefits of achieving stated regeneration
priorities are wide-ranging for all of society and are therefore unlikely to
disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic. Initiatives supported by
this policy may have unintended site-specific impacts on any protected characteristic. It
is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and addressed most
appropriately through the development management process. Recognition of this
should be reflected in the plan.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.
6

Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation

SC1
Service Centres

Sets out criteria to support
development in Service Centres
including regeneration priorities.

The policy establishes strategic place-based principles echoing several policies that are
assessed separately in this table. The benefits of achieving stated regeneration
priorities are wide-ranging for all of society and are therefore unlikely to
disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic. Initiatives supported by
this policy may have unintended site-specific impacts on any protected characteristic. It
is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and addressed most
appropriately through the development management process. Recognition of this
should be reflected in the plan.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
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Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.

OS1
Other
Settlements

Sets out criteria to support
development in Other
Settlements including
regeneration priorities.

The policy establishes strategic place-based principles echoing several policies that are
assessed separately in this table. The benefits of achieving stated regeneration
priorities are wide-ranging for all of society and are therefore unlikely to
disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic. Initiatives supported by
this policy may have unintended site-specific impacts on any protected characteristic. It
is considered that site specific equalities matters will be raised and addressed most
appropriately through the development management process. Recognition of this
should be reflected in the plan.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.

7

Policy
C1
Countryside

Policy Content Summary
Sets out criteria to restrict the
development of isolated homes
in the countryside.

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
It is possible that people may seek to build a home at an isolated location to respond to
their circumstance, for example locational requirements to assist with limited mobility
(disability) or lifestyle requirements (religion and belief).
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty. Policy could specify that locational
requirements can also be justified by equalities reasons.
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. Supporting text to policy amended
to state that exceptions to the policy will be considered under the public sector
equalities duty. No further action required.
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H1
Housing Mix

Sets out a requirement for a mix
of house types, tenures and
sizes.

An increased range of housing mix availability in the borough will ensure that the
housing market meets a range of characteristic specific requirements. This would
enable people with mobility problems to downsize (age, disability) and enable growing
households to upsize (age, pregnancy and maternity). A range of tenures would enable
people to access the housing market depending on their economic circumstance which
may be related to any protected characteristic.
Positive impact – no further action.

H2
Housing for
Older People
and People with
Disabilities

H3
Internal Space
Standards

Sets out requirements for a
proportion of new dwellings to
meet optional Building
Regulations standards that
provide for wheelchair users and
lifetime homes, and support for
the provision of bungalows and
specialist accommodation.
Sets out the requirement that
new dwellings have regard to the
Nationally Described Space
Standards

An increased range of specialist and specifically adapted homes would ensure that the
housing market meets the needs of those with mobility problems or other specialist
health needs (age, disability).
Positive impact – no further action.

Minimum space standards will provide a baseline standard for all new dwellings, which
will ensure that the typical space requirements of occupiers across society of new
homes are met. This would ensure that the market is providing basic space standards
for younger first-time buyers (age).
8

Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
Positive impact – no further action.

H4
Affordable
Housing

Sets out a requirement for
affordable housing to be
delivered based on the
borough’s identified need.

Provision of affordable housing to meet the borough’s demand would enable people to
access the housing market depending on their economic circumstance which may be
related to any protected characteristic.
Positive impact – no further action.

H5
Rural Exception
Sites

Sets out criteria for small scale
rural housing sites.

The policy establishes strategic principles in relation to the delivery of certain affordable
housing sites and likely to have equal impacts across society and, therefore, is unlikely
to disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic. Where rural
exception sites deliver affordable housing, the equalities impact of this is set out in the
assessment for Policy H4.
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Positive impact – no further action.
H6
Self-build and
Custom
Housebuilding

Sets out general support for
proposals for self build and
custom housebuilding.

The policy would make it easier for individuals to build their own home, which could
possibly include features for a specific equalities reason such as specific rooms, design
requirements, etc. These could be related to most protected characteristics.
Potential Impact – plan should specify that planning decisions are to be mindful
of the public sector equalities duty.
Action taken - amend Policy DS5, which relates to all proposals, to reflect
principles of the public sector equalities duty. No further action required.

H7
Houses in
Multiple
Occupation

Sets out restrictive measures to
reduce the proportion of houses
in multiple occupation within any
area.

Houses in Multiple Occupation form a significant proportion of student housing stock in
the borough. There has been a general continuous growth in the student population for
many years. Students are generally younger and this policy, if too restrictive, could
potentially result in an under supply for the student market which would be a
discriminatory impact of the policy (age). However, the Council considers that the aim of
this policy is to disperse Houses in Multiple Occupation which would result in more
9

Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
balanced communities which would have wider sustainability benefit for the occupiers.
In addition policy LP10 seeks to support purpose built student accommodation.
Neutral Impact – no further action
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H8
Sets out support for the
Campus and
development of purpose-built
Purpose Built
student accommodation.
Student
Accommodation

The student population of the borough has had general continuous growth for many
years. This policy would ensure that the market is providing purpose built student
accommodation for students who are a generally younger demographic (age).

H9
Gypsies,
Travellers and
Travelling Show
people

Establishing a positive policy for the provision of gypsy, traveller and travelling show
people sites will ensure that the market delivers for safe, healthy, attractive and
sustainable sited for these communities (race, religion and belief). In addition, the
Sustainable Urban Extension policies make specific allocations to meet the identified
requirement for gypsy, traveller and travelling show people communities. The
methodology for the study used research methods that widened stakeholder
engagement in order to take appropriate account of these hard to reach communities.

Sets out support and design and
sustainability criteria for gypsy,
traveller and travelling show
people sites. (Policy to be read
alongside specific allocations
made in the Sustainable Urban
Extension policies)

Positive impact – no further action.

Positive impact – no further action.
E1
Meeting
Employment
Needs

Sets out criteria to support a
range of employment sectors.

The policy establishes strategic principles in relation to delivering economic growth and
would therefore have equal impacts across society. Equal access to employment
opportunities created is protected under employment law and therefore falls outside of
the planning process.
Neutral impact – no further action.

E2
Protecting
Existing
Employment
Sites

Sets out protective criteria to
retain existing employment sites.

The policy establishes strategic principles in relation to protecting employment sites and
would therefore have equal impacts across society. Equal access to employment
opportunities created is protected under employment law and therefore falls outside of
the planning process.
Neutral impact – no further action.
10

Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation

E3
Rural Economic
Development

Sets out support for rural
economic sectors including rural
diversification, tourism,
equestrian related business, and
rural broadband provision.

The policy establishes strategic principles in relation to delivering economic growth in
rural communities and would therefore have equal impacts across society. Equal
access to employment opportunities created is protected under employment law and
therefore falls outside of the planning process.
Neutral impact – no further action.

T1
Town Centres
and Retail
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T2
Protection of
Community
Facilities

Sets out a hierarchy of
designated retail/ main town
centre use centres and criteria to
protect their viability including
widening the range of uses,
ensuring centres are well
designed and restricting clusters
of hot food takeaways.
Sets out criteria for the
protection of community facilities
which are defined in the policy.

Supporting the viability of designated centres will protect the role of these as social and
economic focal points for communities. General support for the widening of uses within
centres would make it easier for businesses catering for specific equalities purposes to
establish which may be related to any protected characteristic.
Positive impact – no further action.

The availability of community facilities support the quality of life everybody therefore the
policy is unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic.
Community facilities provide different functions for different people (such as community
centre support groups or access to sport, culture, religion and health facilities) which
may provide for any protected characteristic.
Positive impact – no further action.

T3
Car Parking
Standards

Sets out requirements for car
parking provision for residential
and non-residential
developments.

Adequate car parking in all settings is vital to ensure that those who need to use private
vehicles can access facilities. People with mobility issues and childcare responsibilities
can benefit from specialist parking infrastructure (disability, pregnancy and maternity).
The policy could be improved by making specific reference to such facilities.
Neutral/ Positive impact – Policy could give specific support to parking
infrastructure that meets specialist space requirements for people with mobility
issues or children. This includes ensuring that residential parking spaces meet
minimum dimensions and ensuring that non-residential provision provides
adequate specialist spaces. If this if covered within the latest published guidance,
11

Policy

Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
it could still be beneficial to highlight this in the plan.
Action taken - amend policy T3 or relevant design appendix to highlight specialist
parking space requirements. No further action required.

CC1
Flood Risk
Management

Sets out criteria to manage flood
risk

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

Page 962

CC2
Sustainable
Drainage
Systems
(SuDS)

Sets out criteria for Sustainable
Urban Drainage Systems.

CC3
Renewable and
Low Carbon
Energy
Installations
CC4
Sustainable
Construction

Sets out criteria for renewable
and low carbon energy
installations.

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.
This is a carbon agenda policy which is likely to have equal impacts across society and
is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

Sets out criteria to achieve
carbon neutral construction
methods.

This is a policy which seeks to achieve lower carbon emissions arising from new
construction and is likely to have equal impacts across society and is therefore unlikely
to disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

CC5
Sustainable
Transport

Sets out criteria to promote a
modal shift in the use of
sustainable transport modes.

Enhanced sustainable transport provision will improve the range of access to different
modes of transport which will have a positive impact for all of society. The policy could
be improved by giving support to sustainable transport improvements that also advance
opportunities for those with mobility issues (disabilities).
Neutral/ Positive impact – Policy could give specific support to provision
12
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Policy Content Summary

Equalities Impact and Recommendation
accessibility also taking account of those with mobility issues.
Action taken – Policy CC5 amended to consider those with mobility issues. No
further action required.

CC6
Electric Vehicle
Charging Points

Sets out requirements for
electronic vehicle charging
infrastructure for residential and
non-residential developments.

This is a policy supporting the agenda to reduce carbon emissions and is likely to have
equal impacts across society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact
people with a protected characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

EV1
Landscape

Sets out criteria to protect valued
landscape features.

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
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Neutral impact – no further action.
EV2
Green Wedges

Sets out criteria to retain and
enhance designated green
wedges

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

EV3
Areas of Local
Separation

Sets out criteria to protect
designated Areas of Local
Separation

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

EV4
Charnwood
Forest and the
National Forest

Sets out criteria to protect and
enhance the forests by
supporting small scale economic
opportunities and enhancing
biodiversity and public access.

This policy will support the improvement of and access to the forests which will have a
positive impact for all of society. The policy could be improved by giving support to
network improvements that also advance opportunities for those with mobility issues to
access the forest (disabilities).

13
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Equalities Impact and Recommendation
Neutral/ Positive impact – Policy could give specific support to mobility access
enhancements, i.e. path improvements and disability parking, which can be a
barrier to access.
Action taken – Policy CC5 amended to consider those with mobility issues. No
further action required.

EV5
River Soar and
Grand Union
Canal Corridor

Sets out criteria to enhance the
River Soar and Grand Union
Canal Corridor by enhancing
pubic access, tourism and
biodiversity.

This policy will support the improvement of and access to the River Soar and Grand
Union Canal Corridor which will have a positive impact for all of society. The policy
could be improved by giving support to network improvements that also advance
opportunities for those with mobility issues to access the forest (disabilities).
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Neutral/ Positive impact – Policy could give specific support to mobility access
enhancements, i.e. path improvements and disability parking, which can be a
barrier to access.
Action taken – Policy EV5 amended to consider those with mobility issues. No
further action required.

EV6
Conserving and
Enhancing
Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

Sets out criteria to protect and
enhance ecological and
geological assets.

EV7
Tree Planting

Sets out support and thresholds
for the planting of trees.

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.
This is an environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across society and
is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected characteristic.
Neutral impact – no further action.

EV8
Heritage

Sets out criteria to conserve and
enhance heritage assets.

This is a protective environmental policy which is likely to have equal impacts across
society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a protected
characteristic. The policy will give protection to buildings of significant historic or cultural
14
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Equalities Impact and Recommendation
significance which could potentially have a positive impact on those with certain religion
of beliefs.
Neutral impact – no further action.

EV9
Open Space,
Sport and
Recreation

Sets out criteria to protect open
space assets and for the
provision of new open space to
support development.

Open space provision has a positive impact across society for a multitude of reasons,
including promoting social interaction and active lifestyles. This could particularly have a
positive impact on people who are socially excluded or who want to become more
active for mental or physical health reasons (age, disability). The policy specifies
different categories of open space, including provision for children’s play equipment,
burial sites and allotments, all of which will disproportionately provide for different
demographics (age).
Positive impact – no further action.
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EV10
Indoor Sports
Facilities

Sets out criteria for the provision
of indoor sports facilities.

Sport facility provision has a positive impact across society for a multitude of reasons,
including promoting social interaction and active lifestyles. This could particularly have a
positive impact on people who are socially excluded or who want to become more
active for mental or physical health reasons (age, disability).
Positive impact – no further action.

EV11
Air Quality

Sets out criteria to improve air
quality through the reduction of
air pollutants.

The improvement of air quality will reduce the number of new chronic lung conditions
and have a positive impact on the ability for those suffering from such conditions to
manage their health (disabilities). Air pollution can also have adverse side effects on
unborn babies therefore reductions in pollutants would have benefit (pregnancy and
maternity).
Positive impact – no further action.

EV12
Burial space

Sets out an allocation for burial
space.

The policy allocates burial space provision in the borough which is likely to have equal
impacts across society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with
a protected characteristic.

15
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Neutral impact – no further action.

INF1
Infrastructure
and Developer
Contributions

Sets out how developer
contributions for new or
improved infrastructure to
support development will be
sought.

This is an infrastructure provision related policy which is likely to have equal impacts
across society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a
protected characteristic.

Sets out criteria to manage the
impact of proposals on the road
network.

This is an infrastructure provision related policy which is likely to have equal impacts
across society and is therefore unlikely to disproportionately impact people with a
protected characteristic.

INF2
Local and
Strategic Road
Network

Neutral impact – no further action.

Neutral impact – no further action.
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Action Plan
Identified concerns/actions/issues in this action plan:

Reference

Action

Responsible Officer

Target Date

Number
1

Actions arising from individual policies have been identified in the
recommendation section of the assessment table. These have
been considered and resolved as set out in the table.

Seb Wilkins (Senior
Planning Officer)

Completed
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Service Head Review
Please delete as appropriate
I agree / disagree with this assessment / action plan
If disagree, state action/s required, reasons and details of who is to carry them out with timescales:

Signed (Service Head):
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Date: June 2021

18

Appendix D: Statement of Consultation

Introduction
1. This statement sets out how Charnwood Borough Council has engaged with
stakeholders during the preparation of the Local Plan and identifies which bodies were
invited to make representations; how they were asked; a summary of the main issues
and how they were taken into account. This statement a requirement of Regulation 22 of
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

Background
2. The Council has undertaken three rounds of consultation to inform the preparation of the
Local Plan. The following consultations have been held, with weblinks to the respective
Statement of Consultation summarising the outcome of these consultations:
•

Scoping and Issues (Regulation 18 Consultation) – July/August 2016:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/regulation_18_consultation_new_cha
rnwood_local_plan/Regulation%2018%20Consultation%20%20New%20Charnwood%20Local%20Plan.pdf

•

Towards a Local Plan for Charnwood (Optional Consultation) – April/June 2018:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/towards_a_local_plan_for_charnwoo
d_discussion_paper_april_2018/Towards%20a%20Local%20Plan%20for%20Charn
wood%20port%20Low%20res%20A3%20map.pdf

•

Draft Plan (Optional Consultation) - November/December 2019:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/draft_charnwood_local_plan_2019_3
6/Draft%20Charnwood%20Local%20Plan%202019-36.pdf

3. The Council will undertake a fourth consultation, the Pre-Submission (Regulation 19/20
Consultation) in summer 2021 which will be the final round of consultation prior to the
Local Plan being submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.
4. All consultations have been undertaken in accordance with the legislative requirements
and the Charnwood Statement of Community Involvement, which exceeds minimum
consultation requirements.

Scoping and Issues (Regulation 18 Consultation) – July/August 2016
5. This consultation was the initial step of plan preparation and sought views to establish
local priorities to scope plan content. In total 16 consultees responded. The Statement of
Consultation (September 2016) summarises the responses received and sets out the
Council’s response to individual comments:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/regulation_18_statement_of_consultation
/Reg%2018%20Statement%20of%20Consultation.doc; and
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https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/appendix_b_n_complete_responses_by_
question/Appendix%20B%20Complete%20Responses%20by%20Question.docx
6. A list of bodies/persons that were invited to make representations as part of the
Regulation 18 consultation is at Appendix A. These include specific and general
consultation bodies that are prescribed by legislation. Charnwood Borough Councillors
and bodies/persons who registered to receive Local Plan alerts were also invited to
make representations. All bodies/persons were notified by e-mail or letter.
7. In undertaking the Regulation 18 consultation, the Council’s website was updated with
details of the consultation and a dedicated webpage was created. The consultation
document and associated questions were placed on Charnwood’s consultation portal
which enabled representations to be made online. Interested parties were directed to
submit their comments via the online consultation portal, email or letter.
8. Responses highlighted that similar issues to those addressed by the Core Strategy
2011-2028 were likely to remain. The consultation asked 14 questions and a summary of
the main issues raised pursuant to Regulation 18 were:

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The issues facing Charnwood were generally similar to those addressed by the
previous Local Plan although some changes are brought about by demographic
changes.
Changing circumstances that require understanding were issues such as climate
change, increased traffic, reduced services and the need for housing. The
importance of new documents such as the Strategic Growth Plan was also
identified.
There was a general preference that the strategy and plan period should continue to
2036, although there may be a need for this to be updated as needs change. There
is a need for consistency with the plans of surrounding authorities.
In terms of further evidence required to understand the amount of development
needed, evidence was thought necessary on services and facilities and the
constraints on development, especially environmental issues. Traffic assessments
were also highlighted as important.
In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for the spatial strategy, evidence was
thought needed on flood risk, infrastructure, transport and sustainability with a
careful assessment of settlements required to determine the spatial strategy.
In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for the transport strategy, the
importance of comprehensive traffic assessments and modelling to inform the plan
was emphasised.
In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for the environment, a number of
statutory requirements were highlighted. The importance of assessing various
aspects of the environment and the need to assess the environmental capacity for
development was highlighted.
In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for the type, mix and tenure of homes
needed, of housing need was highlighted as important and also the importance of
providing of certain types of housing.
In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for the economy, various areas were
identified for investigation including small and rural business, Watermead
Regeneration corridor, retail and strategic warehousing.
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•
•

•
•

In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for community facilities and services,
the need for accurate evidence of existing provision was highlighted.
In terms of any other evidence needed to plan for infrastructure delivery, the need
for understanding of the impact of development upon infrastructure, services and
facilities was highlighted.
In terms of any other evidence needed to monitor and respond to a lack of delivery,
the importance of ongoing monitoring was highlighted.
There was a mixed response to whether the Core Strategy Vision to 2028 should be
continued to 2036, with come considering the vision could be continues whilst others
believed that it should be re-assessed in the light of new evidence.

9. In terms of how representations made pursuant to Regulation 18 have been taken into
account, it was recognised that a detailed and robust evidence base was required to
inform the preparation of the Local Plan including assessments of the settlement
hierarchy, housing growth, climate change, infrastructure, environmental issues, flood
risk, economic development needs and more. The evidence base documents supporting
the Local Plan are online: https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/pages/evidencebase. The plan
period was continued to 2036, although subsequently revised to 2037, reflecting the time
taken to prepare the plan. Matters of cross-boundary importance have been considered
as part of plan preparation which is demonstrated Statements of Common Ground. The
Plan is supported by a monitoring framework to assess delivery and effectiveness on an
annual basis and the vision has been amended as appropriate. In addition, the Council
undertook two additional optional rounds of consultation (between the Regulation 18 and
Regulation 19/20 consultations) which provided further elaboration on the
representations made pursuant to Regulation 18. The Regulation 18 consultation
informed the preparation of the Towards a Local Plan consultation.

Towards a Local Plan for Charnwood (Optional Consultation) – April/June 2018
10. This consultation sought views on key issues relating to the overall development strategy
and scale of development required; considered the options for delivering the growth
needed; and gave an opportunity to comment on part of the evidence base. In total 104
consultees responded. The Statement of Consultation (June 2018) summarises the
responses received and sets out the Council’s response to individual comments:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/towards_a_local_plan_for_charnwood_st
atement_of_consultation_june_2018/Towards%20a%20Local%20Plan%20for%20Charn
wood%20Statement%20of%20Consultation%20%20June%202018%20%28FINAL%29.pdf
11. A notification letter was sent to 1,338 bodies/ persons contained on the Council’s Local
Plan consultation database and an e-mail alert was sent to bodies/ persons who
registered to receive Local Plan alerts. A list of consultees invited to comment is
published in Appendix A of the Statement of Consultation. The consultation was also
publicised via the Council website, social media and press release.
12. Several infrastructure providers and statutory organisations responded to the
consultation including Clinical Commissioning Groups, Highways England, Leicestershire
County Council, Environment Agency, Sport England and Natural England. These
bodies commented on how to improve the vision and on the key issues the plan needs to
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address including infrastructure capacity issues. Responses also highlighted the
evidence which will be needed to inform the Local Plan including Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment, Transport Assessments and Infrastructure Delivery Plans.
13. Responses were also received from Syston County Doctors Practice and Woodbrook
Vale School highlighting capacity concerns and the impact of the settlement limits on
future development of the School to meet increasing demand.
14. Many respondents raised concerns about the need and capacity for more housing
developments in the Borough. In particular, respondents highlighted concerns about
traffic and the availability and capacity of community infrastructure as well as the impact
on agricultural land, ecology, heritage, air quality, flooding and the character and
separation of villages. Concerns were also raised about recent developments and about
increasing the housing target to ensure delivery.
15. Other respondents suggested that the Council should be taking account of the proposed
standard housing methodology due to be introduced as part of the new National
Planning Policy Framework and that a higher housing figure and variety of sites will be
needed to ensure a sufficient supply of housing land. Respondents also highlighted that
the unmet need of other authorities in Leicester and Leicestershire will need to be
considered.
16. There were questions raised about the relationship between the Local Plan and the
Strategic Growth Plan with respondents highlighting concerns about aligning the Local
Plan to a non-statutory plan which is not complete and others raising concerns that the
discussion paper is silent on the proposal for the proposed A46 extension, a proposal
some respondents raised concerns about.
17. Leicester City Council, Leicestershire County Council, Melton Borough Council, Hinckley
and Bosworth Borough Council and Harborough District Council all responded
welcoming on-going engagement under the duty to cooperate. Leicester City Council
highlighted the need to work together to consider their unmet need for housing and
employment and cross boundary infrastructure. Leicestershire County Council provided
detailed comments on transport, education and strategic planning.
18. Overall, there was support for the proposed Areas of Local Separation and Green
Wedges and the proposed Settlement Hierarchy, although there were some responses
challenging the conclusions. A number of additional Areas of Local Separation were
suggested and suggestions made about what should be permitted within these areas.
The lack of a national planning policy on landscape designations was also highlighted in
response to Green Wedges and Areas of Local Separation. There were also detailed
comments provided on the Settlement Limits to Development as well as a request to
consider the proposed limits in the Quorn Neighbourhood Plan and concerns about
proposing limits before identifying future development locations. Responses were also
received highlighting the need for the Local Plan to include housing targets for
Neighbourhood Planning.
19. Several site appraisal and promotional documents were provided for potential
development sites. The majority of these were already known to the Council through the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment although a small number of additional
sites were put forward. Agents and developers took the opportunity to provide additional
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information about sites and work being undertaken to understand any constraints and
opportunities or explore options for future development. There were also a number of
site specific objections made.
20. The issue of student accommodation was raised by a number of respondents including
concerns about the quantity of Houses in Multiple Occupation and purpose built
accommodation and the impact they have on communities. However, there was also
support for meeting student needs in a wider area and through purpose built
accommodation. Suggestions were also made for further accommodation to be provided
on campus. There was also a case made for removing all restrictions on Houses in
Multiple Occupation to allow them to meet the needs of non-students.
21. Comments were received from the Forestry Commission about the need to consider the
impact of development on ancient woodland and the Canal and River Trust about
considering the opportunities and impacts on the river and canal network. The National
Farmers’ Union highlighted the need to consider the rural economy and CPRE
suggested higher density housing in urban areas and raised concern about the amount
of student accommodation, which could be meeting housing needs.
22. The Leicestershire Local Access Forum set out support for major schemes with planned
infrastructure and highlight opportunities to improve flood affected routes and avoid air
quality issues and East Midlands Airport highlight the need to consider the airport
safeguarded area. A response was also received from the Education & Skills Funding
Agency on planning for school places.
23. A preference for one or more of the housing strategies identified in the consultation
document was included by some. This included support for urban concentration
principles as it maximises existing infrastructure and minimises the need to travel but
also concern about focusing development in too few areas or too few sites putting too
much pressure on existing infrastructure. There was support for a new settlement
approach from a small number of respondents who considered it to take the pressure off
existing infrastructure but others raised concern about timescales and uncertainty of new
settlements. There was support for more dispersed development to create choice and
flexibility from some respondents but also concern about the ability to provide
appropriate infrastructure for this pattern of development from others.
24. In addition to these key themes, there were a range of other issues raised by one or two
respondents including comments or concerns about:
• how the vision will be implemented;
• how developments will be accessed;
• how the needs of the elderly will be met;
• the need to review the approach to rural communities,
• the need to require a mix of homes including affordable homes;
• the impact of internet shopping and need for car charging points;
• challenges to assumptions about infrastructure delivery from small sites;
• concerns about creating a sense of place in new developments;
• the need for a vision for the future of the Great Central Railway;
• the quality and design of development;
• the need for adequate protection for the borough’s theatres and other arts,
community and cultural facilities;
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•
•
•
•

greater detail needed on the environment and landscape protection;
reducing the impact of lighting on the countryside;
supporting sustainable forms of transport including provision of more buses and safe
walking and cycle routes; and
detailed comments on the Interim Sustainability Appraisal.

25. Issues raised through the Towards a Local Plan consultation provided confirmation of the
importance of issues related to the Local Plan and were used to inform further evidence
studies, options for development and policy drafting for the preparation of the Draft Local
Plan.

Draft Plan (Optional Consultation) - November/December 2019
26. This consultation sought views on the Council’s preferred options for a development
strategy and planning policies, taking account of Government requirements set out in the
NPPF; the Council’s corporate priorities; the Local Plan evidence base; and comments
raised during previous consultations. In total 434 consultees responded. The Statement
of Consultation (March 2020) summarises the responses received and sets out the
Council’s response to individual comments:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/statement_of_consultation_draft_charnw
ood_local_plan_2019_36/Statement%20of%20Consultation%20%20Draft%20Charnwood%20Local%20Plan%202019-36%202.pdf
27. A notification letter was sent to approximately 1,330 bodies/persons contained on the
Council’s Local Plan consultation database and an e-mail alert was sent to bodies/
persons who registered to receive Local Plan alerts. A list of consultees invited to
comment is published in the Appendix of the Statement of Consultation. The consultation
was also publicised via the Council website; social media; press release; posters in
libraries and community buildings; fliers containing key questions; information boards
and consultation events at three locations in the Borough – the Council Offices
(Loughborough), Glenmore Castle (Shepshed); and Syston Community Centre; and
officer attendance at parish council events upon request. Approximately 100 people
attended the three roadshow events.
28. In response to the vision and objectives, respondents suggested that there needs to be
better integration of the policy areas covered by the Local Plan to achieve genuine
sustainable development. It was also suggested that the authority needed to be more
ambitious in relation to climate change, sustainable transport, design, health and
provision of green spaces. Others suggested that there needed to be greater realism
about what can be achieved through the Local Plan, for example in relation to car use.
This highlighted the importance of an appropriate monitoring framework for the plan.
Respondents highlighted a lack of vision for Service Centres and Other Settlements and
a lack of explanation of the International Gateway and how this fits with the aim to
protect the National and Charnwood Forest. The need to protect community identity is
supported.
29. In response to the scale of development, North West Leicestershire, Harborough,
Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Councils, Leicester City Council and Leicestershire
County Council all highlighted the lack of flexibility built into the plan to respond to the
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outcomes of the Statement of Common Ground with regard to the redistribution of
Leicester’s unmet housing need. Leicester City Council suggested that the Council
should be planning for a higher housing target and that a low growth scenario is not
consistent with the NPPF. Leicestershire County Council expressed caution and
concern about the scale of housing highlighting that it does not appear to chime well with
the Government’s national ambition for housing delivery and they suggest a 20% buffer
is applied to the housing numbers.
30. The responses from developers and agents generally shared this view that the scale of
housing planned is insufficient. Concerns were raised that the unmet need from
Leicester is not taken into account and it was highlighted that the Strategic Growth Plan
is non-statutory and cannot be relied upon. It was argued that there is insufficient
flexibility to secure the required five year supply of deliverable sites in the context of slow
delivery of the SUEs and implementation rates. Respondents also suggested that the
proposed scale of development will fail to meet affordable housing needs and not
support economic growth.
31. It was suggested that the housing provision proposed was not consistent with NPPF
requirements, was not been appropriately tested in the sustainability appraisal and was
not justified by a published Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
32. The low growth scenario was supported by CPRE, a number of Parish Councils, Edward
Argar MP and local residents. It was suggested by respondents that the additional
homes proposed by the draft local plan for flexibility was not justified, would have
unacceptable impacts on the environment and cannot be supported by infrastructure.
33. In response to the development strategy, the position of some settlements in the
settlement hierarchy was questioned by some respondents. There was a grouping of
respondents that suggest Cossington, Rothley and Queniborough should be in a lower
tier of the hierarchy. It was also suggested by some that Anstey should be part of
Leicester Urban Area, but there was general consensus for Syston being part of
Leicester Urban Area. There was also a view that Cossington, East Goscote,
Queniborough, Rearsby and Wymeswold are more sustainable villages than the
remaining ‘Other Settlements’ in the proposed hierarchy.
34. In response to the distribution of development there were suggestions of unfairness and
that the scale of development in some areas was out of proportion with the size of the
settlement or the infrastructure available to support development. There appeared to be
greater concern about infrastructure, flooding and settlement separation in Service
Centres and Other Settlements, particularly in the south-east of the Borough, and more
concern about transport and congestion in Loughborough. A new settlement was
suggested as an alternative, with East of Loughborough and the Wolds given as
potential locations.
35. It was suggested by some respondents that more development should be directed
towards Loughborough (including suggestions for development at Cotes) and Shepshed.
Others suggested more development should be directed to small villages and hamlets,
Other Settlements and Service Centres. It was highlighted that very little development
was proposed in the northeast of the borough. Others suggested there was too much
development concentrated in parts of Loughborough, Shepshed, Syston, Service
Centres and the Other Settlements.
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36. Respondents questioned how the plan proposes to restructure Shepshed Town Centre
and how regeneration will be achieved without allocating any new employment land
there. Respondents highlighted inconsistencies in employment land provision figures.
Respondents questioned the sustainability of the Strategic Growth Plan and the focus on
the A46 expressway and others called for greater recognition of the International
Gateway in the strategy.
37. Respondents highlighted a lack of clarity for Neighbourhood Plans and call for existing
plans to be taken into account. There was a wish from some for the task of identifying
sites to be undertaken by neighbourhood plan groups.
38. In response to housing sites, the Draft Local Plan proposed 70 new sites for housing
development alongside the existing Sustainable Urban Extensions. The inclusion of the
majority of proposed sites had been supported by the landowner, promoter or developer
and a significant amount of supporting evidence had been submitted. Additional
evidence had also been submitted for a large number of alternative sites assessed as
part of the process but not proposed for allocation, to show how issues with sites could
be overcome. Some respondents challenged the site selection process, the need for
more small sites and the transparency of the assessment.
39. The promoters of all the larger proposed housing allocations submitted large amounts of
supporting evidence for their sites which together with the evidence for smaller sites
needed to be considered in detail and discussed with specialists within the Council as
well as infrastructure providers, Leicestershire County Council and neighbouring
authorities. The promoters of the land south west of Loughborough proposed a
significantly different allocation boundary and the promoters of the site south of
Loughborough promoted significantly more homes than identified in the draft local plan.
40. In total six landowners indicated that they were not willing to develop their site. These
sites combined were proposed to provide land for 189 homes. No contact was received
from owners of eleven sites, which are in total proposed to provide land for 409 homes.
Further work was therefore required to confirm there is a willing landowner for these
sites. In total at least 25 new sites were proposed for consideration.
41. A site in the Thurcaston/Cropston area has been proposed by Leicester City Council for
burial space to meet the needs arising from within the City.
42. The Environment Agency highlighted concerns with HS38 (Fairway Rd, Shepshed) as
there are 3 Environment Agency permit sites within 200 metres of the site (incinerator,
car scrapyard and animal feed factory). They also identified concerns about toxic
material associated with a proposed site, HS18 (Beacon Road, Loughborough) which
may be a substantial barrier to the development of this site.
43. Concerns were raised in relation to individual proposed sites and the concentration of
sites in Shepshed, Cossington, Wreake Valley villages and parts of Loughborough. This
included a range of concerns about whether there would be sufficient infrastructure to
support development, whether flood risk will be increased, how traffic will be managed
and concerns about the landscape and biodiversity impacts. There was a lack of
confidence that certain aspects of the planning system will work including confidence
regarding flooding evidence and delivery of infrastructure.
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44. In response to infrastructure provision, respondents highlighted the pressure proposed
development will put on local infrastructure especially schools and health services. It
was argued that many doctors’ surgeries and schools are already oversubscribed.
Concerns were also highlighted about the focus on bus access when the Council exerts
no control over this service.
45. The West Leicestershire Clinical Commissioning Group commented that it believes
further development in Shepshed, on the scale proposed within the draft local plan,
would have posed a significant risk for Health Care provision in the area. The two
current surgeries will require significant investment and there are potential site and
workforce constraints to significant further expansion.
46. Leicestershire County Council Education highlighted significant challenges to meeting
primary education needs in Barrow Upon Soar, Cossington and Hathern. They
highlighted the need for new schools to support the development proposed at
Loughborough, Shepshed and Syston. It was also highlighted that additional land would
be required to expand schools in Queniborough, Quorn, Rearsby, Rothley and Sileby.
47. Leicester City Council highlighted that the preferred spatial development strategy for
both the City and Charnwood directs growth to the north/north-west of the urban area of
Leicester and therefore it will be important to ensure close working on cross boundary
infrastructure matters. This issue was also raised by North West Leicestershire in
relation to the International Gateway and by Leicestershire County Council Highway
Authority in terms of transport in relation to both the City and North West Leicestershire.
48. Highways England highlighted the likely impact on the operation of the M1, specifically
between M1 J21A and J24, and on the A46 of the development on the edge of Leicester,
Loughborough and Shepshed.
49. Severn Trent Water did not raise any water supply issues but waste water treatment
capacity at some sites will require reinforcement. Increasing capacity at Wanlip is
already planned for but the additional allocation to Loughborough and Shepshed will
mean increased treatment capacity will be required, as it will be at some of the Service
Centres.
50. In response to other policy areas, there were a range of policy refinements proposed
including from several specialist organisations. Some respondents also raised concerns
about whether there are sufficient evidence to support the policies, whether policies were
ambitious enough and also whether they were practical and viable.
51. Issues raised through the Draft Plan consultation were considered through further
engagement with key stakeholders such as infrastructure providers and duty to
cooperate partners and informed final evidence gathering and policy refinement for the
preparation of the Pre-Submission Local Plan.
52. It should be noted that since the end of the consultation period in December 2019, the
Council continued to receive representations regarding sites proposed in the Draft Plan
raising issues including infrastructure, traffic, access, biodiversity, amenity and safety
considerations.
Pre-Submission (Regulation 19/20 Consultation)

Page 977

53. The Council has prepared a Pre-Submission Local Plan for consultation in June 2021.
An updated version of this report, setting out the number of representations made and a
summary of the main issues raised will be produced prior to formal submission of the
Local Plan.
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Appendix A: Bodies and persons invited to make representations under Regulation 18
Anstey Parish Council
Bardon Parish Meeting
Barkby & Barkby Thorpe Parish Council
Barrow upon Soar Parish Council
Beeby Parish Meeting
Belton Parish Council
Birstall Parish Council
Blaby District Council
British Gas Connections Ltd
British Telecommunications Plc
Broughton & Dalby Parish Council
Burton on the Wolds, Cotes and Prestwold Parish Council
Charley Parish Council
Cossington Parish Council
Costock Parish Council
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)
Department of Transport
East Goscote Parish Council
East Leake Parish Council
EE
English Heritage
Environment Agency
Gaddesby Parish Council
Glenfield Parish Council
Groby Parish Council
Harborough District Council
Hathern Parish Council
Hickling Parish Council
Highways England
Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council
Historic England
Hoby with Rotherby Parish Council
Homes and Communities Agency
Hoton Parish Council
Hungarton Parish Council
Kegworth Parish Council
Keyham Village Meeting
Kingston on Soar Parish Council
Leicester City Council
Leicestershire Constabulary
Leicestershire County Council
Local Enterprise Partnership
Long Whatton & Diseworth Parish Council
Lowesby & Cold Newton Parish Meeting
Markfield Parish Council
Melton Borough Council
Mountsorrel Parish Council
National Grid
Natural England
Network Rail
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Newtown Linford Parish Council
NHS Leicester, Leicestershire & Rutland PCT
Normanton on Soar Parish Council
North West Leicestershire District Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Npower Ltd
NTL Group Ltd
O2 (UK) Ltd
Oadby & Wigston Borough Council
Orange Personal Communications Ltd
Powergen
Queniborough Parish Council
Quorn Parish Council
Ratcliffe on the Wreake Parish Council
Rearsby Parish Council
Rempstone Parish Council
Rothley Parish Council
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rutland County Council
Scraptoft Parish Council
Seagrave Parish Council
Severn Trent Water
Shepshed Town Council
Sileby Parish Council
South Croxton Parish Council
Stanford on Soar Parish Council
Sutton Bonington Parish Council
Swithland Parish Council
Syston Town Council
The Coal Authority
Three
Thrussington Parish Council
Thurcaston & Cropston Parish Council
Thurmaston Parish Council
T-Mobile Ltd
Transco Plc
Twyford and Thorpe Parish Council
Ulverscroft Parish Meeting
Upper Broughton Parish Council
Vodafone and O2
Vodafone Group plc
Vodafone Ltd
Walton on the Wolds Parish Council
Wanlip Parish Meeting
Western Power
Willoughby on the Wolds Parish Council
Woodhouse Parish Council
Wymeswold Parish Council
Wysall & Thorpe in the Glebe Parish Council

Page 980

APPENDIX E
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1.

PURPOSE, SCOPE AND STRUCTURE

1.1

This document provides an assessment of infrastructure needed in Charnwood to support the
delivery of the local plan. The starting point of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has been
to establish an understanding of the current level of infrastructure provision in the Borough and
to relate this to the planned growth to provide an understanding of what additional infrastructure
will be required to deliver that growth.

1.2

The information in the IDP has been obtained from infrastructure service providers own
assessments, other strategic studies and site promoter inputs. Consultations with infrastructure
providers were undertaken throughout the plan preparation process, both during and outside
the formal stages of plan consultation and will continue to provide a robust evidence base as
the plan is implemented. The Borough Council has also worked with the promoters of allocated
sites to understand their deliverability.

1.3

The IDP is divided into two parts; firstly a commentary of infrastructure provision in
Charnwood, identifying key issues for the Borough as a whole, and secondly a Schedule of the
infrastructure that will be required to deliver the plan.

1.4

The schedule will be continually updated as more information becomes available, including
financial details of scheme costs. Infrastructure planning is not static, and the IDP assessment
presented in the Schedule is based on information available at a point in time and will be
continuously changing and the IDP will be refined and updated and treated as a ‘live toolkit’ to
support the delivery of growth and securing prioritised infrastructure.

2.

INTRODUCTION

2.1

Infrastructure is essential to ensure development takes place. It is required to ensure that sites
can be accessed; provided with essential services and then the needs that the development
itself generates can be provided for, and the impacts it creates upon the community can be
mitigated.

2.2

Achieving high standards of sustainable development, as the policy led approach of the local
plan seeks to do, places greater expectations on both developers and providers for all types of
infrastructure. Transport infrastructure means more than simply providing access to a site for
private motor vehicles, but also seeking to ensure that the users of the site have access to
sustainable modes of movement so that buses are close and convenient, and connectivity on
foot or by cycle is easily available.

2.3

When development takes place, it also makes additional demands on existing infrastructure
such as school places, health care, open space, and recreational facilities. We have worked
closely with developers to ensure that the full range of policy requirements are addressed in
accordance with the approach set out in national planning policy. We will also use our extensive
evidence base of studies to help us understand needs and priorities for our communities.

2.4

The planning system and in particular the policies set by this Local Plan, will play a key role in
helping to ensure that key infrastructure is provided at the right time and in the right place to
serve new development.

2.5

This Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared to highlight key infrastructure which is
required to deliver the plan. This will be kept up to date and added to as new requirements or
needs are identified and will be used to inform negotiations on proposed developments as well
as discussions with other organisations in respect of funding and delivery of infrastructure.

2.6

This Infrastructure Delivery Plan therefore is a key part of the evidence base to ensure that the
development strategy is deliverable and to demonstrate that the full consequences of growth
have been considered and planned for.

3
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National Planning Policy Framework
2.7

The NPPF requires that local plans should include an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and
quality of development, and make sufficient provision for infrastructure for transport,
telecommunications, security, waste management, water supply, wastewater and flood risk,
and the provision of minerals and energy as well as community facilities (such as health,
education and cultural infrastructure). It also states that these policies should not undermine
the deliverability of the plan.

2.8

The NPPF calls on plans to ensure that sufficient choice of school places is available to meet
the needs of existing and new communities. Local planning authorities are required to take a
proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement, and to development
that will widen choice in education.

2.9

In terms of open space and recreation the NPPF states that access to a network of high quality
open spaces and opportunities for sport and physical activity is important for the health and
well-being of communities. Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date
assessments of the need for open space, sport and recreation facilities (including quantitative
or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and opportunities for new provision. Information gained from
the assessments should be used to determine what open space, sport and recreational
provision is needed, which plans should then seek to accommodate.

2.10

With respect to transport infrastructure the NPPF states that transport issues should be
considered from the earliest stages of plan-making so that, the potential impacts of
development on transport networks can be addressed and opportunities to promote walking,
cycling and public transport use are identified and pursued.

2.11

The NPPF also recognises the importance of advanced, high quality communications
infrastructure as essential for economic growth and social well-being and calls for planning
policies to support the expansion of electronic communications networks and full fibre
broadband connections.

3.

TRANSPORT

3.1

Assessing the implications of development upon transport has been a key consideration
throughout the plan preparation process to ensure that the implications for development upon
the transport network are fully assessed, and so that appropriate mitigation measures are put
in place to reduce adverse impacts.

3.2

Charnwood’s location at the heart of England means that it is served by key sections of the
national and regional route network. This has been an important consideration in setting the
context for the consideration of transport issues in the local plan.
Strategic Road Network

3.3

Midlands Connect, the transport arm of the Midlands Engine, a partnership comprising local
authorities and economic development agencies working closely with and the Department for
Transport, Network Rail and Highways England assessed what transport infrastructure is
needed to boost the region’s economic growth. This was set out in Midlands Connect Strategy
published in 2017 which identified the A46 corridor to Syston as a priority project.

3.4

The Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan (2018) identified a number of projects
to improve connectivity which were supported by proposals in the Midlands Connect Strategy
which included improving the A46 to expressway standard (initially envisaged to follow an
alignment south and east of Leicester but on a precise route to be defined).

3.5

In November 2020, Midlands Connect published their Stage 2 report for the A46 Corridor across
the Midlands. A new road to expressway’ standard to the south and east of Leicester was not
supported, but instead recommended that there should be an approach of incremental
upgrades of the existing A46 route to support growth identified in local plans.
4
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3.6

Midlands Connect’s A46 Study identified the M1 to Hobby Horse Interchange (A607) in the
Syston area as a significant barrier to growth for which intervention would be needed by 2030.
In addition, it stated that intervention was needed on the M1 Corridor and the need to minimise
the impacts of longer-term spatial distribution of growth on the strategic road network.

3.7

In the light of the findings for the A46 it was stated that the medium- and long-term plan for the
A46 would be reviewed and updated. The refresh of Midlands Connect Strategy in 2021 is likely
to provide more information on the project.

3.8

In terms of the strategic road network Highways England Road Investment Strategy for the
period 2025 to 2030 (RIS3) includes improvements to M1 capacity and Leicester Western
Access amongst its pipeline programme of projects.

3.9

Leicestershire County Council and Leicester City Council have prepared a Strategic Transport
Priorities document setting out a joint framework to support Leicester and Leicestershire’s longterm growth needs, and a Strategic Transport Assessment will further develop the
understanding of the infrastructure and sustainable transport measures required to deliver long
term growth whilst supporting air quality and low carbon objectives.
Charnwood Local Plan Transport Modelling

3.10

The framework provided by Midlands Connect and the Strategic Growth Plan was taken into
account in the development of the Local Plan and in the transport assessment of our site
allocations which was undertaken by AECOM who were commissioned to undertake a
comprehensive transport assessment using the Leicestershire County Council’s PRTM model
of proposed growth and to assess the impacts and benefits that result from delivering mitigation
measures.

3.11

The approach to this work involved three tasks:
•
•
•

identifying broad locations and corridors where transport impacts were assessed to be
most significant and where mitigation would need to focus.
creating a long list of transport interventions, which could potentially mitigate the impact
of growth options; and
identifying a set of package options to address borough wide impacts, and a preferred
package of interventions.

3.12

The transport modelling considered the impacts upon both the local route network and also the
strategic route network within Charnwood because the model outputs show increases in traffic
on minor local route network routes which appear to occur as a consequence of strategic route
network congestion and delays, therefore indicating that motorists may avoid using the M1 for
certain journeys where the local route network could provide a viable alternative in terms of
journey time.

3.13

Working together with Leicestershire County Council (LCC) and Highways England, along with
the Leicester City Council, significant work has been undertaken to test the development
strategy using LCC’s integrated transport model (PRTM).

3.14

The modelling work has shown the need for both local and strategic road network
improvements. There is existing congestion which has impacts on the borough’s ability to grow
successfully in the future. The situation is compounded by the potential cumulative impacts of
growth across the wider Housing Market Area, particularly in the City of Leicester and Blaby
District.

3.15

We will continue to work collaboratively with Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City
Council and Highways England and other HMA partners to establish an agreed position on the
transport impacts and establish an agreed approach to dealing with these.

5
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Transport Key Findings
• The functioning of the strategic road network is an important element of transport
planning in Charnwood.
• The A46 and the Hobbyhorse roundabout interchange are key routes which will
require upgrading.
• Transport modelling has identified a package of costed schemes of both
sustainable transport measures and highway improvements to mitigate growth.
4.

EDUCATION

4.1

Leicestershire County Council is the education authority with statutory responsibility for school
planning and provision. The role of the County Council has changed in recent years as a result
of the growth in the establishment of academies who to a large degree operate independently
of the local authority. However, the County Council still has the duty to set out the school
requirements for a new community in order that providers may identify their capacity to provide
that school.

4.2

Where a new school is required the County Council will usually procure the school building and
will provide the new building for the successful provider to occupy. A developer may
alternatively choose to construct the new school which must be subject to a specification agreed
between the developer and the Council.

4.3

The County Council currently receives a capital grant from the government to support the
supply of places in all schools, where arising as a consequence of demographic growth,
however, in terms of pupils arising from new housing developments the government does not
provide monies to develop or expand educational facilities and expect that such places will be
funded by Section 106 contributions from developers. Developers will be therefore expected to
contribute towards the provision of education for the children of a proposed development in
accordance with Leicestershire County Council’s Developer Contributions Policy, (January
2019).
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/developer-contributions
Additional pupil places to accommodate existing planned growth

4.4

Significant new educational provision is already planned as part of the development of the
Sustainable Urban Extensions which were allocated in the Charnwood Local Plan Core
Strategy(2015). The Section 106 Agreements for Thorpebury (North East Leicester SUE),
Garendon (West Loughborough SUE) Broadnook (North of Birstall SUE) all include provision
for the delivery of new schools. In each case provision will be subject to an education review
which will assess current needs and deliverability.
Sustainable Urban
Extension
Throrpebury (North
East Leicester)

Garendon (West
Loughborough)

Broadnook (North of
Birstall)

Secondary

Primary

Comments

New Secondary
School or
relocation of
Roundhill Academy
New High School /
Upper School or
reconfiguration,
new build or
extension of
existing schools
Contribution
towards the
provision of
additional places.

3 Primary Schools

Subject to Education
Review

2 Primary Schools

Subject to Education
Delivery Review

1 Primary School

Subject to Education
Delivery review
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4.5

Planning for the distribution of new housing growth has sought to achieve a close alignment
with school capacity and the provision of new schools. We have worked closely with the
Childrens and Families Service of Leicestershire County Council to determine how additional
capacity could be provided, whether through extensions to existing schools or the construction
of new schools.

4.6

When a small number of additional dwellings are planned then it is usually possible to make
provision in existing schools where there is capacity, however larger allocations in areas where
schools have little, or no capacity presents challenges. The 1996 Education Act sets out
maximum statutory distances for children to walk to school, namely a 2 mile safe walking route
for children aged below 8 years of age which rises to 3 miles above 8 years of age. If school
provision is not available within these thresholds, then transport needs to be provided to a more
distant school. In planning for new schools there is therefore a strong imperative to ensure that
provision is local to where the children will reside to ensure cohesive and sustainable
communities.

4.7

An additional factor that has had to be taken into account is the fact that when there is
insufficient capacity in local schools then certain thresholds of children are required to make
the provision of a new school viable. These assumptions are as follows:
Size of School
(FE = Form
Entry)

0.5 FE
1 FE
1.5 FE
2 FE
2.5 FE
3 FE

of

Numbers
Children

of

105
210
315
420
525
620

Numbers of new
homes required to
provide for yield
(children to homes
x3.333)
350
700
1,050
1,400
2,050
2,100

Land required for
a new school.

1.1ha
1.6ha
2.0ha
2.4ha
3.0ha

4.8

This means that there are thresholds of 700 new homes to provide for a new 1FE Primary
School and 1,400 new homes to provide for a 2 FE Primary School. We have used these
numbers to inform our housing allocations.

4.9

The estimated cost for the provision of a new primary school starts from £4.6m (excluding land
costs) though this can increase depending on the topography of the land, site conditions and
the quality of construction, which can be significant if carbon reduction targets are to be met.
Forms of Entry
1FE
1.5FE
2FE
2.5FE
3FE

Total Building Cost
£4,656,390.00
£5,543,082.00
£6,982,210.00
£8,918,964.00
£12,769,120.00

4.10

When the scale of development is such to necessitate a new school, the developer will be
expected to provide the site, or fund site acquisition, fund the building costs, including the
infrastructure and the playing fields and furniture, equipment and ICT costs. Alternatively, the
developer may agree to construct the new school which must be to an agreed specification with
the County Council. Where several sites are contributing to a new school, each site will be
required to pay a proportionate amount of the total cost.

4.11

In delivering new schools consideration should be given to safeguarding additional land when
new schools within development sites are being planned, to allow for anticipated future
expansion or the reconfiguration of schools to create a single site in accordance with DfE
guidance (DfE, Securing developer contributions for education, April 2019).
7
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4.12

As a result of partnership working with Leicestershire County Council and ongoing discussions
with the promoters of key sites the following plan for primary school education provision to serve
the plan’s growth has been set prepared. The scale of additional provision is significant and will
require close working to ensure that the delivery of housing is accompanied by the provision of
school places in the right place and at the right time. This will be essential to the delivery of the
plan. Although the focus of the plan has been on primary education, contributions may also be
sought from developers where a need exists for early years, secondary provision and special
needs in accordance with the Developer Contributions Policy of Leicestershire County Council.
Draft
Local
Plan Ref
HA1

Site
Name

Location

Education
Provision

Land
South
East of
Syston

Syston

HA12

Land at
Gynsill
Lane
and
Anstey
Lane

Glenfield

2 FE
Primary
School on
2ha of land
to provide
for 420
pupils.
Reserve
Site for 1
FE Primary
School on
1.1ha of
land to
provide for
210 pupils.

HA15

Land
South of
L’boro

L.boro

HA32

Land at
Tickow
Lane
South

Shepshed

HA43

Land
west of
Anstey

Anstey

Total
Construction
Cost
£6,982,210

Provision of Land
and Construction
Costs
Land to provide site
for school with
construction costs to
be shared amongst
sites that it would
serve.

£4,656,390*

Part of a wider cross
boundary
development
including parcels of
land in the City of
Leicester and Blaby
District. The cost of
the school would be
shared amongst all
parts of the
development.
Land to provide site
for school with
construction costs to
be shared amongst
sites that it would
serve.

2 FE
Primary
School on
2ha of land
to provide
for 420
pupils.
3 FE
Primary
School on
3ha of land
to provide
for 562
pupils.

£6,982,210

1 FE
Primary
School on
1.1ha of
land to
provide for
210 pupils.

£4,656,390
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£12,769,120**

Land to provide site
for school with
construction costs to
be shared amongst
sites that it would
serve but
contributions to
reflect the yield of
562 pupils (rather
than 630 - 2
classrooms less than
3FE school equating
to a 2.7FE)
Land to provide site
for school with
construction costs to
be shared amongst
sites that it would
serve.

HA49

Land off
Cotes
Road

Barrow
upon Soar

HA59

Land to
the rear
of
Derry’s
Garden
Centre

Cossington
– to also
serve
Sileby

1 FE
Primary
School on
1.1ha of
land to
provide for
210 pupils.
0.5 FE
extension
to
Cossington
Primary
School to
provide for
105 pupils.

£4,656,390

Land to provide site
for school with
construction costs to
be shared amongst
sites that it would
serve.

c.£2,500,000

Land to provide site
for school with
construction costs to
be shared amongst
sites that it would
serve as necessary.

*Cost would be shared amongst all contributing parts of development in Charnwood, Blaby
and the City of Leicester
**Cost shown is for the construction costs of a 3FE Primary School.

Education Key Findings
•

6 new primary schools will be provided to serve the SUEs (subject to delivery
reviews)
6 more primary schools will be required to serve new local plan growth (plus an
extension to an existing school, one subject to further discussion with neighbouring
authorities).
Developers will be required to meet the reasonable costs of providing new school
places.

•
•

5.

HEALTH

5.1

In accordance with national priorities the Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Sustainability
and Transformation Plan (STP) known as ‘Better Care Together’ is the strategic plan covering
all aspects of health and social care provision across Leicestershire and Rutland. It represents
the combined strategy of East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG (ELRCCG), West
Leicestershire CCG (WLCCG), and Leicester City CCG.

5.2

The STP identifies the GP as the primary route for accessing care with the aim being to reduce
the amount of care and support delivered in acute settings (hospitals), so that only care that
must be delivered in the acute setting will take place there in the future.

5.3

Clinical Commissioning Groups are responsible for commissioning health care services for the
local community. Charnwood is covered by two Clinical Commissioning Groups: West
Leicestershire CCG which covers most of the Borough and East Leicestershire and Rutland
CCG which covers a smaller area in the south east of the Borough. Although they still operate
separately the Clinical Commissioning Groups in Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland (LLR)
have established much closer joint working over recent years with the appointment of a joint
chief executive starting a process of a move to an integrated management structure.
•

West Leicestershire CCG plans and purchases NHS services for a population of
366,000. It covers three district council areas in Leicestershire: North West
Leicestershire, Hinckley & Bosworth and Charnwood. The CCG oversees the provision
of Primary Medical Care services delivered from 48 practices.
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•

East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG has responsibility for commissioning healthcare
services for residents in Blaby, Lutterworth, Market Harborough, Rutland, Melton
Mowbray, Oadby and Wigston and the surrounding areas including a small part of
Charnwood in the south and east of the Borough. The CCG is formed of GPs from 31
practices and serves around 327,000 patients. Only two of the 31 practices are located
in Charnwood.

5.4

Local healthcare commissioners are developing a Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland
Strategic Estates Plan to plan and prioritise healthcare estates across the whole area. At
present, large scale capital investment in premises is limited and only a small number of
practices benefit from this; therefore Section 106 contributions provide an important funding
stream for improvement work.

5.5

Local plan preparation ensured that effective ongoing engagement took place with the CCGs
to ensure that the effect of housing growth upon health services could be assessed. One of the
main findings of the responses from both CCGs was that the health service is under acute
pressure to deliver their services and that increased pressure will be placed on the NHS as a
result of housing growth. The capacity constraints at some locations together with the relatively
poor quality accommodation at some practices and the absence of GP practices at some
locations were highlighted. Issues such as the ageing population and the difficulty of recruiting
medical staff will also exacerbate pressures upon delivery of health care.

5.6

West Leicestershire CCG confirmed that in the main they felt that that they could support
practices in meeting the impact for the majority of proposed new development, providing there
was suitable S106 healthcare contributions arising from the same. Particular concern was
expressed about the impact upon practices in Shepshed where options for enhanced provision
will need to be developed.

5.7

East Leicestershire CCG commented that there was a need to ensure adequate provision was
made and funding was secured via the s106 process to ensure access to healthcare services
from existing GP surgeries and potential gaps to meet planned growth. It was felt that proposed
developments in the Syston area would have a significant impact upon the Jubilee Medical
Practice and the County Practice and would require support via s106 funding to manage
planned growth.

5.8

NHS Property Services acknowledged that the Clinical Commissioning Groups had confirmed
a preference for funding to improve existing practices rather than see new facilities, however,
they also noted that much surplus NHS property is outdated and no longer suitable for modern
healthcare without significant investment.

Health Key Findings
•
•
•

In the main GP practices can be supported to accommodate growth.
Section 106 contributions will be required to support modifications, extensions and
where necessary new build.
Shepshed is already experiencing capacity issues and options for enhancements
to provision will need to be developed as a priority.

6.

WATER AND SEWERAGE

6.1

Severn Trent Water is the responsible water company covering Charnwood. They have the
obligation to provide water supplies and sewage treatment capacity for future development and
expressed their wish to work collaboratively with the local planning authority to provide relevant
assessments of the impacts of future developments.

6.2

No predicted risk was identified to the water supply / demand balance for either 2027 or 2040.
Severn Trent’s initial assessments suggest that the sites are located within an area in which
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surface / groundwater bodies are not at risk of deterioration, and therefore in accordance with
Article 4 of the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC).
6.3

Sewerage undertakers have an obligation to accommodate new development through the
provision of additional wastewater capacity (both sewerage and treatment) in the area. For
wastewater, there is also a requirement to ensure additional development flows do not unduly
increase flood risk from the sewerage system and that there is no adverse effect on the
environment by ensuring that appropriate levels of treatment at each of our sewage treatment
works.

6.4

At sub regional level water supply is not expected to be a constraint to development across
Leicestershire as the water supply network is pressurised and therefore has more flexibility.
However, the scale of growth proposed in the Strategic Growth Plan within Leicestershire was
significant and this could have a major impact on the capacity of the existing wastewater
infrastructure. The majority of sewage treatment works across Leicestershire were already
working close to, or above their permitted maximum flow rates so it was likely that upgrades
were likely to be required across the County to meet future demand.

6.5

In Charnwood both Wanlip and Shepshed could potentially receive a significant quantity of
additional wastewater in the future, and it is likely that extensive upgrades to the existing
infrastructure or, the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities would be required to
manage future growth.

6.6

Development in the Leicester urban edge fits into Severn Trent’s longer term strategy of
increasing capacity at Wanlip sewage treatment works in Charnwood is the largest treatment
works in Leicestershire covering an extensive drainage area, including much of the City of
Leicester and the surrounding areas. The analysis indicated that Wanlip was currently working
above its maximum flow permit and demand is set to increase as a result of future growth.
Significant investment is programmed to address these capacity concerns.

6.7

Shepshed sewage treatment works was functioning just under its permit, but future growth is
likely to lead to an exceedance of the permit, and it is therefore likely that investment would be
required in order to accommodate the scale of development proposed. We will work with Severn
Trent to determine what, additional treatment capacity will be required. The allocations in
Loughborough are also likely to mean that treatment capacity will need to be increased at
Loughborough waste water treatment works by about 2030.

6.8

Service Centres are served by Barrow and Quorn wastewater treatment works. Additional
treatment capacity will be required at Barrow & Quorn by 2030. The only exception being
Anstey which is served by Wanlip where additional capacity investment is planned from 2025.

6.9

Wanlip Waste Water Treatment Works also serves the named ‘Other Settlements’ in the Draft
Local Plan, with the exception of Burton on the Wolds and Wymeswold, which are served by
the facility in Burton on the Wolds. Severn Trent were of the view that there should be capacity
to accommodate the additional housing allocations in smaller settlements, assuming the
distribution of housing is proportionate.
Water and Sewerage Key Findings
•
•
•

No constraints on water provision to serve growth have been identified.
Water treatment works at Wanlip, Loughborough and Shepshed will require
upgrading within the plan’s timescale.
More local capacity issues at pumping stations will also need to be addressed.

7.

UTILITIES

7.1

National Grid are the electricity transmission network operator for England and Wales and
supply electricity to regional distribution network operators as the countrywide demand
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requires. Charnwood is served by Western Power Distribution. They are realigning their
activities so that they will act as a distribution services operator to reflect the changing energy
market.
7.2

Western Power have not identified any current issues of connectivity to serve local plan growth,
but the situation can change as new connections are required. Investment in new infrastructure
is triggered only when they receive a request to connect power which they cannot service from
the existing network – the connection charges to the client reflect the installation costs of
investing in the supplementary infrastructure.

7.3

For a large housing scheme there is a reasonable expectation that delivery will proceed
according to a planned trajectory and so the risk to the client in off setting the connection
charges is generally manageable. In the case of a large employment scheme, it is far more
difficult to predict the pattern of demand and so the lead developer is exposed to greater risk
which could seriously impact on the ability to deliver the development and jobs.

7.4

Western Power published future energy scenarios for Charnwood in 2018 for the period 2019
to 2030 which looks at the expected use of different types of energy and the implications for
the network because the move to a low carbon economy will change the demands placed on
the system. Amongst the most significant expected changes are the significant growth in
electric vehicles from just 413 in 2019 to 28,820 in 2030.

7.5

Like the electricity network, there is a gas transmission network, owned by National Grid, that
feeds distribution networks up and down the country. Cadent are responsible distribution for
gas distribution serving Charnwood and connectivity to new housing and employers has not
been identified as an issue.
Utilities Key Findings
•
•
•

No known capacity constraints for electricity or gas provision have been identified
to provide for local plan growth.
New connections can however change capacity and availability of provision within
a short space of time.
Demand for electricity likely to change as a result of move to low carbon energy.

8.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND BROADBAND

8.1

Superfast broadband is a critically important infrastructure now commonly referred to as the
‘fourth utility’. It is an essential driver for economic growth, innovation and competitiveness. As
well as the benefits for businesses, significant cost savings will also become available to
residents as it will enable more people to work from home. This will have a positive knock on
impact on the environment with a reduction of CO2 emissions through reduced commuting and
business travel.

8.2

Leicestershire has a well-developed and growing superfast broadband network Superfast
Leicestershire which is a multi-million-pound project led by the County Council, in partnership
with British Telecommunications (BT), the Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership
(LLEP), Broadband Delivery UK (BDUK) and the District and Borough Councils. The aim of the
project is to bring superfast broadband access to areas not served by commercial operators.

8.3

The delivery programme has been running since 2014 and by the end of Phase 2 from 2016 to
2019 more than 72,000 properties in Leicestershire had gained access to superfast broadband,
including approximately 11,000 businesses. As a direct result of the Programme’s intervention,
coverage of Superfast Broadband across Leicestershire has increased from 81% to 96%,
above the UK average.

8.4

As part of this delivery programme significant infrastructure build has already taken place in
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Charnwood, the main elements of which include fibre enabling and capacity building within
telephone exchanges, deploying new fibre optic cabling, installation of roadside fibre
broadband cabinets and other network enhancements.
8.5

In September 2020 it was estimated that 1,935 premises in west Charnwood and 947 premises
in east Charnwood remain unconnected. The next phase of Superfast Broadband will focus on
rolling out enhanced provision to the west of the Borough meaning that it will be the more rural
parts of east Charnwood which where properties will most lack connectivity.
Telecommunications and Broadband Key Findings
•
•
•

The partnership approach to broadband roll out in Leicestershire has worked well.
Superfast broadband connectivity for Charnwood is at a high level and the growth
identified in the local plan will generally be well served.
Some rural areas, particularly in east Charnwood, will continue to lag behind.

9.

OPEN SPACE, SPORT AND RECREATION

9.1

The Borough Council commissioned three studies to inform our understanding of open space,
indoor sport and playing pitches. These assessments provided the evidence base for our Open
Space Strategy published in 2019 and the evidence for our new standards for provision. While
the methodology of each study was different, they all sought to assess the quantity of current
provision as well as its quality and accessibility. The evidence allows us to plan ahead to make
new provision, or to improve existing provision, where it is most needed.

9.2

Our Open Space Assessment identified a total of 1,277 hectares of land providing open space
in Charnwood. This comprises a range of different types of open space as follows:
•
•
•
•

Parks and Gardens - 20 sites across Charnwood providing a total of 47 hectares.
Natural and Semi Natural Open Space – 37 sites providing a total 938 hectares.
Amenity Green Space – providing a total of 168 hectares.
Children’s Play and Youth Provision – 99 children’s play areas and 31 youth play
facilities providing a good network of provision which needs to be maintained.
Green corridors – providing a total of 41 hectares.
Allotments - 32 allotment sites providing 36 hectares.
Civic Spaces - 10 sites providing a total of 3 hectares.
Cemeteries and Churchyards - 53 cemeteries and churchyards covering 43 hectares.

•
•
•
•
9.3

Ensuring that our communities have access to open space is an important aspect of our
commitment to sustainable communities and the standards established through our evidence
based studies and set out in the Open Space Strategy and Local Plan will be applied to during
the development management process to new development applications in accordance with
the CIL Regulations.
Open Space and Recreation Key Findings
•
•
•

10.

The Local Plan is underpinned by a robust evidence base of open space provision
and needs.
Section 106 contributions will be used to support new provision and enhance
existing provision according to the evidence and in accordance with the CIL
Regulations.
Quantity, quality and accessibility will all be considered in making provision through
the planning system.

LIBRARIES
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10.1

Leicestershire County Council has a statutory responsibility under the Public Libraries and
Museums Act 1964 to provide a comprehensive and efficient library service. In 2014 a review
of the library service took place and as a result the service has undergone significant changes
in recent years with more of a community focus. It remains a vitally important service to promote
learning, leisure and community cohesion, and it is right that the impact upon libraries is
addressed as part of the development process.

10.2

The County Council considers that its libraries should be modern and attractive buildings which
are located in highly accessible locations in close proximity to, or jointly with, other community
facilities for example in retail centres or with other services for example health or education and
ideally integrated within the design of an overall development of suitable size and standard for
intended users. It is also recognised that libraries will need to be flexible to meet the diverse
range of users and be adaptable to the use of new technologies to meet the needs of their
clients.

10.3

The distribution of growth in the Local Plan means that the impact local libraries will be felt
across the borough. It is likely that Section 106 contributions will continue to be an important
source of support when new development takes place, and we will work with Leicestershire
County Council to identify priorities for future spend.

10.4

Leicestershire County Council will continue to maintain all county council managed libraries,
and to support all existing Community Managed libraries. For Charnwood these are:
•
•

10.5

LCC - Loughborough, Shepshed, Syston and Birstall
Community managed - East Goscote, Thurmaston, Sileby, Barrow, Quorn, Rothley,
Anstey, Mountsorrel and Hathern

Any requests for the support of new library facilities will be considered by the County Council
on a case by case basis, but it is unlikely that the service would have the capacity or revenue
budget required to sustain new libraries in the long term.

Libraries Key Findings
•
•
•

Libraries are an important focus for the community which enhance learning, leisure
and support community cohesion.
Leicestershire County Council’s focus for libraries is to make provision in accessible
locations in the community co-located with other services.
Section 106 contributions can be used to enhance provision in accordance with the
CIL Regulations.

11.

WASTE AND RECYCLING

11.1

Ensuring a high level of recycling and sustainable waste management will be encouraged in
new residential developments. Leicestershire County Council are the responsible waste
planning authority, and we will work with them to ensure that adequate provision is made
available to service the local plan’s growth proposals by assessing each the needs of each
development on a case by case basis through the development management process.

11.2

We recognise that new residential development is likely to generate an increase in household
waste and depending on the size of the development this can have a varying impact on the
existing local household waste recycling centres and waste transfer station network.

11.3

Where it is expected that a development will generate a need for additional provision, Section
106 contributions are likely to be sought towards measures such as site alterations extensions
and adaptations, new equipment such as compactors, or other measures to facilitate the
sustainable management of waste.
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11.4

All of the household waste recycling centres in Charnwood at Mountsorrel, Loughborough and
Shepshed are likely to be significantly impacted and developer contributions are likely to be
required to ensure that these impacts can be mitigated.
Waste and Recycling Key Findings
•
•
•

New development will generate additional waste and impact upon household waste
recycling centres.
Section 106 contributions can be sued to mitigate impacts by supporting measures
to facilitate the sustainable management of waste.
Mountsorrel, Shepshed and Loughborough are all likely to be impacted by the plan’s
growth.

12.

FUNDING

12.1

The Borough Council works closely with infrastructure providers to ensure inclusion of
infrastructure schemes within their programmes, plans and strategies, and delivery of specific
infrastructure requirements in conjunction with individual development schemes and the
expected timing of development coming forward. The Council also works with partners and
other stakeholders to secure public funding towards infrastructure.

12.2

A significant proportion of new development that the district requires is already committed as a
result of planning permissions. These permissions include for the provision of infrastructure to
mitigate the impact of development and support future residents and users of the proposed
developments, where appropriate and necessary. However, any further development which
comes forward will still need to ensure that the impact on existing infrastructure is acceptable
and where it is not additional infrastructure will need to be provided.

12.3

The provision of new infrastructure is currently secured using a legal agreement (referred to
as planning obligations or Section 106 Agreement). This agreement will be signed by the
Council and the applicant, together with any other parties who may be involved in the delivery
of specific infrastructure. Contributions agreed as part of the S106 Agreement can only be
spent on the services and facilities specified in the S106 Agreement. Monies cannot be
diverted to other facilities or areas.

12.4

Section 278 Agreements are also used to fund for highway works based on an agreement
completed between the developer and highway authority where development requires work to
be carried out on the existing adopted highway.

12.5

Infrastructure requirements will be funded and delivered by a variety of different mechanisms.
While it is expected most site specific infrastructure will be delivered and / or funded by the
developer it is also likely that additional funding will also be required including:
•

•
•
•
•
12.6

Direct funding and provision by statutory undertakers – under their legal obligations
and statutory functions. This could be secured through their capital investment
programmes or through established procedures whereby the service provider works
with the developer to ensure appropriate on-site infrastructure, and where necessary
off-site infrastructure, is in place.
Central government funding pots – this provides an opportunity for service providers to
bid for funding to deliver specific infrastructure projects or a package of related projects.
Local Enterprise Partnership funding
Private sector funding
Other government grants e.g. for cycling enhancements

Charnwood Borough Council published our first Infrastructure Funding Statement in December
2020 setting out the amounts of money that developers agreed to contribute towards
Infrastructure and other measures to mitigate the impacts of development through Section 106
Agreements. This showed that the total amount which was secured through new Section 106
Agreements in 2019 - 2020 was just over £5.5 million pounds, but this does not include the
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large amounts which are paid by developers directly to the County Council for schools,
transport, libraries and waste.
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Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery

Delivery
Timescale

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037

Sustainable Urban Extensions
(North East of Leicester) Sustainable Urban Extension
Highway Works and Junction
Improvements

Sustainable Transport
Measures

Education

Main road via East Thurmaston from Barkby Thorpe £16,000,000
Lane to King Street and Hamilton Lane
Link to Sandhills Avenue
£5,800,000

Essential

Link road from North East Leicester SUE

£7,200,000

Essential

Capacity enhancements at A607 Barkby Thorpe Lane £1,275,000
and Troon way / Barkby Road roundabouts
Bus Service Subsidy Cap
£1,687,000
(Additional contingency of £1,095,000)
Travel Packs and Travel Passes

Essential

3 On Site Cycle Routes and
5 Off Site Walking and Cycling Schemes
3 New Primary Schools:
Primary School 1: 2FE 420 pupils on 1.93ha of
land
Primary School 2: 2FE 420 pupils (or 3FE 630
pupils) on 2.86ha of land
Primary School 3: 1FE 210 pupils on 1.93ha of
land

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer,
S.106
Direct provision by developer,
S.106
Direct provision by developer,
S.106
Direct provision by developer,
S.106
S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

£1,484,647
Essential
£1,042,379
Primary School
Essential
1: £5,350,000
Primary School
2: £5,350,000 (or
£7,599,000)
Primary School
3: £3,100,000

S106 developer contributions

√

Essential

LUA2
INF1
INF2

√

√
√
√

LUA2
CC5
INF1

√

√

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

√

√

√

LUA2
INF1

LUA2
EV9
EV10
INF1

LUA2
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

Health

Secondary School on a site of 6.03ha (also land for a Up
relocated Roundhill Academy)
to £16,727,200
Expansion of existing healthcare
£873,494
facilities (or healthcare facility within the District
Centre which could cost up to £1,386,082).

Essential with
means of delivery
to be determined

S.106 developer contributions

Open Space and Recreation

Green Infrastructure:

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

Essential

Direct provision by
developer or S.106

√

√

√

LUA2
ES12
INF1
LUA2
INF1

Burial Space

-

48ha of Parks including a Destination Park
(including 1 NEAP and 1 LEAP)

-

61ha of Natural and Semi Natural Green
Space

-

6ha of Amenity Green Space

-

√

4ha of Allotments.

Orchards
Play Facilities comprising 7 sites for children and 7
sites for young people
Outdoor Sports Facilities on 28ha of land for formal and informal sports
Indoor Sports Facilities comprising a 4-court sports hall
Burial Space on 0.6ha of land either within or outside
the site

Community Facilities

Community Centre Facilities comprising the
community hall, police facility and library hub

£1,900,000

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

Libraries

Provision and or enhancement of existing library
facilities and temporary library facilities

£237,140

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

LUA2
INF1

Civic Amenity

Waste collection and processing at Mountsorrel civic £209,250
amenity site
Police Force Contribution
£1,842,980

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

1.1ha of prepared and serviced land for 4 pitches for gypsies and travellers and a parcel of land for 4 plots
for travelling showpeople
North of Birstall Sustainable Urban Extension

Essential

Direct provision by developer

LUA2
INF1
LUA2
INF1
LUA2
H8

Highway Works and Junction
Improvements

Policing
Land for Gypsies, Travellers
and Travelling Showpeople

√

Primary Access
A6 Junctions 1 and 2 and two-way connection to
Rothley
A6/A46 Interchange
Junction improvements

£5,400,000

Essential

Direct provision by developer,
S.106

√

£3,200,000

Essential

Direct provision by developer,
S.106

√

A6 Corridor Highway and Junction improvement
works

£200,000

Essential

Direct provision by developer,
S.106

√

Bentley Road
Hallfields Lane / Cossington Lane Works

£500,000

Essential

√

Red Hill Circle Highway Works

£300,000

Essential

Direct provision by developer,
S.106
Direct provision by developer,
S.106

-

LUA3
INF1
INF2

Birstall Park and Ride Junction
Hallam Fields North
Greengate Lane
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√

Location
and
Infrastructure Category
Sustainable Transport
Measures

Education

Health

Open Space and Recreation

Community Facilities

Libraries

Civic Amenity
Policing
Gypsies and Travellers

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery
Timescale

Bus Service Subsidy for services to and from Leicester £150,000
for 5 years
Measures include:
£512,101
Off Site Public Rights of Way Improvements
Broadnook Bike Rental Scheme

Essential
Essential

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037
S.106 developer contributions √
LUA3
CC5
S.106 developer contributions √

Travel Planning Measures Including travel plan,
travel packs and travel passes

£52 per dwelling
for travel packs

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

Early Years Facility at a location to be agreed for up
to 162 preschool children
Primary School on 3ha of land for 3FE but initially
constructed to cater for 2.73FE

£1,438,480

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

£8,361,216

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

£6,843,653
Secondary School Contribution for 378 pupils at the
Cedars Academy, Birstall
Special Education Needs
£1,011,680

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

Healthcare within Community Resource Centre or off Up to £1,172,468 Essential with
site
means of delivery
to be determined
Green Infrastructure comprising:
Essential

-

54.7ha of Natural and Semi Natural Green
Space

-

18.4ha of Parks and Amenity Green Space

1.54ha of Allotments
Children and Young People’s Play Facilities
comprising at least 5 LEAPs and 1 NEAP
Artificial Grass Pitch (AGP) on 3.2ha of land (to be
transferred to Cedars Academy subject to a CUA) and
Outdoor Sports Facilities including playing pitches.
Junior Football Pitch, Multi Use Games Area, Pavilion £975,000
and Car Parking
Community Resource Centre (Broadnook Hall
£5,000,000
comprising (subject to demand) the Police Facility,
the Healthcare Facility, the Community Hall and
community facilities
Foxfield Park Pavilion including changing rooms,
offices, community shop, café and library facility.
Library Facilities at Foxfield Park Pavilion and
£58,850
Community Resource Centre with enhancements at
Birstall and Rothley libraries
Civic Amenity Contribution to fund all or part of a
£100,756
project at Mountsorrel Civic Amenity Site
Police Facility within the Community Resource
Centre
0.4ha of land within the application site for Travelling Show people

Delivery

Direct provision by developer
or
S.106 developer contribution
Direct provision by developer

Essential

√

√
LUA3
INF1

√

√

LUA3
INF1

√

√

√

LUA3
EV9
T3
INF1

Direct provision by developer

√

√

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

Essential with
S.106 developer contributions
details of provision
subject to
assessment of
demand
Essential
Direct provision by developer

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

√

√
√

LUA3
INF1

√

√

LUA3
H8

West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
Highway Works and Junction
Improvements

Sustainable Transport
Measures

Roundabout Access with A6

£1,375,000

Essential

Highway Improvement Works to M1 Junction 23

£1,600,000

Essential

Roundabout Access with A512

£2,600,000

Essential

Dualling of A512

£8,530,000

Essential

Strategic Link Road

£6,200,000

Essential

Hathern Road Access

£1,800,000

Essential

Off Site Footpath Improvements

£1,955

Essential

Direct provision by developer,
S.106 developer contributions
Direct provision by developer,
S.106 developer contributions
Direct provision by developer,
S.106 developer contributions
Direct provision by developer,
S.106 developer contributions
Direct provision by developer,
S.106 developer contributions
Direct provision by developer,
S.106 developer contributions
S.106 developer contributions

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions -

-

-

2 Cycle ways at Clowbridge Drive and Blackbrook and £912,555
junction Improvements
2 new Bus Stops on the A512 to the east of the
£15,896
application site access.
Travel Planning
£52.85 per
Measures including travel packs and travel passes for dwelling
up to 2 adults per dwelling.
Education
Primary Schools comprising:
Primary School
(Provision Subject to Education
North: £4,960,000
Primary School North on a site of 1.7ha for
Delivery Review)
Primary School
1.66FE
South: £5,350,000
Primary School North Extension Land
comprising 0.5ha of land adjoining the school
site to be reserved

-

LUC2
INF1

√
√
√
√
√
LUC2
CC5
INF1

-

Primary School South on a site of 1.93ha for
2FE
High School Contribution for places at Charnwood
College and Iveshead School

£5,720,374

18

Page 998

LUC2
INF1

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Critical
Infrastructure

Cost

Delivery

Delivery
Timescale

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037

Delivery, triggers and instalments set out in
Education Delivery Review.

Health
(Subject to Healthcare Needs
Review))
Open Space and Recreation

Upper School Contribution for places at Charnwood £3,935, 346
College and Iveshead School
Delivery, triggers and instalments set out in
Education Delivery Review.
Healthcare Facility on site within the Community
£1,606,809
Hub or contribution in lieu of provision
Green Infrastructure comprising:

-

Garendon Registered Park of 188ha.

-

33.5ha of proposed woodland and 52ha of
existing woodland’

Essential

S.106 developer contributions -

-

-

Direct provision by developer
or
S.106 developer contributions
Direct provision by developer

√

√

LUC2
INF1

-

Essential with
provision to be
agreed
Essential

√

√

√

LUC2
EV7
EV9
INF1

£189,636

Essential

Direct provision by developer
and
S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

-

Essential

Direct provision by developer

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

£1,315,710

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

-

Essential

Direct provision by developer
in accordance with S.106
Agreement

Essential

S.106 developer contributions Infrastructure
LUC3
delivery trajectory E1
will depend upon INF2
the timing of a
planning
application and
the detailed
assessment of the
infrastructure
requirements and
their delivery.
S.106 developer contributions As above
LUC3
CC5
S.106 developer contributions

Essential

S.106 developer contributions As above

Garendon Common and parks.
35ha of Amenity Green Space.
36haof Natural and Semi Natural Green
Space.

-

2.5ha of Allotments.
Play Facilities

-

6 sites for children and young

-

Playing pitches on no less than 9ha.

-

1 artificial grass pitch including tennis courts.

1 off site contribution for improvements to
the Pear Tree Lane Play Area
Outdoor Sports Facilities:

Libraries
Civic Amenity
Policing
Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling Showpeople

Off road cycling facility.
Parkour facility, outdoor fitness and trim trail,
orienteering course and a minimum of 2 multi
use games areas.

13.8ha for informal sports and recreation.
Towards provision of local library facilities at L’boro, £96,580
Shepshed and Hathern
To fund project at Shepshed Civic Amenity Site
£135,000
Comprising contributions towards premises,
equipment, vehicles and technology
0.32ha for Gypsy and Travellers and 0.68ha for
Travelling Showpeople

LUC2
INF1

LUC2
H8

√

Loughborough Science and Enterprise Park
Highways

To be determined through detailed transport
tbc
assessment. Main access is expected to be
from A512 Ashby Road with additional access points
from Snells Nook Lane as required.

Essential

Sustainable Transport

Walking and cycling routes with site and connected tbc
to wider networks
Enhanced connectivity to bus network and site wide tbc
green travel plan with supporting measures to
provide incentives to sustainable travel
Green Infrastructure, including strategic open space, tbc
wildlife areas, attenuation basins and drainage
features, green networks and all associated
structural and general landscaping.

Essential

Provision for potential primary substation within the tbc
development

Subject to demand S.106 developer contributions As above
Western Power

Education

See requirements for each location

-

-

-

√

√

√

LUA1
INF1

Health

See priorities for each location

-

-

-

√

√

√

LUA1
INF1

Water and Sewerage

All LUA served by Wanlip WwTW where additional
capacity investment is planned to take place from
2025

-

Essential

Severn Trent Water

Open Space

Electricity and Gas

LUC3
CC1
CC2
EV7
EV9
E1
INF1

Leicester Urban Area

Birstall
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√

LUA1
CC2

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Transport
package comprises a
combination of measures to
address highway capacity
and sustainable travel
focused on interventions
across Birstall

AN6 / B12: Leicester Park and Ride service
£1,500,000
enhancement facilitating bus to bus interchange and
additional services.
B13: New Bus Lane on A6 southbound towards the £300,000
Red Hill Circle junction. and revised 20mph speed
limit to discourage through traffic.
B14: Wanlip Road traffic calming
£180,000

Education

Primary: Growth could be accommodated.
Secondary: Cedars
Academy could accommodate growth
Served by Birstall Medical Centre and Greengate
Medical Centre.

Health

-

-

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery
Timescale

Delivery

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037
Essential
S106 developer contributions
√ √ LUA1
/ local authority highway
CC5
funding
INF1
Essential
S106 developer contributions
√ √ INF2
/ local authority highway
funding
Essential
S106 developer contributions
√ √
/ local authority highway
funding
Sufficient capacity DS3
at schools
LUA1
INF1
Essential
S.106 developer contributions, √
√ √ LUA1
GP Practices, third party
INF1
developments, NHS capital
funding

Glenfield
Transport

AN9: Cycle network improvements across parcel of £920,000
land within Anstey Lane, A563, A50 and Gynsill Lane.

Essential

S106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

Education

Primary: Reserve site for 1FE School at Gynsill
Lane. or new school provision within a safe walking
distance from the site Reasonable costs of making
this provision to be shared amongst the
developments that it would serve. Provision
dependent upon ongoing discussions with
promoters, Leicester City Council, Blaby District
Council and Leicestershire County Council.
Secondary: Martin High School has potential
for growth.
Served by Anstey Surgery.

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

Health

£4,656,000

√

LUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

√

√

√

DS3
LUA1
INf1

√

√

LUA1
INF1

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

√

√

√

√

LUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
with the costs shared amongst
developments that it would
serve.

√

√

DS3
LUA1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

√

LUA1
INF1

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.

√

Syston
Transport
package comprises a
combination of sustainable
travel interventions and
smaller-scale highway capacity
interventions at key junctions
and on road links in and
around Syston

SY3: Syston - Queniborough Road-Barkby Road
Junction Improvement

£500,000

Essential

SY5: Syston - Melton
Road – Streetscape enhancement including traffic
management measures.

£90,000

Essential

package for the broad location
of Syton also includes schemes
in Sileby, East Goscote and
Queniborough.
Education
Primary: Site of 2-3 ha would need to be reserved for £6,982,000
a new 2 FE Primary School on land South East of
Syston HA1). The Reasonable costs of making this
provision to be shared amongst the developments
that it would serve with contributions towards
construction cost.
Secondary: Wreake Valley
or Roundhill Academy. Sufficient places at Wreake
Valley
Health
Served by Jubilee Practice and County
Practice, Syston.

Water and Sewerage

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Capacity improvements requirements to be reviewed
in more detail and implement if required. Served by
Wanlip WwTW where additional capacity
investment is planned to take place from
2025. Kirby Lane Pumping Station also likely to
require capacity improvements to serve growth.

√

To be determined Severn Trent Water would
following more
fund and deliver scheme if it is
detailed assessment prioritised for investment.
of requirements.

LUA1
CC2

√

Thurmaston
Education

Primary: Potential to accommodate in
existing Thurmaston Primary Schools.

Sufficient Capacity
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-

-

-

DS3
LUA1
INf1

Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Health

Water and Sewerage

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Secondary: Wreake Valley
or Roundhill Academy. Sufficient places at Wreake
Valley
Served by Thurmaston, Silverdale and Manor
Medical Centres.

Critical
Infrastructure

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Capacity improvements requirements to be reviewed
in more detail and implement if
required. Thurmaston Canal Street pumping station
is likely to require upsizing to serve growth.

Delivery

Delivery
Timescale

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

To be determined Severn Trent Water would
following more
fund and deliver scheme if it
detailed assessment is prioritised for investment.
of requirements

√

√

√

LUA1
INF1

LUA1
CC2

√

Loughborough
Transport
package comprises a
combination of highway
capacity interventions at key
junctions and sustainable
travel interventions across
Loughborough

Education

Health

LO1: A6/A6004 One Ash Roundabout Junction
Improvements

£1,600,000

Essential

LO2: Loughborough Smarter Choices personalised
travel planning

£250,000

Essential

LO3: Loughborough Smarter Choices bus service and £400,000
infrastructure enhancements

Essential

LO4: Loughborough Smarter Choices cycle hire
schemes.

£13,000

Essential

LO5 / SH1: Loughborough-Shepshed - A512 bus
service diversion from Shepshed to Loughborough
via the hospital, Belton Road (industrial estates),
railway station and town centre
LO6: A6004 Epinal Way-Beacon Road Junction
Improvements

£281,000
(Same scheme
as SH1)

Essential

£300,000

Essential

LO7: A6004 Epinal Way-Beacon Road Junction
Improvements

£750,000

Essential

LO8: A6004 - Epinal Way-Warwick Way-Sandringham £300,000
Drive-Maxwell Drive - Extend 2 lane flares
on Epinal Way and Warwick Way arms by 30m each
LO9: A6004 - Epinal Way-Alan Moss Rd Junction
£750,000
Improvements

Essential

Primary: Site for a new 2 FE Primary School to be
located on land South of Loughborough (HA15).
Reasonable costs of making this provision to be
shared amongst the developments that it would
serve.

Essential

£6,892,000

Secondary: Loughborough Secondary Schools have
capacity and scope to expand schools in
Loughborough area
Served by Dishley Grange, Charnwood, Woodbrook,
Bridge Street, Pinfold, Park View Medical Practices

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer
contributions

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

DS3
LUC1
INF1

√

√

LUC1
INF1

Essential. Timing
Severn Trent Water would
and specification to fund and deliver scheme if it is
be determined
prioritised for investment.
following more
detailed assessment
of requirements

√

√

LUC1
CC2

SUA1
CC5
INF1
INF2

Essential

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Treatment capacity would need to be increased at
Loughborough wastewater treatment works by
about 2030 to cater for growth in Loughborough

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

LUC1
LUC2
LUC3
CC5
INF1
INF2

Shepshed
Transport
package is the only option put
forward for Shepshed and
comprises a combination of
sustainable travel (including
bus service and cycle route
improvements) and highways
capacity focused intervention
(in discouraging cross-country
trips between Shepshed and
Charley Road)

LO5/SH1: Loughborough-Shepshed - A512 bus
service diversion from Shepshed to Loughborough
via the hospital, Belton Road (industrial estates),
railway station and town centre
SH2: A512 Charley Road/Tickow Lane - Junction
Improvement

£281,000 (Same
scheme as LO5)

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

√

√

£120,000

Essential

√

√

SH3: Shepshed-Loughborough - A512 - cycle route
upgrade

£1,380,000

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

√

√

√

√

√

√

SH4: Nanpanatan - Nanpanton Road - New off-road £750,000
cycle route between Nanpanton and Loughborough

Essential

SH5: Nanpantan - Nanpanton Road – Increased bus
frequencies

Essential

£250,000
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Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Education

Health

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

SH7: Iveshead Road, Shepshed traffic calming

£90,000

Essential

SH6/STRAT14: M1 Junction 23 Junction
improvements

£1,350,000

Essential

Primary: 3ha site and infrastructure for a new 3 FE £12,769,000
Primary School on land at Tickow Lane (South),
Shepshed (HA32), but contributions to reflect the
yield of 562 pupils and contributions (2 classrooms
less than 3FE school) . Reasonable costs of making
this provision to be shared amongst the
developments that it would serve
Secondary: Leicestershire County Council developing
proposals to accommodate growth.
Most new allocations served by Forest House and
Field Street Surgeries.
Forest Edge, Dishley Grange and also Manor House,
Belton in North West Leicestershire also in proximity
to some allocations.

Essential

Delivery

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
with the costs shared amongst
all developments in Shepshed
that it would serve.

Delivery
Timescale

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

DS3
SUA1
INF1

√

√

√

SUA1
INF1

Essential.

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

Essential

Severn Trent Water would
fund and deliver scheme if it is
prioritised for investment.

√

√

SUA1
CC2

£650,000

Essential

√

√

£2,075,000

Essential

√

√

SC1
CC5
INF1
INF2

£1,000,000

Essential

√

√

£603,000

Essential

√

√

£750,000

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

√

√

DS3
SC1
INF1

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Additional treatment capacity expected to be
required.
Severn Trent Design Team to determine extent of
additional requirements.

Service Centres
Anstey
Transport
AN1: A46/Leicester Road/A5630 Anstey Lane
package comprises
junction
interventions which will deliver
increased highway capacity on AN2: A46/A50 Junction Improvement
key roads and junctions
surrounding Anstey, in addition
to complementary cycle route AN3: A50/Anstey Lane Junction Improvement
improvements which will
improve connectivity between
Anstey and north-west
AN5: Anstey southern cycle route (and link to
Leicester.
Beaumont Leys)
AN7: Anstey to Glenfield cycle route Cycle Network
Improvement
Education

Health

Primary: Site for a new 1 FE Primary School located £4,656,000
on land West of Anstey (HA43) with a co-ordinated
approach to development across the three land
parcels that make up the site to ensure that it
provides land for the school and the other
infrastructure necessary to support the development
as a whole. Reasonable costs of making this
provision to be shared amongst the developments
that it would serve
Secondary: Martin High School has potential to
accommodate proposed growth.
Served by the Anstey Surgery.

Essential

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
Funding

√

√

√

SC!
INF1

BA1: Footway improvements to the station from key £70,000
development site(s).

Essential

√

√

√

BA2: Cycle route improvements to the station from £1,367,625
key development site (s

Essential

√

√

SC!
CC5
INF1
INF2

BA4: Cycle parking facilities at station

£13,000

Essential

√

√

√

£50,000

Essential

√

√

√

£4,656,000

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions

√

√

√

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Barrow Upon Soar
Transport
package comprises sustainable
travel interventions including
footway and cycle route
improvements, in addition to
one highway capacity
improvement at key pinch
points - the High Street-South
Street-Bridge Street
roundabout

BA5: High Street-South Street-Bridge Street Junction
Improvement
Education

Primary: Provide site for a new 1 FE Primary School
located on land at Cotes Road, Barrow (HA49).
Reasonable costs of making this provision to be
shared amongst the developments that it would
serve..
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Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery

Delivery
Timescale

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037

Secondary: Humphrey Perkins may require
expansion during the pan period.
Health

Water and Sewerage

Served by Barrow Health Centre, Charnwood
Surgery, Mountsorrel, The Banks and Highgate
Surgery, Sileby.

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Additional treatment capacity will be required at
Barrow upon Soar by 2030

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

Essential. Timing
Severn Trent Water would
and specification to fund and deliver scheme if it is
be determined
prioritised for investment.
following more
detailed assessment
of requirements

√

√

SC1
INF1

SC1
CC2

√

Quorn
Education

Health

Primary: Quorn St Bartholomew's CoE Primary
School is on a confined site and unable to expand so
additional places will need to be provided
elsewhere, in Barrow upon Soar and
South. Loughborough.
Secondary: Rawlins Academy is at capacity and sites
on a large site, but the current configuration would
make it difficult to extend. Further discussions will be
required so that growth can be accommodated.
Served by Quorn Medical Centre and also the
Cottage Surgery, Woodhouse Eaves, Barrow Health
Centre, Beaumont Road Surgery, L’boro and Alpine
House Surgery, Mountsorrel.

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

√

√

SC1
INF1

√

√

SC!
INF1

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Water and Sewerage

Additional treatment capacity will be required at
Quorn by 2030

Essential. Timing
Severn Trent Water would
and specification to fund and deliver scheme if it is
be determined
prioritised for investment.
following more
detailed assessment
of requirements

√

SC!
CC2

√

√

DS3
SC!
INF1

√

√

SC1
INF1

SC!
CC2

Rothley
Education

Health

Primary: Rothley CofE Primary School is at capacity
as a result of past growth. and cannot be extended
on current site. Leicestershire County Council is
looking at alternatives to make provision.
Secondary: 50:50 split between Rawlins and Cedars
Academy
No current provision in Rothley.

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

Essential

Severn Trent Water

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

√

√

SY7: Sileby - Cycle route improvements to the station £13,000
from key development site(s).

Essential

√

√

√

SY9: Sileby - Cycle parking facilities at station.

£13,000

Essential

√

√

√

SY10: Sileby - Swan Street-Highgate Road-Ratcliffe
Road-The Banks – Junction improvement.

£352,000

Essential

√

√

SY11: Sileby - Ratcliffe Road - traffic calming features £108,000
between Cemetery Rd and Peashill Close.

Essential

√

√

SY12: Sileby - Brook Street-High Street-Cossington
Road - Convert to mini roundabout

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding
S.106 developer contributions
/ local authority highway
funding

√

√

Served by Highgate Medical Centre, Sileby, Quorn
Medical Centre, Charnwood Surgery, Mountsorrel,
Birstall and Greengate Medical Centres in Birstall.

Water and Sewerage

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Served by Wanlip WwTW where additional capacity
investment is planned to take place from 2025

Sileby
Transport
Sileby transport schemes are
part of the broad location of
Syston for transport modelling
purposes..

SY6: Sileby - Footway route improvements to the
station from key development site(s).

£300,000

£15,000
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Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery
Timescale

Delivery

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037
S.106 developer contributions √
√ √ DS3
SC1
INF1

Education

Primary: Site for a 0.5 FE extension of Cossington
c £2,500,000
Primary School located on land to the Rear
of Derrys Garden Centre (HA59). Reasonable costs of
making this provision to be shared amongst the
developments that it would serve
Secondary: Humphrey Perkins may require further
expansion. during the plan period.

Essential

Health

Served by Highgate and the Banks surgeries, Sileby
and Charnwood Surgery, Mountsorrel.

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

√

Essential

S.106 developer contributions

√

√

DS3
OSH1
SC1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS Capital
Funding

√

√

OSH1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/

√

√

Sufficient capacity S.106 developer contributions
at local schools

√

√

DS3
OSH1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
Practices, NHS capital funding

√

√

OSH1
INF1

Sufficient capacity S.106 developer contributions
at existing and
planned schools
likely to be
available
Essential
S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

√

DS3
OSH1
INF1

√

√

OSH1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions
/

√

√

OSH1
CC5
INF1
INF2

s.106 developer contributions

√

√

DS3
OSH!
INF1

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices,
NHS capital funding

√

√

OSH1
INF1

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.

√

SC1
INF1

Other Settlements
Cossington
Education

Health

Primary: 0.5FE extension to
Cossington CofE School (see above)
Secondary: Cumulative effect of developments in
Cossington, Barrow upon Soar and Sileby would
require additional places. Humphrey Perkins may
require further expansion during the plan period
Served by Highgate and the Banks surgeries, Sileby
and Charnwood Surgery, Mountsorrel.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.

East Goscote
Transport
SY14: East Goscote - Broome Lane, north of East
East Goscote transport scheme Goscote – traffic calming
is part of the broad location
of Syston for transport
modelling purposes.
Education
Primary: Scope for provision of additional places
at Broomfield Primary School who are content to
expand.
Secondary: Sufficient places at Wreake
Valley Academy
Health
Served by the Jubilee Medical Practice, and the
County Practice, Syston.

£144,000

√

OSH1
CC5
INF1
INF2

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
Hathern
Education

Primary:. Additional provision in Shepshed and
Loughborough may serve Hathern.
Secondary: Capacity and scope to expand schools in
Loughborough

Health

Served by Dishley Grange, Charnwood, Woodbrook,
Pinfold and Bridge Street Practices.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.

Queniborough
Transport
SY13: Queniborough - Barkby Road traffic calming
£180,000
Queniborough transport
scheme is part of the broad
location of Syston for transport
modelling purposes.
Education
Primary: Queniborough CoE Primary School is at
capacity and school is on a confined site and unable
to expand without additional land if Academy in
agreement. Additional places could be provided in
Syston schools.
Secondary: Sufficient places at Wreake Valley.
Health
Served by the Jubilee Medical Practice and the
County Practice, Syston.

Essential

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment.
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Location
and
Infrastructure Category

Infrastructure Scheme

Cost

Critical
Infrastructure

Delivery

Delivery
Timescale

Local
Plan
Policies
2021- 2026- 20312026 2031 2037

Rearsby
Education

Primary: Broomfield School is content to expand to
accommodate growth in Rearsby.
Secondary: Sufficient places at Wreake Valley.

Sufficient capacity s.106 developer contributions
at existing schools

√

√

DS3
OSH1
INF1

Served by the Banks Surgery, Sileby and the Jubilee
Medical Practice and the County Practice, Syston.

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, NHS capital
funding

√

√

OSH1
INF1

Essential

S.106 developer contributions,
GP Practices, third party
developments, NHS capital
funding

√

√

OSH1
INF1

A46 Corridor is an
investment priority
in Midlands
Connect Strategy
A46 Corridor is an
investment priority
in Midlands
Connect Strategy
A46 Corridor is an
investment priority
in Midlands
Connect Strategy
A46 Corridor is an
investment priority
in Midlands
Connect Strategy

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

Leicester Western
Access and North
Leicestershire Extra
Capacity detailed in
RIS2 as RIS3
pipeline
Leicester Western
Access and North
Leicestershire Extra
Capacity detailed in
RIS2 as RIS3
pipeline
Smart Motorway
M1 J19 –J23 is a
Strategic Growth
Plan priority
Smart Motorway
M1 J.19 - J.23 is a
Strategic Growth
Plan priority

tbc

√

√

tbc

√

√

Thrussington
Health

CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment
Thurcaston
Health

Served by Greengage and Birstall Medical Centres
and Alpine House, Mountsorrel.
CCG to work with local partners to ensure local
provision that maximises the use of available
resources and supports people to access care and
treatment

Strategic Infrastructure
Strategic Transport Projects

STRAT6: A46 - Smart technology to manage build-up £10,000,000
of traffic flows on A46 between M1 J21a and north of
the Hobby Horse roundabout

All projects likely to require a
combination of local and
national funding form private STRAT1: A46/Wanlip Road slip road layout changes. £1,500,000
and public sector including:
-

S.106 developer
contributions
Large Local Majors
capital funding
Regional and Pan
Regional prioritisation
Highways Agency
development funding
Road Investment
Strategy funding

Note that SH6/STRAT14
included under Shepshed in
the table above.

STRAT 1 / 2: A46/A607 Hobby Horse Roundabout
£15,000,000
improvements with segregated A46 west to east link

STRAT 13: A46/A6 Loughborough Road
£4,000,000
Interchange including lane changes on westbound
approach; lane changes, widening of A6 southbound
on exit from the junction to provide third lane
access for Park and Ride.
STRAT4: M1 Leicester Western Access - Smart
£20,000,000
Motorway scheme J21-J21a

STRAT5: M1 North Leicestershire Extra Capacity Smart Motorway Scheme J21a-J23

£75,000,000

STRAT10: M1 Junction 21 - M1/M69/A5460 - Interim £2,725,000
Intervention to introduce a fourth lane on the
eastbound circulatory, signalling and control on M69
approach.
STRAT3: M1 Junction 21 - M1/M69/A5460 - Free flow £120,000,000
interchange links between M1 and M69

tbc

√

tbc

√

INF1
INF2
CC5

Notes:
1. Infrastructure delivery for the Sustainable Urban Extensions has been taken from the three Section 106 legal agreements. This includes the infrastructure project, the contribution and
the triggers that relate the amount of housing that can be constructed and occupied before the infrastructure or contribution is required. This has been supplemented by the latest
information on highway costs and timescales provided by the developers in February 2021.
2. Infrastructure projects are based on assessments of the measures that will be required to deliver the development strategy of the plan and mitigate the impacts of growth.
3. Costs of projects have been estimated wherever possible based on discussions with infrastructure providers and specialist consultants. Detailed funding arrangements will be firmed
up as the plan is implemented.
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4.The list of highway schemes and their indicative costs are the result of mitigation support work undertaken by AECOM for the Borough Council : ‘Technical Note 3, Assessment of
Mitigation Interventions and Preferred Package with Transport Costs, 3rd February, 2021’ and ‘Further Analysis, Refined Mitigation and Preferred Package, April 2021’.
5. Essential infrastructure is the infrastructure that is necessary to support and mitigate development and ensures policy objectives of the Local Plan are met. Desirable infrastructure is
infrastructure that could support development in the Local Plan and make it more sustainable and help deliver other place-making objectives. However, development planned in the
Local Plan could take place sustainably without it.
6.. The list of funding sources expresses a range of options for funding the required infrastructure. The inclusion of a potential funding source does not indicate an agreed commitment
to funding from any organisation.
7. Indicative timescales have been included for the delivery of infrastructure based on our understanding the trajectory for the development of housing in the local plan.
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1.

Introduction

1.1.

This topic paper is one of several background and technical documents that
have been prepared in order to inform and support the preparation of
Charnwood Borough Council’s Local Plan. It specifically addresses the
requirements set out in the Localism Act (2011), Section 33A (Part 2) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the National Planning Policy
framework (NPPF) and National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) for Local
Plans to be prepared in a manner that meets the duty to cooperate.

1.2.

This statement sets out the arrangements established and followed for
constructive, active and ongoing engagement with neighbouring authorities
and prescribed bodies during the Local Plan’s preparation. It also documents
how discussions with authorities and prescribed bodies have shaped the
policies and site allocations within the Local Plan, and details the processes,
actions, and outcomes identified and carried out by the Council in discharging
its duty to cooperate.

1.3.

The overall purpose of this topic paper is to:
▪

demonstrate that appropriate processes for cooperation have been
established and followed (i.e. engagement arrangements);

▪

detail the constructive, active and ongoing engagement with neighbouring
authorities and prescribed bodies that has taken place (i.e. when, with
whom, and for what purpose);

▪

identify the key strategic matters addressed and how the Council has
cooperated to maximise the effectiveness of the Local Plan in the context
of cross-boundary issues; and

▪

record where agreements have (or have not) been reached on key
strategic matters, including the process for reaching agreements on these.

2
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2.

What is the Duty to Cooperate?

2.1.

The duty to cooperate was introduced by the Localism Act 2011 (which
amended the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). It placed a legal
duty on local planning authorities, county councils and public bodies to engage
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to maximise the effectiveness
of Local Plan preparation in the context of strategic cross boundary matters.
The duty to cooperate is not a duty to agree, however local planning
authorities are expected to make every effort to secure the necessary
cooperation on strategic cross boundary matters before they submit their
Local Plans for examination.

2.2.

Section 33A(3) in Part 2 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
sets out the activities which bodies subject to the duty to cooperate must
cooperate on. This includes the preparation of development plan documents
and activities that can reasonably be considered to prepare the way for
activities relating to strategic matters (such as the sustainable development or
use of land that would have a significant impact on at least two planning areas
- in particular for or in connection with infrastructure that is strategic). This also
includes sustainable development or use of land that is a county matter, or
that would have a significant impact on a county matter.

2.3.

Local planning authorities must also demonstrate how they have complied
with the duty to cooperate during the examination of their Local Plans. As part
of this, local planning authorities need to bear in mind that the cooperation
should produce effective and deliverable policies on strategic cross boundary
matters. If a local planning authority cannot demonstrate that it has complied
with the duty, then its Local Plan will not be able to progress through
examination. Hence it is essential that local planning authorities can satisfy
themselves that they have complied with the duty. All parties should approach
the duty in a proportionate way, tailoring cooperation according to where they
can maximise the effectiveness of plan preparation.

2.4.

In summary, the duty to cooperate:

2.5.

▪

relates to the sustainable development or use of land that would have a
significant impact on at least two local planning areas (especially in
connection with strategic infrastructure);

▪

requires councils to consider joint approaches to plan preparation so to
produce positively prepared and justified strategies; and

▪

requires councils and prescribed bodies to engage constructively,
actively and on an ongoing basis to identify and address strategic
matters that cross administrative boundaries.

A number of public bodies need to be considered as part of the duty to
cooperate process, these include bodies which are formally prescribed in
legislation, but also other bodies which local authorities should have regard
for.
3
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2.6.

The public bodies that are subject to duty to cooperate as set out in the Town
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as
amended by The National Treatment Agency (Abolition) and the Health and
Social Care Act 2012 (Consequential, Transitional and Saving Provisions)
Order 2013, are:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

The Environment Agency
Historic England
Natural England
The Mayor of London (where applicable)
The Civil Aviation Authority
Homes England
Clinical commissioning groups established under section 14D of the
National Health Service Act 2006
National Health Service (NHS) England
Office of Rail and Road
Transport for London (where applicable)
Integrated Transport Authorities
Highway authorities within the meaning of section 1 of the Highways Act
1980 (including the Secretary of State, i.e. Highways England, where it
is the highways authority)
The Marine Management Organisation.

2.7.

These bodies are considered to play a key role in delivering local aspirations,
and therefore cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital
to make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross boundary
matters. Bodies and authorities should be proportionate in how they do this
and tailor the degree of cooperation according to where they can maximise
the effectiveness of plans.

2.8.

Relevant bodies have been consulted at each stage of Charnwood’s Local
Plan preparation process and have had both informal and formal opportunities
to input and comment on aspects of the Plan’s approach and wording.

2.9.

A separate Statement of Consultation has been prepared alongside the Local
Plan that provides an overall picture of the formal consultation carried out
(including with prescribed bodies and authorities relevant to Charnwood
Borough Council’s duty to cooperate). This statement includes a detailed
summary of the matters raised against each part of the Local Plan.

2.10.

It should be noted that the matters raised by prescribed bodies and
neighbouring authorities have been discussed with those bodies/authorities
(either formally or informally) and those discussions have helped shape
policies and site allocations within the Local Plan.

2.11.

This topic paper documents the constructive and active engagement that has
taken place with other authorities and bodies whilst preparing the Charnwood
Local Plan, including the outcomes achieved through cooperation to address
strategic cross-boundary matters and priorities. The statement also illustrates
how the Local Plan is based on effective and ongoing cooperation and
4

Page 1010

agreement and will form part of the evidence required to demonstrate that the
council has complied with its statutory duty to cooperate during examination.
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3.

Engagement Arrangements

3.1.

This section outlines the formal cooperation arrangements that have been
established and followed with neighbouring local planning authorities and
other relevant bodies in order to secure on-going cooperation. These
arrangements have been in place at the outset of the plan making process
and continued throughout.

3.2.

The Council has engaged with a wide range of authorities and bodies to
address key strategic matters through effective joint working. Local Enterprise
Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships are not subject to the
requirements of the duty, but local planning authorities and county councils in
England, and prescribed public bodies, must cooperate with them. Local
planning authorities must have regard to their activities when they are
preparing their local plans, so long as those activities are relevant to planmaking. Therefore, in addition to the prescribed bodies listed in paragraph 2.5
the following organisations have also been cooperated with:
▪
▪

3.3.

The Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership (LLEP)
Leicestershire Local Nature Partnership (LLNP)

Charnwood Borough Council has also contacted and discussed Local Plan
issues with a wide range of other public bodies (not subject the duty to
cooperate) that will be directly affected by policies and proposals set out in the
Local Plan (these include both statutory and non-statutory consultees).
The Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership

3.4.

The Enterprise Partnership seeks to work with partners across the public and
private sectors with the goal of stimulating growth that will create jobs and
prosperity for everyone who lives, works and does business in the region. The
Enterprise Partnership also provides a forum which allows member local
planning authorities to cooperate with each other and meet their duty to
cooperate on strategic matters, including:
▪
▪
▪
▪

3.5.

The Local Industrial Strategy;
The Strategic Economic Plan;
The Skills Strategy; and
The Green Economy.

The Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership has partnered with
the planning authorities responsible for strategic planning matters:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Leicestershire County Council
Leicester City Council
Charnwood Borough Council
Melton Borough Council
Harborough District Council
Oadby and Wigston Borough Council
Blaby District Council
6
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▪
▪
3.6.

Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council
North West Leicestershire District Council

Charnwood borders Leicester, Melton, Harborough, Blaby, Hinckley and
Bosworth, North West Leicestershire and Rushcliffe Local Planning
Authorities. The borough also falls within the administrative area of
Leicestershire County Council.
The Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan Governance

3.7.

Effective cooperation and formal joint working arrangements have been
entered into with other Leicestershire authorities to jointly prepare and agree
the Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Growth Plan (SGP).

3.8.

The SGP was approved in 2018 by the Leicester and Leicestershire councils
and the Leicester & Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership. It provides a plan
to shape the future of the Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area
(HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) in the period to 2050,
and to provide a long term vision to address both opportunities and challenges
to growth. The HMA and FEMA are aligned and given demonstrable crossboundary relationships are considered the most appropriate functional
geographical area within which to gather evidence and develop policies to
address strategic matters.

3.9.

The SGP is a ‘non-statutory’ plan but nevertheless provides a jointly agreed
framework on cross boundary matters that partners can use to inform their
individual statutory Local Plans. The SGP identifies broad locations where
partner authorities consider development should take place and the
infrastructure needed to deliver it. The SGP also commits authorities to
working with local people, businesses, developers, landowners, government
and statutory organisations to deliver growth and secure the infrastructure
necessary to support it. The Strategic Growth Plan focuses on delivering new
housing, supporting the economy, identifying essential infrastructure, and
protecting the environment and built heritage.

3.10.

The authorities listed above in paragraph 3.5, along with the Leicester and
Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership (LLEP), continue to work collaboratively
to address strategic issues across the wider Leicestershire area. This work is
overseen by the Members’ Advisory Group (MAG). The MAG comprises a
councillor from each of the authorities, plus an observer from the Leicester
and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership (LLEP); it meets on a regular basis
and its role is advisory. Any proposals or recommendations of the MAG
pertaining to key strategic planning issues, for example the preparation of a
joint framework (e.g. the Strategic Growth Plan) or the distribution of
development, are subject to ratification at individual authority level.

3.11.

The MAG is supported by a Strategic Planning Group (SPG) made up of
senior officer representatives responsible for overseeing strategic planning in
each of the constituent authorities; it meets on a monthly basis. The SPG is
itself supported by further officer groups; including the Planning Officers’
7
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Forum (POF), which is a formal meeting of Chief Officers (or their nominee)
responsible for planning and transport services across Leicester and
Leicestershire. The Forum provides professional advice to the SPG and is
supported by the Development Plans Forum which includes managers
responsible for planning and transportation policy within Leicester and
Leicestershire. The group reports to POF, with the Chair attending POF as
required.
3.12.

Leicester and Leicestershire authorities continue to cooperate with regard to
how Leicester City’s unmet housing and employment needs can be
addressed. Local authorities in Leicester and Leicestershire have agreed a
programme of evidence and sustainability appraisal to inform a statement of
common ground on the apportionment of the unmet need and this will set out
the extent to which any unmet need from Leicester can be sustainably
accommodated across the HMA/FEMA. The scope of the evidence
commissioned is set out in section 5. The on-going engagement between the
Leicester and Leicestershire authorities and the programme of work agreed to
inform the apportionment of Leicester’s unmet housing and employment
needs is set out in a Statement of Common Ground due to be published in
early June 2021.
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4.

Evidence of Cooperation and Outcomes

4.1.

The preparation of the Local Plan and its underlying evidence base has been
supported by on-going discussion and engagement with neighbouring
authorities and prescribed bodies. The council has invited input into evidence
base preparation and policy formulation from the outset and throughout the
plan preparation period, with evidence shared with DtC partners as and when
necessary.

4.2.

The council has undertaken active cooperation and constructive engagement
with relevant authorities and prescribed bodies for the purpose of seeking to
establish aligned policy positions with respect to key strategic matters. This
section sets out the specific areas of policy where strategic issues arose that
required a cooperative approach during the plan preparation process.

4.3.

The council considers the Local Plan to have been prepared in a collaborative
context and in line with its duty to cooperate. The key strategic matters
addressed, and outcomes achieved as a result of its cooperation with the
County Council, Local Planning Authorities and the Prescribed Bodies are
outlined below.
Leicestershire County Council
Highways Authority

4.4.

The council has worked closely with Leicestershire County Council (as the
highways authority for Charnwood) and also Leicester City Council and
Highways England with respect to the preparation of transportation modelling
and evidence to assess how and to what extent Local Plan proposals have
the potential to impact the local and strategic road network. Cooperation
commenced in 2018 with the high-level modelling of seven options for the
strategic distribution of housing growth within Charnwood. The modelling
assisted in identifying a preferred development strategy and appraised
mitigation options across the borough and in adjoining local authority areas.

4.5.

Subsequent modelling has focussed on assessing the highway impacts of the
preferred hybrid option (an option derived from the better performing elements
of the original seven spatial options). This has utilised the Pan Regional
Transport Model (PRTM) and involved the Council sharing iterative outputs
from the modelling with neighbouring authorities and Highways England so
that are kept informed of any potential significant impacts upon the crossboundary road network.

4.6.

Charnwood has also commissioned work to identify the transport
improvements needed to support the hybrid option and to assess the suitability
and cost-effectiveness of various measures to mitigate its impact upon the
highway network. A list of potential interventions and associated costs was
shared with Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City Council and
Highways England in January 2021. This list of mitigation measures was
subsequently further refined in response to initial feedback to produce a
9
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revised list shared in March 2021. The results of the modelling work have
been shared at each stage with Leicestershire County Council, Leicester City
Council and Highways England and the comments received have been used
to inform further iterations and finalise the evidence. This evidence was used
to confirm site selection and identify mitigation options and requirements by
broad location.
4.7.

The Council’s cooperation with both the County and City Councils as well as
Highways England has been pivotal to the development of a mitigation
package that is informed by the issues arising from cumulative and crossboundary growth across the wider Leicestershire region. There has also been
input from Nottinghamshire County Council, Blaby District Council and
Harborough District Council on transport matters.

4.8.

Discussions are ongoing with stakeholders to identify and address any
significant impacts from proposals on the highway network (in terms of
capacity and congestion) and to ascertain how these impacts can be cost
effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.
Education Authority

4.9.

The Borough Council has actively engaged with Leicestershire County
Council (as the Education authority) throughout the plan preparation process
to understand the implications of alternative patterns of growth for education
provision and agree the allocations for which new education infrastructure will
be sought and secured through local plan policy. This has included sharing
draft and final site allocations and phasing information in order to determine
the potential impact of Local Plan proposals on education infrastructure. This
has been informed by the latest school place planning data and the forecasts
of pupil places which the County Council prepare on an annual basis.

4.10.

Through continued dialogue with the County Council it has been resolved that
new development in certain areas will be required to make a proportionate
contribution to the provision of new education infrastructure. It has been
agreed that provision may be achieved on or off-site and specified the
locations where new schools will be needed. As part of the ongoing
partnership working between the two authorities it will be necessary to ensure
that the provision of school places, either in new schools or at existing schools,
will be available in time to provide for the construction and occupation of new
residential development. This will be achieved by ongoing and continuous
engagement between the two authorities.

4.11.

In assessing infrastructure requirements relating to school places the Borough
Council has drawn on data relating to. existing capacity and shortfalls, with
applied pupil yields and projections informed by local trends and other data. A
number of site options were considered before identifying locations for new
schools, with distance and pedestrian safety being a key consideration in
determining suitability. It has been agreed with the County Council where the
provision of new or expanded primary schools is required in order to meet the
demand for school places that is likely to arise.
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4.12.

The council his committed to working with partners on an ongoing basis to
bring forward the education infrastructure necessary to deliver the
development strategy and level of growth proposed across Charnwood.
Accordingly, the Local Plan identifies the allocations within which land will be
provided for education uses and those for which contributions towards the
construction costs will be sought. The Plan also incorporates site-specific
policy wording to secure delivery and mitigate known issues and constraints.
School place availability will be closely monitored with the County Council in
order to ensure that provision is being delivered in a way that is commensurate
with need throughout the plan period.
Waste Disposal Authority

4.13.

The council has engaged with the County Council in its role as the Waste
Disposal Authority for Charnwood; specifically in response to comments made
by the County Council (at Regulation 18 stage) regarding the Newhurst Quarry
energy recovery facility in Shepshed. The council has written to the County
Council to explain how the Local Plan has taken into account the Mineral and
Waste Safeguarding Charnwood Borough Document S2/2015 which forms
part of the adopted Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan.
Lead Local Flood Authority

4.14.

Engagement with the County Council in its role as the Lead Local Flood
Authority is set out at paragraph 4.43 (under the Environment Agency).
Leicester City Council

4.15.

The Draft Leicester Local Plan 2020 was consulted on from September 14 th
to December 7th 2020. Paragraph 4.12 of the Plan stated that ‘there will not
be enough housing land in the city, given its tightly drawn administrative
boundaries and lack of developable and viable sites. The spatial distribution
of the city’s housing need that cannot be met in addition to any other unmet
need arising within the Housing Market Area (HMA) will be agreed in a
Statement of Common Ground’. Furthermore paragraph 5.12 stated ‘the
council will seek to achieve its housing target through joint working with
neighbouring districts within the Leicestershire HMA. The remainder of the
need of 7,742 homes (27%) will be met by the HMA partners under Duty to
Cooperate. The unmet need declared by the City Council may be subject to
change and this will be reflected in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
as the plan progresses’.

4.16.

On 16 December 2020 the government updated the standard methodology for
identifying local housing needs and a 35 per cent uplift to was applied to local
authorities which contain the largest proportion of the most populated cities
and urban centres in England including Leicester. The new method increased
Leicester’s housing need by 35%, adding a further 9,712 homes to their need
between 2020 and 2036 (607 homes per year).
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4.17.

With respect to Leicester’s objectively assessed needs for employment, the
Draft Leicester Local Plan identifies that 44 ha of land will be provided. This
falls short of the 67 ha need identified in Leicester’s latest Economic
Development Needs Assessment. Paragraph 11.29 of this report
recommends that Leicester look to its partners in the Functional Economic
Market Area (FEMA) to accommodate any need it cannot meet, i.e.
approximately 23ha of its industrial/warehouse (Use Class B2/B8) needs.

4.18.

The statement of common ground is being progressed by all Leicestershire
authorities in order to assess the extent to which Leicester’s housing and
employment needs can be met elsewhere. Leicestershire authorities had
been engaging in a process of testing reasonable alternative options for
meeting a lower level of unmet need (i.e. 7,742 homes) through a
Sustainability Appraisal process. Charnwood had anticipated that the
apportionment of unmet need would be agreed ahead of the submission of its
Local Plan however all authorities have agreed that the evidence being
prepared was not proportionate or sufficiently robust enough to justify
redistributing the higher level of unmet need.

4.19.

It is now considered necessary to undertake additional work to devise an
appropriate and justifiable strategy for its redistribution. Accordingly, evidence
that is proportionate to this uplifted scale of need is now being prepared to
identify and test reasonable alternatives for meeting it. This is to ensure that
any unmet need is accommodated where it is both practical and consistent
with achieving sustainable development to do so. The Council will continue to
engage collaboratively and actively to establish the scale and redistribution of
unmet housing and employment needs across the HMA/FEMA, and with the
objective of agreeing a Statement of Common Ground with other authorities
across Leicester and Leicestershire in due course.

4.20.

The council has also worked closely with Leicester City Council regarding
transport matters. We have consulted with the City throughout the process of
preparing transport evidence to support the local plan. More detail is provided
above in paras 4.4 – 4.8 above.

4.21.

Charnwood has consulted with Leicester City Council regarding a number of
policies in advance of finalising the publication version of the Plan (i.e. relating
to the Leicester Urban Area). The Draft Leicester Local Plan proposes to
allocate land west of Anstey Lane (i.e. 325 homes across two parcels).
Charnwood is proposing to allocate land adjoining this (Site PSH144 – 260
units on land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey Lane, Glenfield). A site-specific
statement of common ground is under preparation with regard to the land west
of Anstey Lane as this extends across three local planning authority areas:
Blaby, Charnwood and Leicester. The main purpose of the statement of
common ground is to establish areas of agreement between the
aforementioned authorities and to agree a framework for ongoing cooperation.
The site is being promoted by/on behalf of the site owners through each
respective authority’s local plan process and will potentially be submitted to
each for pre-application dialogue and planning application determination.
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4.22.

The site is situated between Glenfrith Way (A563), Anstey Lane (A5630) and
Gynsill Lane (south of the A46). The site is currently primarily in use as
agricultural land. The total of 45.12 hectares comprises: 7.4ha (17%) within
Blaby, 20.42ha (45%) in Charnwood and 17.3ha (38%) in Leicester.
Leicestershire County Council is the local highway authority and the education
authority for Blaby and Charnwood, Leicester City Council is the local highway
authority and the education authority for Leicester, and Highways England is
the highways authority for the nearby A46. The County Council and Highways
England are therefore secondary partners to the statement of common
ground.

4.23.

All parties are keen to align and coordinate this proposed allocation,
particularly with respect to masterplanning and transport and education
infrastructure provision. The relevant authorities have been engaging in
discussions to address matters relating to the site’s access points, landscape
sensitivity, external linkages and internal layout. A constraints and
opportunities framework has also been prepared by the site’s promoters and
this has informed an initial concept masterplan that has been shared with
officers for feedback. The aim of the masterplan is to ensure that development
is brought forward in a coordinated and comprehensive manner, rather than
through piecemeal proposals.

4.24.

Discussions have also taken place between the aforementioned authorities
regarding whether, and to what extent, development can be brought forward
in a form that is compatible with the site’s current ‘Green Wedge’ designation
and function. The Green Wedge at this location acts as a ‘green lung’,
providing an area for recreation, and the protection of settlement identity
between the Leicester urban area and the surrounding communities. The
authorities agree that development will need to retain elements of open and
undeveloped character and be sensitively interwoven between a network of
publicly accessible green infrastructure corridors and recreational open
spaces. The promotors have also undertaken some initial transport modelling
to test the potential impact of the site’s development upon the surrounding
highway network.

4.25.

Information has also been exchanged with regard to other allocations
Charnwood is proposing in close proximity to the Leicester City boundary (i.e.
on land off Cliffe Road/Henson Close - 35 units). Charnwood will continue to
engage in relation to the aforementioned matters, the Strategic Growth Plan,
and with respect to any objectively assessed needs that cannot be met wholly
within Leicester.
Harborough District Council

4.26.

The adopted Harborough Local Plan allocates land to the north of Scraptoft
as a Strategic Development Area (SDA). This allocation is adjacent to the
Charnwood boundary and will provide approximately 1,200 dwellings, a twoform entry primary school, and a neighbourhood centre (i.e. community and
retail facilities). Charnwood will continue to engage in relation to this and other
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matters, the Strategic Growth Plan, and with respect to any objectively
assessed needs that cannot be met wholly within Leicester.
Nottinghamshire County Council
4.27.

Charnwood Borough Council has responded to a series of duty to cooperate
questions to inform an Employment Land Needs Study being prepared on
behalf of the eight local authorities that make up the Nottingham Core-Outer
HMA. In responding to this the council has confirmed that a sufficient supply
of employment land is available to meet Charnwood’s identified needs.

4.28.

Nottinghamshire County Council as the neighbouring highway authority to the
north of Charnwood has also been involved in discussions regarding the
transport modelling and regularly consulted as the work has progressed.
Blaby District Council

4.29.

Duty to cooperate meetings have been held with Blaby District Council to
identify and discuss the bilateral strategic matters that will have a significant
impact on both Blaby and Charnwood. Information has been exchanged with
regard to the allocations Charnwood is proposing in proximity to the Blaby
boundary (i.e. West of Anstey- 600 units; Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey
Lane – 260 units and Park View Nursery - 30 units). Engagement between
Charnwood Borough Council, Leicester City Council and Blaby District
Council on this site are set out above in para 4.23-4.25. Charnwood has also
consulted with Blaby regarding a number of draft policies prior to finalising the
Pre-Submission version of the Plan (i.e. relating to the Leicester Urban Area).

4.30.

The Blaby New Local Plan Options Consultation identifies land adjoining
Charnwood Site PSH144 as a reasonable option for allocation that requires
further assessment (Blaby Site GLE030). Blaby’s Strategic Housing Economic
Land Availability Assessment indicates a capacity of 185 dwellings (for Site
GLE030 specifically) and an overall capacity of circa 900 units for the 45.12
ha site situated between Glenfrith Way (A563), Anstey Lane (A5630) and
Gynsill Lane (south of the A46). This capacity figure takes into account the
proposals within both Charnwood and Leicester. A separate site-specific
statement of common ground is under preparation with regard to this proposed
allocation (this is outlined from paragraph 4.23-4.25 above).

4.31.

Charnwood will continue to engage in relation to these matters, the Strategic
Growth Plan, and with respect to any objectively assessed needs that cannot
be met wholly within Leicester.
Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council

4.32.

Duty to cooperate meetings have been held with Hinckley and Bosworth
Borough Council to identify and discuss the bilateral strategic matters that will
have a significant impact on both Hinckley and Bosworth and Charnwood.
Information has been exchanged with regard to the allocations Charnwood is
proposing in close proximity to the Hinckley and Bosworth boundary (i.e. West
14
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of Anstey 600 units, Land at Gynsill Lane and Anstey Lane - 260 units and
Park View Nursery - 30 units). Wider cross-boundary infrastructure needs and
planned provision has also been discussed in light of the cumulative impact of
future development in the Anstey area; particularly with regard to education
highway improvements. Moreover, the issue of whether and to what extent
existing Green Wedge functions will be impacted has also been debated,
including how development should retain and enhance existing green
networks and elements of open and undeveloped character.
4.33.

Charnwood Borough Council has also consulted with Hinckley and Bosworth
regarding a number of draft policies prior to finalising the publication version
of the Plan (i.e. relating to the Leicester Urban Area and Charnwood Forest).
The council has also liaised with Hinckley and Bosworth in relation to how
Markfield is referenced within the Charnwood Local Plan, specifically in terms
of its classification relative to the Charnwood settlement hierarchy.

4.34.

Charnwood will continue to engage in relation to these matters, the Strategic
Growth Plan, and with respect to any objectively assessed needs that cannot
be met wholly within Leicester.
North West Leicestershire District Council

4.35.

Duty to cooperate meetings have been held with North West Leicestershire
District Council to identify and discuss the bilateral strategic matters that will
have a significant impact on both North West Leicestershire and Charnwood.
Information has been exchanged with regard to the allocations Charnwood is
proposing in close proximity to the North West Leicestershire boundary
(around Shepshed) and the infrastructure provision planned for this area;
particularly with regard to education. Charnwood has also consulted with
North West Leicestershire regarding a number of draft policies prior to
finalising the Pre-Submission version of the Plan (i.e. those relating to
Shepshed and Charnwood Forest).

4.36.

Charnwood has also had detailed discussion with North West Leicestershire
to finalise a vision, delivery timeframe and schematic map for the
Leicestershire International Gateway.

4.37.

Charnwood will continue to engage in relation to these matters, the Strategic
Growth Plan (as outlined from paragraph 4.7 of this statement), and with
respect to any objectively assessed needs that cannot be met wholly within
Leicester.
Melton Borough Council

4.38.

A duty to cooperate meeting was held on April 4 th 2020 between Charnwood
and Melton Borough Councils; no bilateral matters were identified that would
have a significant impact on the two local planning authority areas. The
councils will however continue to engage in relation to the Strategic Growth
Plan, and with respect to any objectively assessed needs that cannot be met
wholly within Leicester.
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Rushcliffe Borough Council
4.39.

The Local Plan is not proposing any development that would have a significant
impact on Rushcliffe as a planning area and there are no allocations or
infrastructure proposals in proximity to the Rushcliffe boundary. Given the
relatively rural nature of south Rushcliffe and its limited level of overlap and
interaction with Charnwood it is considered to fall outside the Leicestershire
Functional Economic and Housing Market Areas and fall within the
Nottingham Core-Outer Housing Market Area with Ashfield, Broxtowe,
Erewash, Gedling, Mansfield, Nottingham and Newark & Sherwood.
Leicester Local Nature Partnership

4.40.

The Local Plan responds to LLNP’s strategy for the protection, management
and enhancement of the natural environment. In advance of submission the
council will seek to agree with the LLNP that the Local Plan contains sound
policies to protect and enhance the natural environment, avoid habitat loss
and fragmentation, and improve the ecological connectivity between habitats.
Environment Agency

4.41.

The Environment Agency has been a key partner in the preparation of the
Borough Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
The
Assessment has informed the development of strategic Local Plan flood risk
policies and has ensured that the council has an agreed approach to inform
the sequential and exception testing of site allocations. More specifically the
study has informed the formulation of site-specific flood risk avoidance,
management and mitigation measures for allocations which may be in Flood
Zones 2 or 3 or may be affected by surface water flooding.

4.42.

As part of the SFRA’s preparation the council has also been working closely
with both Leicestershire County Council (as the Lead Local Flood Authority)
who were engaged in key project meetings at key stages of the project. The
LLFA provided data on surface water flood risk and confirmation of recent
flood events.

4.43.

There was productive engagement between the Council and the Environment
Agency in relation to their commissioning of a new hydraulic model for the
Wood Brook. The Environment Agency model accounts for how Wood Brook
is culverted in Loughborough town centre and updates level and flow data for
positions (i.e. nodes) along the watercourse to inform the extent/depth of
associated flood zones (and climate change allowances). Cooperating with
the Environment Agency and the LLFA has enabled the council to have a
detailed understanding of the nature and severity of the flood risk posed by
Wood Brook, formulate effective policies to mitigate and manage flood risk
across the borough, and address any site-specific, cumulative or cross
boundary flood risk issues.
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4.44.

Charnwood Borough Council will make best endeavours to agree the following
with the Environment Agency and Leicestershire County Council through a
statement of common ground in advance of submitting the plan for
examination:
▪
▪

▪
▪

▪

the findings of the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and that it
meets the EA’s and LLFA’s requirements;
topic based policy wording (i.e. Policies CC1 and CC2) as well as any
place-specific policy requirements for allocations in the higher risk
catchments;
site-specific policy requirements for allocations in Flood Zones 2/3 and/or
affected by other forms of flooding;
the sites from which contributions towards EA projects might be sought
(e.g. to help fund interventions along Sileby Brook, Barkby Brook, Black
Brook and Wood Brook). N.B. The Wood Brook Flood Risk Management
Scheme is identified as a thematic project within the Loughborough Town
Investment Plan; and
that the site allocations in the Local Plan pass the sequential test and
where applicable are likely to pass the second part of the exception test.

Historic England
4.45.

The council has worked with Historic England to inform the approach it has
taken to assessing impacts upon the historic environment. As part of this the
council has shared and revised draft Local Plan policies in response to Historic
England’s comments, and also shared the site selection methodology and the
individual heritage appraisals that have been undertaken for the allocations
proposed within the Plan. The methodology for these appraisals has been
presented to Historic England together with a selection of sample
assessments. Engagement is ongoing regarding this information and the
matters raised within Historic England’s representation to the draft Local Plan
(at Regulation 18 stage). The council is aiming to agree that the process
undertaken to arrive at the proposed allocations is one which Historic England
can endorse, and that the policy responses proposed for allocations with the
potential to harm the historic environment are sound.

4.46.

The Council’s discussions with Historic England are ongoing with the aim of
agreeing a statement of common ground covering the following matters:
▪

▪

▪

that the site-specific heritage impact summaries have identified the
designated heritage assets likely to be affected by development and
correctly evaluated the contribution each allocation makes to the
significance of any designated heritage assets;
that the work undertaken to assess heritage impacts has been
proportionate to the importance of any relevant designated heritage
assets, and is sufficient to understand the potential impact that allocated
development may have upon significance;
that the public benefit of providing a supply of housing outweighs any
residual harm to the significance of relevant designated heritage assets
(on a site-by-site basis);
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▪
▪
▪

that the Local Plan is not proposing to allocate any land for development
that would likely cause substantial harm to a designated heritage asset;
site-specific policy requirements/wording to mitigate identified heritage
impacts (i.e. agree that any measures proposed will effectively
reduce/remove harm); and
the wording of Policies ENV8, LUA3 and CC3 (including the geographical
extent of the suitable wind/solar energy locations delineated on the policies
map).

Highways England
4.47.

There has been considerable joint working between the Council and Highways
England throughout the local plan preparation process. Highways England
have input into the various iterations of the Local Plan, both at previous
consultation stages and through interim meetings as outlined in para 4.4 - 4.8
above. This has resulted in specific policies relating to the strategic road
network being included within the Local Plan.

4.48.

The council is continuing to cooperate with Highways England, supported by
Leicestershire County Council, to prioritise the schemes already proposed
within the Leicestershire region and identify additional mitigation schemes to
be included in future Road Investment Strategies.

4.49.

Charnwood Borough Council will make best endeavours to agree the following
with Highways England, Leicester City Council and Leicestershire County
Council through a statement of common ground:
▪
▪
▪

that the impact of Local Plan growth (on the operation of the SRN) has
been appropriately assessed and identified;
that any necessary mitigation measures (i.e. SRN capacity
enhancements) have been identified, including their potential funding
arrangements; and
that Policies INF1 and INF2 will enable the Council to secure contributions
towards necessary mitigation measures where necessary.

Clinical Commissioning Groups
4.50.

In addressing the health needs of Charnwood the Council has liaised with the
Clinical Commissioning Groups that serve the borough, namely the West
Leicestershire Clinical Commissioning Group and the East Leicestershire and
Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group. This has included sharing draft and
final site allocations and phasing information in order to determine the
potential impact of Local Plan proposals on healthcare infrastructure.

4.51.

The East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG covers only a relatively small part
of Charnwood (including Syston). The area covered by West Leicestershire
CCG covers the majority of the borough. Consultation with both CCGs has
been enhanced due to organisational changes within the CCG which has
improved joint working amongst all CCGs in Leicester and Leicestershire. The
CCGs support GP Practices and GP Federations to engage in the local plan
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process. This has included seeking their views on how growth can be
sustainably accommodated. Understanding the levels of growth and its
impact upon GP Practices will help the CCG to consider its response to future
health service planning and has informed their work on a comprehensive
Estates Strategy which will set out future priorities.
4.52.

In advance of submitting the Plan for examination the council will seek written
confirmation from both the West and East Leicestershire CCGs that they are
content with the local plan’s policies and proposals, and that the approach will
assist them in developing their future investment strategies.

4.53.

This will seek to confirm an understanding of current capacity of existing
practices and where improvements, extensions and where appropriate, new
facilities may be required. The Clinical Commissioning Group’s own Estates
Strategy will help inform future priorities as will approaches to delivery of
healthcare.

4.54.

Charnwood Borough Council will make best endeavours to agree the following
with the West and East Leicestershire CCGs through a statement of common
ground:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

current GP capacity and projected future demand (at a locational level);
where enhancements to existing GP facilities are required and what form
enhancements to existing provision should take;
where new GP provision is required, identifying location, size and type of
facility);
which allocations will be expected to contribute towards the cost of
additional provision including on site provision if appropriate; and
that Policies INF1 will enable the Council to secure contributions towards
necessary infrastructure where necessary.
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5.

Shared Evidence Base

5.1.

The council has undertaken active cooperation with neighbouring authorities
and prescribed bodies for the purpose of preparing joint evidence to address
key strategic matters. This has involved partners sharing and inputting into
joint evidence base preparation in order to inform policy formulation and site
allocation proposals with cross-boundary implications. The shared evidence
base documents set out below have been prepared in a collaborative context
and in compliance with the duty to cooperate.
Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (2017)

5.2.

The Leicester and Leicestershire local authorities and the Local Enterprise
Partnership (LLEP) commissioned a Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment (HEDNA) to assess future housing needs, the scale of
future economic growth, and the quantity of land and floorspace required for
B-class economic development uses up to 2036 (N.B. the evidence in relation
to future housing needs has since been updated by the Charnwood Housing
Needs Assessment).

5.3.

The HEDNA looked at a wealth of evidence, including population, household
and economic growth projections to assess the need for housing and
employment land over the next 20 years. The HEDNA provides an evidence
base to inform the preparation of local plans and informed the non-statutory
Strategic Growth Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire which all the
Leicestershire authorities were involved in. The assessment can be accessed
here: https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/pages/hedna_2017
Leicester and Leicestershire SHELAA Joint Methodology (2019)

5.4.

The 2020 Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment is
the current SHELAA for Charnwood and follows the Leicester and
Leicestershire SHELAA Joint Methodology agreed by all the local planning
authorities who form the Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area.
The
methodology
can
be
accessed
here:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/leicester_and_leicestershire_s
helaa_joint_methodology/Appendix%20B%20%20SHELAA%20Joint%20Methodology%20Paper%20%20Consultation%20Paper.pdf
Gypsy, Traveller and
Assessment (2017)

5.5.

Travelling

Show

People

Accommodation

The Leicester City and Leicestershire Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople Accommodation Assessment was jointly commissioned by
Leicestershire authorities to update the previous 2013 study and respond to
the publication of the revised version of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites in
August 2015.
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5.6.

It provides an assessment of current and future need for Gypsy, Traveller and
Travelling Showpeople accommodation in all the local authority areas in
Leicester and Leicestershire with the exception of Hinckley and Bosworth;
where a separate study was commissioned due to Local Plan deadlines using
the same methodology. Since the Assessment was published there has been
ongoing engagement between local authorities to assess options for bringing
forward sites in particular transit sites. The assessment can be accessed here:
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/gypsy_and_traveller_needs_
assessment_2017/2017%2006%2001%20Leicestershire%20GTAA%20Final
%20Report.pdf
Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester and Leicestershire: Planning
and Managing Change/Growth Study (2021)

5.7.

The strategic storage and distribution sector (Use Class B8) is a major
component of the Leicestershire economy given the county’s centralised
location and excellent transport links. The logistics industry plays a critical role
in enabling the efficient, sustainable and effective supply of goods for
consumers and businesses and contributes significantly to local employment
opportunities. It also has distinct locational requirements that need to be
considered when formulating planning policies. The functional economic
market area (FEMA) encompasses all the authorities within Leicestershire and
for this reason the Leicestershire authorities have collaborated to study the
strategic storage and distribution sector in order to assess future need and
demand. This has involved the preparation of evidence to understand existing
business needs, local circumstances and market conditions. This work is
being coordinated by Harborough District Council and overseen by the SPG
and the MAG (see paragraphs 3.10 & 3.11). The Local Enterprise Partnership
and county council have also played a key role in the commissioning and
funding of this work alongside the other Leicestershire authorities.

5.8.

The study has reached draft stage and is currently being reviewed and
commented upon by the various partner authorities. The study is intended to
inform plan-making and other relevant strategies (e.g. the Strategic Growth
Plan and the emerging Local Industrial Strategy) and will enable
Leicestershire authorities to plan effectively for future land needs and
associated freight infrastructure. The study will underpin the development of
a sound strategic approach to the sector across Leicestershire, and
represents a collaborative effort by all authorities to determine how and to
what extent needs may grow and change in the longer term, so that provision
can be sustainably planned for and any barriers to growth overcome.
Leicester and Leicestershire
Assessment (2021)

5.9.

Housing

and

Employment

Needs

The assessment has been jointly commissioned by the Leicester and
Leicestershire authorities and the Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise
Partnership to provide evidence which identifies the quantity and mix of
employment land and size, type and mix of housing required to meet the
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area’s needs and which can be used to inform the development of Local Plans
and Strategic level plans. The assessment would replace the 2017 HEDNA.
5.10.

The key objectives of the assessment are to:
▪
▪

▪

▪

5.11.

assess whether the Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market
Area are still fit for purpose;
provide an assessment of the future economic needs of Leicester and
Leicestershire and the requirement for employment land and premises to
2050 and an overview of Leicester and Leicestershire’s future employment
role in different sectors in light of existing and predicted market strengths
and changing economic landscape;
provide up to date housing mix, type and affordability evidence that
identifies the optimum mix, affordable housing requirements and the need
for specialist accommodation set in the context of overall housing
requirements; and
inform an understanding of the links between future housing need and
future employment needs (including mix and type).

The assessment is due to be completed by the end of 2021.
Strategic Growth Options and Constraints Mapping in Leicester and
Leicestershire Study (2021)

5.12.

The study has been jointly commissioned by the Leicester and Leicestershire
authorities and the Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership to
assess the merits of a range of Strategic Growth Options in order to identify
which of the options individually and / or collectively are suitable options to
deliver strategic growth up to 2050.

5.13.

The key objectives of the study are to:
▪

▪
▪
▪

5.14.

identify and assess a series of growth options across Leicester and
Leicestershire, including assessing both individual options and any
advantages resulting from delivering combinations of strategic growth
options along corridors or in growth hubs;
assess and plot environmental constraints (Built, Historic & Natural
Environment) and to assess their implications for delivering Strategic
Growth Options.
to inform the evidence base for future Local Plans and Strategic Plans over
longer timeframes up to 2050; and
assess the potential interrelationships between Strategic Growth Options
in delivering wider benefits (including infrastructure provision) and meeting
the objectives of the Strategic Growth Plan.

The study is due to be completed by the end of 2021.
Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Transport Assessment (2021)
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5.15.

The study has been jointly commissioned by the Leicester and Leicestershire
authorities to develop new Pan Regional Transport Model (PRTM) growth
scenarios for the period 2036-2050 to inform the process of apportioning
Leicester’s unmet need and provide an enhanced basis for assessing future
Local Plans and long-term transport interventions.
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6.

Conclusion

6.1.

The Council considers that it has put in place robust mechanisms to facilitate
engagement between itself and neighbouring local planning authorities during
the preparation of the Local Plan. Where specific areas of Local Plan policy
required cross-boundary cooperation this has been reflected within the
policies and the approach of the Local Plan itself. Furthermore, where there is
an element of reliance on future revisions to existing, or the preparation of new
Local Plans by adjoining local planning authorities, specific mechanisms have
been put in place to ensure that these matters can be addressed at that time.
The Council is therefore satisfied that it has met the requirements of the Duty
to Cooperate in accordance with the provisions of the Localism Act and the
National Planning Policy Framework.

6.2.

The Council will continue to meet its duty to cooperate up to and beyond the
submission of the plan to the Secretary of State, including preparing and
entering into any necessary standalone statements of common ground or
memorandums of understanding in advance of hearings. The Leicester and
Leicestershire joint working arrangements will continue to provide a strong
basis for ongoing collaboration and facilitate further duty to cooperate activity.
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Appendix G: Consultation Plan
The Council’s Corporate Strategy 2020-2024 commits strongly to listening, talking and
engaging with residents and collaborating with partners. The Charnwood Statement
of Community Involvement (SCI) (January 2021) sets out how the Council will consult
stakeholders on Local Plan consultations and was amended in the context of public
health restrictions to ensure the Council can continue to undertake high quality public
engagement.
The consultation on the Pre-Submission Local Plan is scheduled to take place for six
weeks between 12 July 2021 and 23 August 2021.
The consultation will use the following methods, in accordance with the Council’s
Statement of Community Involvement (adopted 2021).
Method
Online copy
available

Hard copy
available

Timescales
Online copies to be
made available at
the start of the
consultation.
Hard copies to be
made available at
the start of the
consultation.

E-mail and letter
notification to those
on the consultation
database/ e-mail
alert.

E-mails to be sent
at the start of the
consultation.

Site notices

Site Notice to be
placed at the start
of the consultation.

Social media/ email Consultation
alerts
publicity to
be posted
throughout
consultation period
as considered
appropriate by the
Council’s

What we will do
Consultation documents and
information to be published on
www.charnwood.gov.uk/planningpolicy
Place hard copy of the consultation
documents at the Southfields Council
Office which will be available to view
by appointment and in accordance
with Coronavirus related
considerations. Details to make an
appointment will be placed within
publicity material.
Send an e-mail to all those registered
on the Council’s Local Plan database
(1616 consultees). This includes
specific and general consultation
bodies prescribed by legislation. Email
will set out how documents can be
viewed, how to respond and the
deadline for responses.
A general A4 site notice poster will be
placed adjoining each proposed
housing and employment allocation.
Poster will set out that an allocation is
nearby and that more details can be
found online.
Posts to be made on corporate social
media platforms (18,000 followers).
Posts will set out that a consultation is
taking place and provide a weblink to
find more information.
Information and reminders distributed
to Council’s email subscribers
(12,500).
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Local media

Virtual meetings/
presentations

communications
team.
Press release to be
sent as
documentation is
available in the
public domain,
decisions are taken
and at the start of
the consultation.
2 Virtual
Presentations
during the
consultation period

Focused meetings

On request.

Parish and Town
Councils and
Neighbourhood
Planning forums

Presentation held
ahead of the
consultation launch

E-mails to be sent
at the start of the
consultation.

Notify Local
Politicians

Member Technical
Briefing held in May

E-mails to be sent
at the start of the
consultation.

Developer/
Stakeholder/
Community forums

E-mails to be sent
at the start of the
consultation.

A press release will be sent to local
media organisations setting out key
details about the plan and
consultation. Media requests will
receive a constructive response.

Two zoom webinars will be held to
provide a virtual presentation on the
local plan which are open to all with a
text Q&A opportunity. This will set out
the content of the local plan, the
process of preparing it and how to
make comments.
Online meetings with interested
groups, organisations and community
advocates will be facilitated with
officers available at set times for
bookable meetings during the
consultation period. (6-8 meetings as
necessary).
Virtual presentation for Parish and
Town Councils will be held ahead of
the consultation launch to outline the
content of the plan and how to make
comments.
Send an e-mail to all Parish and Town
Councils and Neighbourhood Planning
forums. Email will set out how
documents can be viewed, how to
respond and the deadline for
responses.
All Member Technical Briefing held
ahead of the Cabinet papers being
published at the end of May.
Send an e-mail to all local politicians
(MP, District and Borough
Councillors). Email will set out how
documents can be viewed, how to
respond and the deadline for
responses.
Send an e-mail to relevant bodies,
setting out how documents can be
viewed, how to respond and the
deadline for responses.
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Equal Access
Requests

Ongoing.

The Council will respond positively to
equal access requests in line with the
public sector equalities duty.

Follow up email to
organisations
representing the
seldom heard
during the
consultation period.

Follow up email to explain how to
make comments and explain the
formal nature of the consultation.

Consultation dates and methods may be changed if required to respond to changing
public health measures or other practical considerations, with the agreement of the
Cabinet Lead Member for Planning and Regeneration.
The Council will publish a report of responses following the completion of the
consultation and publish this on the website.
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