APPENDIXB

Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council Draft Local Plan 2020-2039 Consultation

Leicestershire County Council Officer Comments Pro-forma (July 2021)

Name:

Team/Department: | TSaP/E&T

Questions posed by H&BBC

Question Page/par | Comments
a number
(if
relevant)
1 Overarching/genera | General The Local Highway Authority (LHA) is supportive of the development plan process; whilst providing for the
| commentsor future growth of Leicesterand Leicestershire will be challengingin many regards (includingin respect of
comments not highways and transport), a Plan-led approach offers the greatest opportunities to address those challenges as
related to any of compared to seekingto deal with the impacts of ad-hoc, ‘unplanned’ growth.
the specific
guestionssetout The LHA would therefore wish to see the successfuladoption of anew Local Planfor the Borough. However, it
below has been asked to provide very littleinputintothe Plan’s development to date. Forexample, whilst noting that
this draft of the Plan contains no site allocations, the future housing numbers and employmentland provision
are/will be, presumably, informed by some considerations of potential sites available. In the absence of the LHA
havingany understanding of those potential sites, there is arisk that some may not be acceptable in principle
on highway grounds (forexample becausethey would be contrary to Policy IN5 of the Leicestershire Highways
Design Guide). Should that be the case, this would have material implications for the contents of the Plan
and/orits deliverability.
General Giventheinfluence of rail connectivity on the Borough (via Hinckley Railway Station or stations outside

Leicestershire), itis perhaps surprising how littlereference is made torail in this draft Plan. For example, it
would be helpful forthe Planto at leastto reference the Leicesterand Leicestershire Rail Strategy, buta policy
that actively supported securing rail improvements serving Hinckley might also be considered.
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https://resources.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/resource/files/field/pdf/faq/2018/6/5/Part-1-introduction.pdf
https://resources.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/resource/files/field/pdf/faq/2018/6/5/Part-1-introduction.pdf
https://www.leicester.gov.uk/media/180873/rail-strategy-march-2017.pdf

Itisalso surprisingthatthe Plan does notacknowledge the ongoing Covid-19 pandemicand current

General uncertainties overthe long-termimplications this will have on society, including on transport provision and
travel behaviour (encompassing trends such as increased home working). Will the emerging evidence relating to
these potential long-termimplications be reviewed and incorporated as necessary as the development of the
plan progresses?

The early reference to the Strategic Growth Planiswelcomedin settingthe general contextin which the new

10 Local Planisbeingdeveloped. However, interms of specificsitis surprisingthat noreference is made to the fact
that the Borough abuts the western end of the A46 Priority Growth Corridor, with cross-boundary implications
of growth that will need to be considered.

Do you have any General See comment below onvision

commentsonthe

Spatial Portrait of

the Borough?

Do you agree with General The visionisthe first (and only?) reference made in the Local Plan to the ‘Midlands Engine’ (ME). Inthe light of

the Plan Vision? If the vision being that the Borough should be a key part of the ME, it would be helpfulif the Spatial Portrait

not, what changes explained the currentrole of the Borough inthe ME and alsoif the Plan could also set out how that role might

do yousuggest? change going forward. From a highways and transport perspective, this will be important to understand in terms
of likely changes in travel patterns (employees and distribution of materials, goods, etc.) and any transport
measures/infrastructure that might be required to enable any such changes.
It seems slightly inconsistent to refer within the vision to the borough’s role inthe ME but not to itsrole in the
Leicesterand Leicestershire (L&L) sub-region/housing market area (and by extension, the implementation of the
L&L Strategic Growth Plan).
It isalso suggestedthatthe vision should include explicit reference to the environmentand associated key
aspirations forthe Borough, especially in respect of the climate emergency.

Do youagree with | General Havingreferred to the Strategic Growth Planin the introduction chapter, and to the Midlands Engine in the

the Spatial

spatial vision, itis surprising that neither of these key strategic challenges/aspirations are acknowledged

0S



objectives? If not,
what changesdo
you suggest?

19

19

through the spatial objectives. Itis suggested that one or more additional objectives be included to coverthese
points.

Objective 3(Infrastructure) refersto meetingthe “...future infrastructure needs of the borough...”. Inthe
context of the SGP (and equally Midlands Engine) however, it will increasingly be necessary for individual
districts/LPAs to considerfuture transportinfrastructure requirements on a cross-boundary, cumulative basis
(recognising where the provision of new/improved transportinfrastructure in one district will also be critical to
unlock/support growth in other, neighbouring districts, or even neighbouring HMAs - e.g. the importance of the
A5 corridor to growth across Hinckley and Bosworth, otherareas of Leicestershire, and adjacent districts within
Warwickshire/the West Midlands). Itis suggested that the objective be amended to reflect this.

Objective 7(Climate Change) — it is suggested that the wording of this objective could be strengthened to
betterreflect the context of recent national/local ‘climate emergency’ declarations and associated
policies/priorities (conversely, the currentform of wording feels a bit ‘weak’/‘out-of-date’ in relation to this).

Do you supportthe
preferred strategy
for growth setout
above forthe local
plan? If not, what
do you consider
wouldbea
reasonable
alternative strategy
for growth?

General

In the current absence of any formally published comprehensive transport evidence base and information about
potential sites, itis not possible forthe Local Highway Authority (LHA) to express a definitive view at this time
on the preferred strategy.

However, fromits knowledge and throughitsinvolvement with the development of Local Plans forareas
adjoining the Borough (including Charnwood, Blaby and the City of Leicester), the LHA would make the following
observationsthatare likely to have material implications forarriving at a preferred strategy:

e The A5 inthe Hinckleyareaisalready failing functionally, in terms of its capacity and disruption caused
by the frequentrail bridge strikes. Itis possiblethat without astrategicscale intervention, the corridor’s
ability to enable further growth will be significantly limited. Without such intervention, the impacts of
growth would likely resultinthe displacement of traffictofarless suitable and appropriate routes
within and around Hinckley and across the boundary in Warwickshire (e.g.impactingon Nuneaton).

e The M1 betweenJunction21and 21a and the Leicester Western Bypass from J21a around to the Hobby
Horse roundabout at Syston (both parts of the StrategicRoad Network —SRN) are also failing
functionally. The highways impacts of any proposals for growth, especially towards the north east of the
Borough, are likely to have amaterial impact on these parts of the SRN, which when combined with the
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cumulative impacts of growth proposed in adjoining areas, is likelyto prove challenging, complex and
costly to address.

e Notwithstandingthe proposed Major Road Network project on the A50/A511 corridor, there is evidence
(emerging from other Local Plan work) to suggest that further measures are likely to be required along
the corridor to ensure thatit can continue to playitsrelevantrole in enabling growth andin providing
access to jobs and key services and facilities in the City of Leicester.

Regardless of the eventual preferred strategy, itis likely thata coordinated, strategy-led approach will be
requiredto address the transport challenges of seeking to accommodate further growth (housingand
employment) inthe Borough, one involving cross-boundary coordination and cooperation (within and without
Leicestershire)andincluding Highways England. The LHA would expect the Plan to provide policies and text that
underpin this approach and provide arobust basisforseeking developer contributions towards mitigating
measures to address cumulative impacts within and without the Borough/Leicestershire.

The LHA also notesthe emerging Local Plan’s continued reliance on the Barwell and Earl Shilton SUEs as
principal strategicsites for meetingthe Borough’s future housing growth requirements. Whilst the principle of
the two SUEs was established through the 2009 Core Strategy, itis noted that development hasyetto
commence at eithersite. Furthermore, the draft Planindicates that housing delivery across these two sites
duringthe emerging plan period (i.e. 2020-2039) will be less than half the total allocated through the 2009 Core
Strategy. Additionally, the draft Planindicates that the total housing growth envisaged at the Earl Shilton is now
significantly lowerthanthe original allocation set out within the 2009 Core Strategy. All of the above has
potentially significantimplications for:

e Thedeliveryof supporting transportinfrastructure previously committed to through the 2009 Core
Strategy.

e Thecumulative impacts of the Barwell/Earl Shilton SUEs when considered in conjunction with other
planned (or potential future) developments within and without Hinckley and Bosworth Borough
(recognising the substantial changes that have taken place in this respect since 2009).

e Inlightofthe precedingpoint, the specifictransportinfrastructure required to address these
cumulative impacts.

Giventhese changesand potential widerimplications, has consideration been given to the inclusion of updated
policies for the two SUEs within the draft Plan?
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(NB: LHA commentsinrespectof the Plan’s viability are provide in response to Q33.)

Other Comments
on Chapter4—
Spatial
Development
Strategy

General

24-25

30 (para
4.21)

The chapter makes only passing reference to the Strategic Growth Plan in paragraph 4.14, despite the
potentially significantimplications this could have forthe borough’s future growth and infrastructure
requirements.

Comments on proposed spatial hierarchy:

e Willthe ongoingreview of the spatial hierarchy consider the implications of the Strategic Growth Plan
on the proposed categories and allocation of specific settlements to each category? In particular, the
currentspatial hierarchyissilent on eitherthe “Priority Growth Corridor” or “A5 Improvement Corridor”
as identified through the SGP and consequently unclearas to how it aligns with this.

e Has consideration been given to identifying Groby and Ratby in a separate ‘Edge of Leicester Urban
Area’ category, given their much closer physical proximity, strongertransportlinks and resulting
‘satellite settlement’/‘dormitory community’ characteristics in comparison to the other settlements
across the borough identified as ‘key rural centres’?

The text statesthat the 2021 SHELAA as being published alongside the draft Local Plan, whereas the document
that has actually been published is the 2020 SHELAA.

We consideranew
settlement willbe
requiredto help
meetfuture growth
needsinthe
borough. How can
thisbestbe
reflectedin policy?

It will be important thatany new settlement is of a scale that ensuresit will contain arange of economicand
social servicesand facilities that meansitis likely to function as a true ‘free standing’/largely self-contained
community, oralternativelyis located close to existing urban areas (and associated services and facilities)in
locations accessible via sustainable modes of travel, as opposed to becoming a car-oriented dormitory housing
estate.

From a transport perspective, it would be very helpful if the new Plan could at the least identify (under-pinned
by evidence) the likely area of the Borough in which any new settlement may be located in the future. It would
also be helpfulifthe Plan could set out the ‘journey’ by which proposals forthe new settlement (and supporting
measures andinfrastructure) will be developed and how, in the meantime, any proposals that might come
forward that could hamperor frustrate delivery of the new settlement (or potentialinfrastructure required to
enableit) will be dealt with.
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Do you agree with
the approach to
mitigatingand
adaptingto climate
change?

32-33

General

The LHA has no objection tothe overall approach proposed, butitis suggested that paragraph 5.4. could be
strengthened by adding an extra bullet point covering: "provision of infrastructure/facilities to supportlow and
zero-carbonvehicletechnologies (e.g. electricvehicle charging points)."

Additionally, itis suggested the chapterand planned approach should be reviewed and updated as necessaryin
light of the Government’s recently published Transport Decarbonisation Plan:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-decarbonisation-plan

Oncesite
allocations are set
out inthe next
draft of the Local
Planthe policy
CCO2 willincludea
listof those site
allocations which
will needto address
recommendations
made inthe
Borough Council’s
Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Level 2.
Do you agree with
thisapproach?

No view.

Do you support the
overall proposed
strategy for high
quality designin
the borough? Are
there any other

43 to 45

The Local Highway Authority (LHA) recognises the role that high-quality design can play in respect of providing
safe, healthy and attractive environments, and that reflect local distinctiveness.

However, like very many other authorities across the country the LHA has insufficient funding to maintain even
its most important highway assets (such as it most heavily trafficked A roads) and accordingly does not have the
funding to maintain non-standard materials; bespoke street furniture; treesin the highway; or other such
elements that mightbe usedto create high quality environments. Thus, the LHA would like to see the policy
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-decarbonisation-plan

issuesthe policy
should address?

amended such that those promoting the use of such elementsinanew developmentare required to provide a
supporting strategy fortheirlong-term maintenance.

Additionally bullet point (e) of the proposed policy, specifically the section that refersto: “...including electric
vehicle charging points where feasible...” isa bit weak (i.e. implies that EV charging points are ‘nice to have’
rather than essential infrastructure) and should more strongly articulate the need for EV charging pointstobe a
standard feature of all new developments (with any exceptions being very rare).

10a | Shouldthe Active 48 to 51 Given that the title of the policy includes ‘Active Travel’ itis unclear what the justificationis for confiningits
Designand Travel applicationsolely to new residential developments. The policy should also be applicable atleast toemployment
Policy apply only to developments and othertypes of development that are likely to generate significant numbers of employees
new residential and/orvisitors.
developmentor
should other
developmenttypes
beincluded?
Othercommentson | 48 to 51 It is surprisingthat no reference is made to the Government’s latest ‘Gear Change’ vision for cycling and walking
the proposed (published in 2020:
Active Design and https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/904146/g
Travel Policy and ear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf).
supporting text.
In relation to this, the policy and/or supporting text should reference the need to develop proposalsin
accordance withthe Government's latest Cycle Design Guidance (LTN 1/20).
10 | Isthethresholdof | 51 The LHA has no definitive view on the appropriateness of the proposed threshold as this will presumably need
b 10 or more to take account of a range of widerfactors (including viability).
residential
dwellings However, itis suggested thatany such threshold should notapply to requests for ‘passive provision’ (e.g. the

appropriate?

safeguarding of land within a development)to facilitate future active travel infrastructure by the LHA or other
third-parties, as such a requirement could in certain circumstances be appropriatefor developments of less
than 10 dwellings.
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf

11

Should the housing
mix policy apply to
all residential
developmentsor
onlyto
developments of 10
or more dwellings?

No view.

12

Do you agree that
the nationally
described space
standards should
applyto all new
dwellings?

No view.

Commenton Policy
HOO04 — Housing
Density

64-65

It issuggested that the second sentence of the policy should be amended as follows (additional text
underlined): “However, unless justified through principles of good design and/or essentialinfrastructure
requirements, to ensure the efficient use of land...etc.”

13

How can the
emerging national
design code
guidance on density
be better
incorporatedinto
the policy on
housingdensity?

No view.

Commentson
Policy HOO5 —
Accessible Housing
and supporting text

67 (para
7.14)

The LHA would question whether "pepper potting" such dwellings around largersitesis necessarily the best
approach to meetingaccessible housing needs, at least from a transport perspective. Inthisregard, it would
potentially make more sense to locate accessible dwellings on such largersites as close as possible to existing or
planned public/passengertransport routes and stops, to minimise walking distances and thereby maximise the
ability of accessible housing occupants to use these services.
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Equally, there may be transport (and possibly wider) benefits to clustering accessible dwellings together within
largersites, in terms of supporting the efficient provision of specialist/targeted (e.g. social care) transport
services to such dwellings where required.

14

Do you agree with
the policy approach
to Self and Custom
build housing?

No view.

15a

Do you have any
commentsonthe
criteriabased
approach to Gypsy,
Travellerand
Travelling
Showpeople
accommodation set
out inthe policy?

No view.

15

Ifthe
accommodation
assessment
identifiesan
evidenced need to
allocate land for
Gypsy, Traveller
and Travelling
Showpeople
accommodation
should this be
through the local
planora separate

No view.
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DevelopmentPlan
Document?

16a

Do you have any
commentsonthe
broad approachto
securing affordable
housing?

No view.

16

Where 100%
affordable housing
schemes are
proposed and
supported with
Affordable Homes
Grant from Homes
England should
they be exempt
from providing
otherplanning
contributions as
explainedinthe
supportingtextto
the policy?

75

As planning contributions are sought to fund transport (as well as other) infrastructure and services that are
necessary tosupportthe development, it will be necessary toidentify how any exemptions applied will be
funded and delivered through other sources should this proposal be taken forward.

17

How can the Local
Plan bestdeliver
the necessary
employmentland
and premises
required to meetits
identified needs?

79 and 80

Itisdifficulttoanswerthis question inthe absence of anidentified employment need or potential site options
for meeting this need. However, the proposed policy EPO1 — Scale and distribution of new employment sites
correctly identifies transport as a key factor indeciding the bestlocations for new 'strategic' employment
developmentand the LHA would therefore welcome the opportunity to engage/input to the appraisal of sites
for potential inclusionin the emerging Local Plan. The Plan should be underpinned by an evidence base,
includinginrespect of highways and transport, that assesses the impacts of potentialemployment sites and
identifies appropriate mitigation, including to address cumulative impacts.

89



From its knowledgeand throughitsinvolvement with the development of Local Plans forareas adjoining the
Borough (including Charnwood, Blaby and the City of Leicester), the LHA would make the following observations
that are likely to have material implications in respect of potentialnew employmentsites:

e The A5 inthe Hinckley areais already failing functionally, in terms of its capacity and disruption caused
by the frequentrail bridge strikes. Itis possiblethat without astrategicscale intervention, the corridor’s
ability to enable further growth will be significantly limited. Without such intervention, the impacts of
growth would likely resultinthe displacement of trafficto farless suitable and appropriate routes
within and around Hinckley and across the boundary in Warwickshire.

e The M1 betweenJunction21and 21a and the Leicester Western Bypass fromJ21a around to the Hobby
Horse roundabout at Syston (both parts of the StrategicRoad Network —SRN) are also failing
functionally. The highways impacts of any proposals for growth, especially towards the north east of the
Borough, are likely to have amaterial impact on these parts of the SRN, which when combined with the
cumulative impacts of growth proposed in adjoining areas, is likelyto prove challenging, complex and
costly to address.

¢ Notwithstandingthe proposed Major Road Network project onthe A50/A511 corridor, there is evidence
(emerging from other Local Plan work) to suggest that further measures are likely to be required along
the corridor to ensure thatit can continue to playitsrelevantrole in enabling growth andin providing
access to jobs and key services and facilities in the City of Leicester.

Itislikely thata coordinated, strategy-led approach willbe required to address the transport challenges of
seeking to accommodate further growth (employment and housing) inthe Borough, one involving cross-
boundary coordination and cooperation (within and without Leicestershire) and including Highways England.
The LHA would expectthe Plan to provide policies and text that underpin this approach and provide arobust
basis for seeking developer contributions towards mitigating measures to address cumulative impacts within
and without the Borough/Leicestershire.

In relation tothe matters coveredin paragraphs 8.7 to 8.9, maintaining the ability to regulate changesin
employment use/type as faras possible will be important to ensure that where thisis likely to resultin
significant changesintransportimpacts/requirements, such changes can be assessed and where necessary
mitigated. As such, any mechanisms provided within the Local Plan policies that facilitate this are welcomed.

(NB: LHA commentsinrespect of the Plan’s viability are provide in response to Q33.)
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Commenton Policy
EPO2 — New
Employment
Development

80-81

For bullet point (c) —suggestreplacing “bus” with “passengertransport” (to reflect that options otherthan
conventional bus services, such as rail or demand responsive transport, may also have arole to playin providing
access to new employmentsites).

18

Should some key
employment
areas/premises that
are of particular
significance to
Hinckley &
Bosworth’s
portfolio of
employmentareas
be afforded
additional
protection overand
above category A
areas? If so, should
thisinclude all
category A areas,
some category A
areas, or a mixture
of category A & B
areas? What extra
evidence would be
neededtowarrant
this special policy
designation?

No view.

19

Do you have any
comments onthe
planningfor
Strategic

87 and 88

Strategic Distribution developments normally have widescale highways and transportimpactsin respect of
employees’ origin and of the movement of goods and materials. Thus, the impacts of any sites within the
Borough are likely to spread beyond its boundaries/the boundary of Leicestershire. The Plan should recognise
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Distribution
developmentsin
Hinckley and
Bosworth, and how
local policy could
be formulated?

thisand provide arobust policy basis foraddressing widescale impacts, including on a cumulative, cross-
boundary basis as necessary.

The process of identifying future strategicdistribution needs and locations through the Local Plan will need to

considerhow such needs and locations might be influenced by the SGP and associated growth in neighbouring
LPAs. Similarly, itwillneed to take account of the potential implications of the HNRFI, should this be approved
throughthe NSIP process.

20 | Takingintoaccount | 89 (para Paragraph 8.30, relatingto Policy EPO6 (MIRA Technology Enterprise Zone) and supporting text, identifies who
therecentcreation | 8.30) HBBC will engage with to determinethe boundary forthe special policy areaand specificaspirations for growth
of Class E planning and development. Inrelation to this, itis suggested thatit will be equally important toinvolve the relevant
usesand the highway/transport authorities (Leicestershire CC, Warwickshire CCand Highways England) in any discussions
implications for concerningthe special policy areaboundaries given the potential implications for the strategicand local road
employmentuses networks and any future transportinfrastructure aspirationsin and around the area(e.g.inrelationto the A5).
and sites/premises,
what changesif any | 91 and 92 | Additionally, whilstthere is nota question that explicitly references the proposed Hinckley National Rail Freight
do you thinkshould Interchange (HNRFI) proposal, nevertheless the Local Highway Authority (LHA) wishes to make some
be made to the observationsin relation to this. The LHA recognises that the HNRFI remains a proposal at this time; that it will be
Economic subjectto the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) process; and that no NSIP application hasyet
Prosperity section beensubmitted by its promoters. Itis therefore, perhaps to some extent, understandable that the draft Plan
and policies? containslittle inrespect of the HNRFI. However, from experience with the East Midlands Gateway site (near

Castle Donington) ifthe HNRFl is permitted and developeditislikely to have avery significant highways and
transportimpact and thus could have a material implications for the deliverability of sites that will (ultimately)
beincludedinthe new Local Plan. It istherefore surprising that this draft Plan does notinclude orsuggestthe
needtoincludeinits nextversionaPolicyinrespect of triggeringareview of the Plan should the HNRFI gain
approval.

21a | Should policy No view.
define the expected
extentof search for
sequentially

preferable sites?
As a minimum, the

19



nearest Town,
Districtor Local
Centre should be
assessed. Further
options could
include always
assessing Hinckley
Town Centre,
assessingall Town,
Districtand Local
Centresinthe
Borough, using
developmentsize
thresholds orusing
catchmentarea
distances, which
couldalsoinclude
defined centres of
neighbouring local
authorities.

21

Should permissions
for Eusein or edge
of centre be
conditionedto
exclude light
industry (the
formerBlc use)?

97

Yes —the LHA would supporta policy approach that helps to regulate any changes of use that are likely to have
significantimplications from atransport perspective.

21c

Where retail use is
proposedin-centre,
shoulditbe
conditioned to

97

Yes —the LHA would support a policy approach that helps to regulate any changes of use that are likely to have
significantimplications from atransport perspective.
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prevent Change of
Use to otherE class
uses?

21

Where particular
non-retail Eclass
uses can pass the
sequentialtestand
be permitted
because they
require large site
footprints difficult
to accommodate
in-centre, should
they be subjectto
conditions
restricting change
of use to retail?

97

Yes —the LHA would support a policy approach that helpsto regulate any changes of use that are likely to have
significantimplicationsfrom atransport perspective.

22a

What should the
role of Policy TDC02
beifthe
Government
introducesa
permitted
developmentright
to change Class E
use to Class C3
(residential)?

No view.

22

Should the borough
considerthe use of
an Article IV

97 to 99

Yes —the LHA would supporta policy approach that helps to regulates any changes of use where thisislikely to
significantly reduce access to key services or facilities via sustainable modes of travel, and could thereby
adversely affect the sustainability of an existing settlement and/or wider planned development.
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Directionto help
protectany
particularly
valuable Town
Centre uses?

22c

Isthere arole for
Primary and/or
Secondary
Shopping Frontages
to help withthe
definition of key
locations at ground
floorlevelin Policy
TDCO02? If so,
should primary and
secondary
frontages be
definedforthe
District Centres (as
recommendedin
the Town and
District Centres
Study 2017) or any
othercentre?

No view.

Commenton Policy
TDCO3 — Hot Food
Takeaways and
Betting Offices

100

Itissuggested thatbullet point (b) should be widened toincludetrafficand parking (or alternativelyan extra
bullet pointadded to coverresidual trafficimpacts).

23

Could the measure
of “over-
proliferation” of

No view.
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facilities be
improved and does
the measure need
to be individually
tailored tosuit
centresindifferent
levels of the centre

hierarchy?

24 | Arethecriteriafor | 105 to The LHA has no views or suggestions on the specificcriteriato be appliedinrelation to this.
safeguarding 108
againstthe loss of Nevertheless, the LHA would supporta policy approach that helps to regulate any changes to the of use of
publichousesin publichousesand/orother key community facilities where this is likely to significantly reduce access to such
urban andrural facilities via safe and sustainable modes of travel, and could thereby adversely affect the sustainability of
areas reasonable existing settlements and/or planned developments.
and proportionate
and are there any Equally, the LHA would support policy provisions that facilitate the diversification of public houses wherethis is
othercriteriathe likely to positively contribute to the range of key services and facilities accessible via safe and sustainableforms
Borough Council of travel and thereby encourages safe and sustainable travel behaviour.
shouldinclude to
safeguard against
the loss of public
houses?

25 | Doyouhaveany No view.
comments onthe
approach to
Heritage and
Conservation?

26 | Doyousupportthe | 125 to The Local Highway Authority (LHA) has no objection to the general approach/principle of the planned green
approach to green | 127 wedges, but suggests that an additional bullet point/category be added to those listed under the sentence
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wedgessetoutin

beginning: “The following land uses will be acceptable in the Green Wedge...” covering: “other, essential

the policy? transportinfrastructure”.
27 | Do youagree with No view.
the ‘major
developments’
threshold setoutin
the biodiversity
policy or should a
differentthreshold
be appliedforthe
additional
biodiversity gains
measures?
28 | Doyouhaveany 141 to It issuggestedthat an additional bullet point should be added to the policy under “Developmentin the
comments onthe 144 countryside will be considered sustainable where...” stating:
policy for
development "residualtraffic and transportimpacts are addressed, as necessary, in accordance with policies HTO1 to HT04*".
withinthe
countryside? *NB — policy references listed hereare notwithstanding our later comments on the proposed transport
chapter/policies.
29 | Doyouagree with 150 and The principle of a Plan policy in respect of highways and transportation is welcomed and something that the
the approach to 151 Local Highway Authority (LHA) supports.

highways and
transportation set
outinpolicy HTO1?

In the currentabsence of any formally published comprehensivetransport evidence base and information about
potential sites, itis difficult forthe LHA to comment definitively on whether the Policy and supporting narrative
are likely to be sufficiently robustin terms of dealing with the impacts of further growth in the Borough,
especially cumulative impacts and seeking to secure funding (including from developers), which could be
considerable in quantum.
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But, reflectingits comments on otheraspects of the draft Plan*), the LHA’s preliminary view is that the policy
and textistoo genericandis unlikely to provide a sufficiently robust basis for seeking developer contributions
towards mitigating measures to address cumulativeimpacts within and without the Borough/Leicestershire. The
LHA would welcome the opportunity to work with HBBC and otherrelevant partners to review jointly the
evidence work to date; to support HBBC in undertaking work to explore options for and pathways towards the
delivery of required highways and transport mitigation measures (including to address cumulative and cross-
boundaryimpacts); consider how this mightimpact on assumptions about potential sites to be included in the
nextversion of the Plan; and also to review how this affects the contents of the Plan, including policy HTO1.

A particularissue that will ultimately need to be addressed is how the Local Plan will incorporate/respond to
ongoingand planned work to support the Strategic Growth Plan (SGP) and the emerging Local Plans of adjacent
districtsinand around the SGP ‘Priority Growth Corridor’, noting that this work could identify aneed for
significantchangestothe Planintransportterms (e.g. transport mitigation measures identified to
accommodate the Local Plan could be superseded by ‘bigger’ mitigation requirements to deal with wider
growth identified through the SGP/adjacent Local Plans). Correspondingly, if the Local Planis to be submitted
priorto the conclusion of the SGP transport work, the LHA considers thatitwould needtoinclude apolicy
setting out an appropriate reviewtrigger/mechanism to ensure that the Planis updated as necessary to reflect
the outcomes of the SGP and adjacent Local Plans work as and when thisemerges (i.e. as perthe suggested
approach to the HNRFI set out inthe LHAs response to Q20).

In respect of more detailed aspects of the Policy and supporting text:

e |tisa notable absence thatnoreferenceis madeinthe texttothe StrategicRoad Network andthe rolesand
responsibilities of Highways England (albeit there is mention in text that supports policy HT04).

e Thewordingofthe Policy uses phraseology thatisinconsistent with that of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF),e.g.”.... residual cumulative impacts of development on the transport network are not
significant...”whereas the NPPF states: “..or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be
severe...”

e Thelack of reference to the Government’s (cycling and walking ) ‘Gear Change’ documentand toits national
bus strategy ‘Bus Back Better’ is surprising. [twould be helpful to cross reference the LHA’s passenger
transport policy and strategy and also to its new Cycling and Walking Strategy.
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/904146/gear-change-a-bold-vision-for-cycling-and-walking.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/980227/DfT-Bus-Back-Better-national-bus-strategy-for-England.pdf
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/buses-and-public-transport/passenger-transport
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/buses-and-public-transport/passenger-transport
https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2021/7/27/Cycling-and-walking-strategy.pdf

(1) Especially the LHA’s view thatit is likely that a coordinated, strategy-led approach will be required to address
the transport challenges of seeking to accommodate further growth (employment and housing) in the
Borough, oneinvolving cross-boundary coordinationand cooperation (within and without Leicestershire) and
including Highways England. The LHA would expect the Plan to provide policies and text that underpin this
approach and provide a robust basis for seeking developer contributions towards mitigating measures to
address cumulative impacts within and without the Borough/ Leicestershire.

Commenton Policy | 152 It issuggested that policy HTO3 should be cross-referenced within HT02 to clarify that EV charging facilities are
HTO02 — Parking covered separately.
Standards
30 | Arethereany other | 152 and The Local Highway Authority (LHA) would expect the need for HGV parking facilities to be driven by evidence,
locations orcriteria | 153 includinginrespect of additional demand generated by any future sites allocated through the emerging Local
you think would be Planand/orgrowthin neighbouring areas. At the time of writing, there is insufficient evidence or knowledge of
acceptable to such potential growthinand around the Borough to comment on possible increasesinlocally generated HGV
supportthe parking demand that might arise.
delivery of HGV
parking facilities? That said, it is possible that there could be pressure/need for additional HGV parking facilities in those parts of
the Borough located around or closestto the A5, A42/M42 and M69 corridors (noting that most of the M69 is
eitherwithin orvery nearto the Borough and that whilst the A42/M42 does not pass through the Borough, it
similarly passes very close by at certain points) arising from strategic/long distance HGV trafficusing either of
theseroutes.
31 | Shouldthe policy 153 to It seems logical that the type of EV facilities provided should be aligned with anticipated demand in terms of
setdifferent 156 length of stay;i.e. an emphasis on ‘rapid’/‘ultra-rapid’ chargers forshort-stay uses/facilities and on relatively

electricvehicle
charging
infrastructure
requirementsfor
differenttypes of
non-residential
uses, forexample
rapid charging

slower/‘standard’ chargers forlong-stay uses/facilities.

However, itisless clear why the proportions of overall parking spaces to be either ‘actively equipped’ with EV
chargingfacilities of one form oranother, or ‘passively equipped’ forfuture provision, should differ from one
form of developmenttoanother, given the vastly expanded EV charging provision that will be neededin most
locationsin future to support the mass transition to EVs.

It issuggested that the policy should include astarting point of seeking passive provision as aminimum for
every new off-street parking space provided within all new developments (both residential and non-residential),
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points at
commercial/retail
developmentsor
more charging
points at long stay
locations such as
employmentsites?

otherthan in exceptional circumstances (i.e. sothat any parking spaces that are not actively equipped with EV
facilities from ‘day one’ can be equipped with such active facilities at minimum cost/disruption as demand rises
infuture).

On-street/ off-street charging needs to be backed up by a range of other solutions, hubs, destination charging as
well as sustainable alternative transport modes, such as passengertransportand cycling and walking as fall -
back options.

Thereisa needtofocuson where people are stationary forlong periods of time and allow the EV chargers to
utilise thissothatthereisthenless emphasis on publicchargepoints.

32

Do you agree with
the approach of
seekingto
safeguardland
alongthe A5
corridor? Are there
any constraintsor
issues which could
preclude the
Council, in
conjunction with
the A5 Partnership,
from safeguarding
thisland?

156 to
158

Whilstthe principle of an A5 specificpolicyis welcomed, itis not apparent from the way that itis presently
draftedthatits intentionistoseek tosafeguard land for the future strategic upgrade of the A5 through the
Borough. Options forthe route’s upgrade adjacent to Hinckley appear to be extremely limited and the LHA
would welcome any planning policy protection that could be afforded to seeking to safeguard the route’s
upgrade. Were the opportunity to be lost to achieve the route’s upgrade, this would likely have a material
impact on the ability to deliverany further growth (including expansion of existing facilities, e.g. at MIRA) in the
AS5 corridor (within or without the Borough/ Leicestershire).

Additionally, and notwithstanding any actions pursued through the A5 Partnership, any policy to secure
developer contributions and safeguard land forthe future upgrade of the A5 within Hinckley and Bosworth’s
emerging Local Plan would need to be ‘mirrored’ by equivalent provisions in the Local Plans of adjacent
Warwickshire Districts to be fully effective. The LHA would wish to be involvedin any future discussions with the
relevantlocal planning authorities and other highway authorities (i.e. Warwickshire County Counciland
Highways England) to advance a coordinated approach to these matters through the various Local Plans.

Whilst evidence has yetto be published that definitively links the enabling of growth (in the Borough and more
widely) tothe need forthe A5’s strategic upgrade, based on knowledge of the corridor’s current functionality a
linkislikely to be demonstrated. Inthatrespect, whilstis understandable that due to the corridor’s relative
importance —e.g. as identified in the Strategic Growth Plan —the Plan as drafted treats it separately from the
local road network (i.e. separatefrom HT01), in otherrespectsit, i.e.the LHA’s view that a coordinated,
strategy-led approach willbe required to enable growth, it would be more appropriate not to treat it separately.
A comprise could be toredraftand combine the text supporting HTO1 and HT04 and then renumber HT04 as
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HT02, such that Policy HTO1 and ‘new’ HTO2 follow directly on from the redrafted text. In redraftingthe textitis
suggested thatreference tothe low railway bridgeand the issues arising fromits frequent striking should be
referenced.

Additionally, if (when) alinkis demonstrated between the delivery of growth and the A5’s strategicupgrade,
the current draft text referencing fundingis weak and may call into an Inspector’s mind whetherthe Planis
‘sound’ and deliverable. Challenges to growth presented by StrategicRoad Network impacts are becoming
increasingly common for Plans being developed across the wider Housing Market Area, and so it will be
important to continue towork jointly with Highways England (and other partners as relevant) toidentify and
agree a suitable way forward; ensuring that there is a coordinated approach to dealing with SRN impacts
underpinned by aPlan that contains a coherent narrative about the infrastructure delivery ‘journey’ is likely to
be importantto agreeingthe way forward.

With regard to the specificwording of the draft policy HT04 (as currently numbered)

e Althoughwelcomed, itisunclearwhy just cumulative impacts are covered. Given the poorfunctionality
of the corridor, itis highly probably that even the impacts of a single development could have a material
impact.

e Asperthe LHA’s commentson Policy HTO1, the wording of HTO4 isinconsistent with thatusedinthe
National Planning Policy Framework.

33

Should the policy
be amendedto
reflectemerging
Government
proposals for
infrastructure
fundingand
planninggain set
outinthe Planning
White Paper?

159 to
162

Whilstthere is nota question that explicitly references the affordability of infrastructure and the Plan’s viability,
nevertheless the Local Highway Authority (LHA) wishes to make the following observations.

Althoughthereisacurrent absence of any formally published comprehensive transport evidence base and
information about potential sites, fromits knowledge and through itsinvolvement with the development of
Local Plansforareas adjoining the Borough (including Charnwood, Blaby and the City of Leicester), there are
likely to be some considerable highways and transport challenges in seeking to accommodate further growthin
the Borough (as highlightedin LHA’s responses to questions relating to the preferred housing strategy and
delivery of employmentland).

The costs associated with addressing these challenges could be significant —especially where delivery of growth
isrelianton addressingissues on the Strategic Road Network (includingthe M1, A5 and A46). Should it be that
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the costs of addressingissues were to rest solely with developers, there is arisk that this would renderthe Plan
unviable. It will be important, therefore, for HBBC to work jointly with the LHA, Highways England and other
highway authorities as necessary (e.g. Warwickshire County Council) to continue to develop evidence that
identifies the impacts of its Plan proposals for growth; to identify the mitigating measures and infrastructure
regard to enable that growth; and to identify and agree with the highway authorities appropriate delivery
pathways and potential funding sources.

Itisthe LHA’s anticipation that whatis agreed will be reflected inthe Planinterms of a narrative forthe
infrastructure delivery ‘journey’ that we are on and the coordinated, strategy-led approach required towards
the developmentand delivery of projects. In this context, there is a notable absence of any specificreference to
the needfordeveloper contributions towards addressing cumulative and cross-boundary impacts and
associatedinfrastructure requirements within eitherthe proposed infrastructure and delivery policy or
supporting text.
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