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EXAMINATION OF THE EAST SHILTON AND BARWELL AREA ACTION PLAN 

Inspector’s list of main matters and issues for examination 

This list has been prepared after an initial appraisal of the submitted plan having 
regard to the representations made to the plan and in the light of the key issues 
identified by the Council in their consultation statement, document AAP04. 

Appended is a list of those who have made representations which appear to 
relate to a main matter and/or one of the issues identified.  These representors, 
along with the Council, are now invited to submit a short written statement 
(maximum 3000 words, including appendices) to address only the issues or 
questions raised by the Inspector under the listed matter.  All statements should 
be received by the Programme Officer by 10 March at the latest. 

MAIN MATTER 1.  HOUSING PROVISION, DELIVERABILITY AND VIABILITY  

Context: Core Strategy Policies 2 and 3 

Spatial Objective 3; Policies 6 & 7 (Earl Shilton); Policies 12 & 13 (Barwell); 
Chapter 10 and Housing trajectory. 

Issues and questions:- 

The significance of any shortfall in housing provision  

Background.  The overall housing requirement for Hinckley and Bosworth 2006-
26, as included in the adopted Core Strategy in accordance with the then extant 
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), is 9000 dwellings.  The evidence base for that 
figure dates from 2006.  However, it is not appropriate to re-visit the overall 
Borough requirement in this AAP because it covers only a small part of the 
Borough.  That will be a matter for any future review of the Core Strategy (or 
comprehensive Local Plan).      

The Council have produced a revised housing trajectory updated to an April 2013 
base.  They propose (PC18) that this should replace the (2012 based) trajectory 
in paragraph 10.5 of the AAP.  In view of the importance of the trajectory in the 
monitoring and implementation of the plan this will need to be a main 
modification.  It shows the provision of 10,073 dwellings in the Borough 2006-26 
of which 3870 are within the 2 SUEs and 1382 yet to be allocated through the 
Site Allocations DPD (SADPD). 

Policy 2 in the Core Strategy is that land is to be allocated for 2000 dwellings in 
an urban extension at Earl Shilton; policy 3 provides for 2500 dwellings at 
Barwell.  Policy 13 of the AAP is for 2500 homes to be provided at Barwell 
(planning permission granted subject to s106 agreement) but AAP policy 7 
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provides for a minimum of 1600 dwellings at Earl Shilton, potentially 400 short 
of the Core Strategy provision. 

a. The revised housing trajectory (PC18) indicates an under-provision in the 
two SUEs together of 630 dwellings as at 2026.  However, the Council 
state that the Core Strategy trajectory included an over-provision of 642 
dwellings as a contingency for any under-provision in the SUEs.  Although 
the overall Core Strategy (RSS) provision is met, what are the 
implications of this for the distribution of housing across the Borough as a 
whole?  Will it be any less sustainable?  Is it realistic to rely to such an 
extent on allocations yet to be made in the SADPD? 

Affordable Housing provision 

b. Reference is made in paragraph 4.36 of the AAP to the target of 20% 
affordable housing on-site for both SUEs in accordance with Core Strategy 
policy 15.  However, the last item in the Infrastructure Schedule is for 
over £20 million as a ‘potential developer contribution towards affordable 
housing in lieu of half of the on-site policy requirement’ i.e. towards off-
site provision.  Given the long period over which the development will take 
place is it a reasonable assumption that as much as half of the total 
provision will be off-site?  The approach does not square with the 
statements made in the Viability Assessment (EB 31 - paragraph 2.3.0.1) 
and the conclusion that the developments will be viable even with 20% 
affordable housing on site.  Bearing in mind what is stated in paragraph 
8.2 does it remain a policy target to achieve 20% on-site should viability 
considerations permit?  Is it correct that the £20 m. equates to £50k per 
dwelling? 

c. Related to the above, given the very large proportion of the Borough’s 
future housing provision within the two SUEs is it considered that there be 
adequate capacity elsewhere to make up for the affordable dwellings 
which would be displaced to other sites?  How would it affect the viability 
of those sites?  What is the risk that if this approach is followed (as 
indicated in the report on the Barwell planning application – Doc. BPA1) 
there will be a serious shortfall on overall affordable housing provision in 
the Borough?   
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Delivery rates 

d. Comparisons made between the trajectory at Appendix 2 of the Core 
Strategy, paragraph 10.5 of the submitted AAP and PC18, show on-going 
slippage in the start dates for the two SUEs.  PC18 shows 15 completions 
on the Barwell SUE by the end of March 2015.  Doc. BPA1 indicates that 
the Barwell planning permission (in outline only) is to be subject to many 
conditions requiring further details and agreements before development 
can commence. These include a phasing programme, as well as the 
conclusion of a complex s106 agreement.  Taking that into account, how 
realistic are the assumptions in the revised trajectory which relate to 
completions?  This applies equally to the assumption that there will be 80 
completions on the Earl Shilton SUE by end March 2016.  What is the 
realistic minimum period between the grant of planning permission and 
the first completions on such large sites given the significant 
infrastructural provision required? (NB. The DTZ Viability Assessment 
indicates that the first 100 dwellings on each site will not be completed 
until Year 3, which would be 2017 in the case of Barwell).   

e. Related to the above, in their response to representation 41/CU1304 the 
Council state that ‘no information has been presented … that the SUEs will 
not be delivered at the projected rate’.  In the converse, what evidence 
can the Council present that the commencement and delivery rates WILL 
be as shown in the latest trajectory?  Is up-to-date information available 
on this from the development consortia for the two SUEs?   

f. The revised trajectory shows an unusually high rate of dwelling 
completions in the Borough as a whole from 2015 onwards with 450 in the 
two SUEs alone in 2020/21.  How realistic is that?  Is the local market 
likely to be sufficiently strong to achieve such high completion rates?  Are 
there mechanisms in place for there to be a number of different 
developers active on each site providing a variety of house types and/or 
with different marketing strategies to boost demand.  From where are the 
people expected to come?       

g. The Council maintain that they can demonstrate a 5 year supply of 
housing at the 2013 base in accordance with guidance in the NPPF (tables 
of calculations have been supplied) but that is true only using the 
‘Liverpool’ residual method and a 5% buffer. That also assumes 
completion of dwellings as shown in the latest trajectory.  Although this 
examination is not the place for a debate on 5 year land availability, 
should I take the view that unrealistic assumptions have been made as to 
housing delivery at the SUEs, would there be any appropriate remedy 
within the scope of the AAP? 
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Density and Design 

h. What is the justification for assuming net densities below the minimum of 
40 dwellings per hectare required by Core Strategy policy 16.  Are there 
exceptional circumstances relating to individual site characteristics?  If so, 
what are they? 

i. In the assumptions made on densities and in the ‘vignettes’ provided what 
account has been taken of the design/orientation constraints posed by a 
move towards Code for Sustainable Homes Level 6 from 2016 (CS policy 
24 as applied by AAP policy 22(i))?  Is it considered that the design 
characteristics required to achieve level 6 are likely to be exceptional as 
envisaged in the last paragraph of policy 22? 

j. What is the intended status of the design guidance in Appendices 1 and 2?  
Appendix 2 is referenced in policies 6 and 12 to which proposals should 
‘have regard’.  Is it intended as supplementary guidance? If so, should it 
not be contained in a separate document?  Appendix 1 relates to the new 
neighbourhood (or district?) centres but there appears to be no reference 
to it in the body of the AAP. Should it be referenced in policies 9 and 15?   

Viability 

k. In response to the representation on behalf of Cawrey Limited (42/CU0056) 
the Council have responded (RESP 09) that they are confident that the 
Viability and Deliverability Assessment (Doc. EB31) is robust.  In that case, 
would the Council please submit a statement providing up-to-date 
information dealing with each of the assumptions behind the table in the 
Cawrey representation which seeks to establish that the development would 
not be viable. 

l. The significant initial infrastructure costs involved in the development of the 
SUEs has been factored in to the DTZ viability assessment work.  How 
critical is the timing of the necessary works to the overall viability of each 
SUE?  To what extent does viability depend upon the works required to 
support each phase of the development?  For example, has adequate 
account been taken of the requirement to complete in the first phase routes 
for walking and cycling and the spine road to facilitate bus services, as 
recommended in the Sustainable Transport Assessment?  Should that be a 
policy requirement? 

Funding mechanisms 

m. The funding of the programmed infrastructure provision is set out in the 
Infrastructure Schedule in Chapter 10 of the AAP and gives an indicative 
phasing. Are the cost estimates entirely related to works required directly 
as a result of the development(s) and thus fully in accordance with CIL 
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(Community Infrastructure Levy) Regulation 122? Should there be more 
specific reference to Regulation 122 ‘tests’ in policy? Will there be any effect 
as a result of the forthcoming limitations on the use of s106 funding 
following the full implementation of the CIL regime?  What is the position on 
CIL in Hinckley and Bosworth? 

n. What is meant by the statement in policy 21 that ‘developers will be 
expected to make such (infrastructure) provision directly or indirectly 
through the appropriate infrastructure mechanism.’?  What exactly is 
envisaged by the italicised words above?  Why are words ‘but not limited to’ 
included in the penultimate line of the second paragraph in the policy.  
What does the Council have in mind by that?   

o. Are the costs quoted in the infrastructure schedule based on 2013 prices? If 
so, is provision made in the s106 obligations for inflation over the 
development period?   

Flexibility 

p. The ‘What if’ question.  Is it considered that the policies in the plan are 
sufficiently flexible to take account of changing circumstances, especially in 
terms of the viability of development, to ensure that the necessary 
supporting infrastructure will be provided? Is there a risk that failure to 
provide elements of the infrastructure could prejudice the fundamental 
principles underpinning the concept of sustainable development? 

q. Is it appropriate to go so far in the plan as to state, in paragraph 9.1, that 
the best way to ensure co-ordination of all of the infrastructural 
requirements is in the submission of a single planning application?  It is 
expressed ‘The Council considers …’ and it is not a policy statement, but 
what is the likely result should developers not co-operate with such an 
approach?      
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MAIN MATTER 2.  NON-TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE  

Context: Core Strategy Policies 2 and 3 

Spatial Objective 3; Policies 9, 15 and 21); Chapter 10 Infrastructure Schedule. 

Issue and questions:- 

Provision for neighbourhood policing 

a. Reference is made in both policies 9 and 15 to the provision of facilities for 
neighbourhood policing at the proposed neighbourhood centres.  Is it clearly 
understood that under Regulation 122 such provision could only relate to 
any additional demands on the police service from the population increase 
as a result of development and not to make good any existing 
accommodation difficulties? ((The George Ward Centre is mentioned).  Is 
there an agreed methodology to calculate increased demand?   

b. The Council have set out in detail in a Topic Paper (TP03) the basis for 
discussions with the Police Authority on the draft AAP.  Are the sums of 
£97,524 for neighbourhood policing in the Barwell SUE and £63,504 for Earl 
Shilton sufficient to provide for the additional costs incurred in policing the 
extra population and represent a reasonable requirement meeting the 
Regulation 122 ‘tests’?  If not, why not?  Does the Council suggest an 
additional modification to clarify their approach to the provision of additional 
premises as suggested in RESP 01?  Should there be a distinction in policy 
terms between the police facilities to be provided in the Barwell and Earl 
Shilton neighbourhood centres? 
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MAIN MATTER 3.  EMPLOYMENT AND RETAIL PROVISION;                               
TOWN CENTRE REGENERATION 

Context: Core Strategy Policies 2 and 3 

Spatial Objectives 4 and 5. 

AAP Policies 8, 9, 14, 15, 19 and 20.   

Issues and questions:- 

Employment land provision  

a. As acknowledged in the AAP, the Core Strategy provides for 15 ha. of 
land for employment purposes in the Barwell SUE and 10 ha. in the Earl 
Shilton SUE.  The provision, in policies 14 and 8, is for a minimum of 6.2 
ha. at Barwell and 5.4 ha. at Earl Shilton, including 0.5 ha. for offices in 
Earl Shilton.  The significant reduction is justified on the basis of the 
market-related 2010 study by King Sturge (EB18), yet that study 
recommends somewhat greater provision in Barwell.  Para. 5.13 of the 
AAP text gives a lower figure of 4.5 ha. for Earl Shilton than in the policy.  
Is that correct? if so what is the justification? 

b. To what extent is it considered that the assumptions underlying a study 
now some 3 years old remain valid?  Does it take a realistic view of 
changes in circumstances over a 12-13 year time period?  What are the 
implications of such a reduction in local employment on travel to work 
patterns in the area? 

c. To what extent has the potential loss of some existing employment sites 
through policy 23 been ‘factored in’ to any equation on the balance 
between future population and employment growth in order to support 
sustainable journey-to-work patterns? 

Skills Development 

d. Policy 20 is not land-use related nor is it related specifically to the AAP 
area i.e. it is not a spatial policy.  The wording ‘will seek to negotiate’ is 
vague. How is it to be achieved?  Should such a policy be included within 
a statutory planning document rather than in a Council corporate 
strategy.  Is it sound?  

New retail provision in the neighbourhood centres 

e. Polices 9 and 15 set out in very general terms the provision of facilities 
within the two new neighbourhood centres, including retail provision.  
The latter states that it should be complimentary (sic) to but not detract 
from the existing centre.  There is no quantification of the floor space 
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and type of retail provision which might be provided in each centre 
although that is indicated in Innes England study (EB17).   Would there 
be benefit in including more specific policy guidance?   By when is it 
expected that the new centres will become functional?     

f. What confidence can local people have that the SUEs will deliver the 
‘critical mass’ necessary to support the retail offer in the existing 
centres?  What calculations have been done of the likely increase in local 
turnover and what assumptions have been made about ‘leakage’ to 
other, larger centres and the major supermarkets?      

Town Centre Regeneration and the Public Realm 

g. It is stressed in paragraph 7.7 of the APP that it is ‘essential’ that the 
development of the SUEs complements and contributes towards the 
regeneration of the existing centres.  How is that intended to be 
achieved when there is no policy which explicitly requires it?  The 
wording of policy 19 does not require it but states only that ‘the Council 
will seek funding from appropriate sources’  

h. The regeneration and public realm works are listed in paragraphs 7.5 and 
7.6 and illustrated in figures 6 and 7 with further detail in appendices 3 
and 6. There is a reference to appendix 3 in policy 19 but not to 
appendix 4 (is that the ‘respective public realm strategies’?).  How has 
the contribution of just over £1 m. from each SUE, as listed in the 
infrastructure schedule, been calculated?  How does it relate to the 
costings included in the Public Realm Improvement Study (EB14). 
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MAIN MATTER 4.  TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT URBAN    
EXTENSIONS 

Context: Core Strategy policies 2 (Earl Shilton); 3 (Barwell) and 5 (Transport 
Infrastructure)  

Spatial Objectives 2, 6 and 9; paragraphs 4.8 – 4.18; Policies 10 & 11 (Earl 
Shilton), 16 & 17 (Barwell) and supporting text; Infrastructure Schedule, page 
64).   

Background.  The principle of the development of the sustainable urban 
extensions to the south of Earl Shilton and to the west of Barwell has been 
established in the adopted Core Strategy.  The over-arching issue under this 
matter is whether the detailed proposals of the AAP will successfully deliver the 
improvements to the strategic transport infrastructure listed in Core Strategy 
Policy 5 and included in the Infrastructure schedule on page 64 of the AAP and in 
Chapter 10 of the Strategic Transport Assessment (Doc. EB 16).     

Issues and questions:- 

Wider road network 
 

a. The first, and most expensive, element of the transport package (almost 
20% of the total) is for additional improvements to the A5/A47 Longshoot 
and Dodwells junction.  This is stated in the STA to be ‘assuming the MIRA 
scheme has already been constructed’ but paragraph 2.11 in the Council’s 
Topic Paper Doc. TP01 indicates this has now been superseded.  How does 
that affect the model predictions? 

What is involved in the ‘pinch point plus scheme’ to which reference is 
made in RESP02 and TP01? Is the total s106 contribution of £2.72 m. 
from the two SUEs still correct and, if so, is it to be spent entirely ‘to 
provide for additional public transport priority measures’ (CS policy 5)? 

What is the relationship between the improved public transport measures 
for the SUEs and this strategic junction improvement scheme? 

Has adequate account been of the impact on the A5 of proposed 
developments in Nuneaton and Bedworth and Rugby as well as more 
generally within the wider area? 
 

Traffic modelling 
 

b. The proposals in the AAP are supported by the Strategic Transport 
Assessment (STA) and the modelling (PARAMICS & LLITM) underlying it.  
Is it considered that the package of measures, including public transport 
improvements, included in the Infrastructure Schedule will be sufficient to 
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‘mitigate the impacts of the developments on the wider transport network’ 
as stated in plan paragraph 4.10.  In particular: 

• It is claimed that the model underestimate likely flows from the 
Barwell SUE onto the A447 North?  What is the evidence to support 
that view? 

• Are the modelled predictions as to either flows or junction capacities 
sufficiently robust to ensure that there will not be an unacceptable 
increase in traffic flows on rural lanes and through the villages as 
concluded in the STA paras. 9.59 – 9.67? 

Developer contributions 
 
c. Policies 10 and 16 contain similar wording in the second full paragraph 

stating that the developers will contribute towards the delivery of strategic 
transport ‘in conformity with the schemes identified in the Infrastructure 
Schedule or as approved by the Highway Authority. However, the Highway 
Authority is a third party and it is unclear what the implications of any 
additional or alternative Highway Authority requirements might be for 
viability and delivery.  What is the intention behind that part of the policy?   

  
Links between the SUEs and the centres of Barwell and Earl Shilton 
 

d. Do the proposals include adequate measures to ensure that existing roads 
in Earl Shilton such as Breach Lane, Equity Road East, Meadow Court Road 
and Astley Road are not subject to undue increase in traffic flows? 

e. A new access point for the Earl Shilton SUE is proposed at Mill Lane (policy 
10 and para. 5.37.  Mill Lane is also stated in the second bullet of policy 
10 to be a local link to the village centre. However, it is stated in 
paragraph 3.5 of the STA that the use of the lane should not encourage 
short distance trips or rat-running.  Also, in figure 4 a brown + sign on Mill 
Lane would suggest Mill Lane is for pedestrian or cycle access only.  What 
is the intended function of Mill Lane? 

f. Much emphasis is given in the plan to linkages between the SUEs and the 
existing centres by walking and cycling.  To what extent are the routes 
mentioned in sections 5 and 6 of the STA deliverable?  When will they be 
provided?  Will the routes be sufficiently safe and secure to encourage 
use, especially in terms of minimising conflict between cyclists and other 
road users?  Should routes outside of the SUEs themselves be included in 
the plan as specific proposals and shown on the policies map? 
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Wider cycling strategy 
 
g. It is stated in the second bullet point of Core Strategy Policy 5 that 

‘Priority will be given to those strategic routes which connect the Hinckley, 
Burbage, Barwell and Earl Shilton urban areas’.  Where are those routes?  
Although I note PC19, other than for buses, there is no mention in the 
text of AAP of links to Hinckley, including the railway station, although 
there is a sum of £1.2 m. included in the Infrastructure Schedule (item 8 
in section 10 of the STA) for ‘links to existing urban area for buses 
(particularly the railways station), walking, cycling and local traffic’.  How 
is that distinct from the £2 m. under item 11? (see below).   

Public Transport Strategy 

h. It is stated in paragraph 4.15 of the plan that it is important that the AAP 
includes a public transport strategy (PTS) but where is it?  Paragraph 4.17 
reads as though the PTS is a separate document.  Section 4 of the STA is 
a bus strategy.  Should there be a more specific statement in the AAP as 
to what the strategy actually is? 

i. In paragraph 4.9 of the STA the importance is stressed of the construction 
of the spine roads within the SUEs as part of the first phase of works so 
that Public Transport can be operational from the outset. Although it is 
stated in the text of the AAP that the proposed bus service amendments 
will need to be established early on in the development there is no policy 
to ensure that. Policies 10 and 16 require the construction of the spine 
road but there is no reference to phasing; indeed the timing of delivery is 
left to negotiation in the context of a planning application.  I note that the 
matter is left entirely open in condition 4 to be attached to the outline 
permission for the Barwell SUE (Doc. BPA1) which requires the submission 
of a phasing programme albeit that refers to the delivery of public 
transport services in part b)(3).  How feasible is it to expect that the 
entire spine road(s) might be completed in a first phase?  How can 
sustainable travel patterns be established if it is not?  

j. What is the position with regard to the additional measures listed in the 
last part of Core Strategy policy 5 in particular the re-opening of 
Elmesthorpe railway station?  Have the benefits for sustainable transport 
of such a re-opening been evaluated?  What is the current position on 
that? (I recognise that the actual station site is within Blaby district) 




