
EXAMINATION OF THE EARL SHILTON AND BARWELL AREA ACTION PLAN 
 

Thursday 27 March 2014 – 9.30a.m 
Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council, Hinckley Hub, Rugby Road, 

Hinckley, Leics. LE10 0FR 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
Inspector’s opening announcements 
 
Opening statement by Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) 
 
Legal requirements 
 
Hearing session for Matter 1: Housing provision, deliverability and viability 
 
Reference should be made to the list of initial issues and questions (lettered) circulated 
in February.  The issues remain largely unaltered although the order is changed. 
Discussion at the hearing will focus on the degree to which the initial questions have 
been addressed.  Any supplementary questions are identified (in italics) under the 
relevant agenda item. 
 
Participants wishing to raise any other points arising from the Supplementary 
Statements should, if possible, inform the Inspector in advance of their intention to do 
so.     
  
1. The significance of any shortfall in housing provision (Question a.) 

 
The Council’s revised (October 2013) housing trajectory shows that despite the 
shortfall in total housing provision within the 2 SUEs in this AAP area the Borough-
wide housing provision 2006-2026 (9971 dwellings) will exceed the Core Strategy 
requirement for 9000 dwellings.  There is, therefore, an element of re-distribution 
but is it such as to seriously compromise Core Strategy objectives, particularly for 
re-generation? 
 

2. Delivery rates (Questions d. to g.) 
 

 In their Supplementary Statement for this issue the Council have provided 
additional information supported by statements from the SUE consortia to justify 
the assumptions on delivery made in the revised housing trajectory.  Given the 
history of slippage what confidence might there now be that development will, 
indeed, progress as envisaged? 
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 It is drawn to my attention that the consultation documentation for the Earl Shilton 
SUE indicates delivery at 120 dpa.  The ‘conservative’ estimate in EB31 is 109 and 
yet the trajectory shows 150 dpa from 2021 and higher before that.  Why the 
differences and how realistic is it? 

 
 To what extent will the developments, once under way, generate their own market 

demand?  Despite what is said about multiple marketing outlets will the market 
support 400-450 dwelling completions at peak? 
 

3. Affordable Housing provision (Questions b. and c.) 
 
Although the Council provide assurances that off-site provision would not prejudice 
the provision of the necessary quantum of affordable housing in the Borough as a 
whole, it appears that the distribution may be different. Is the provision of 
affordable housing in smaller groups significantly more expensive?     
 
Should the ‘bedroom tax’ lead to demand within the rented sector (RSL or Council) 
for the provision of smaller dwellings would that be more easily accommodated on 
or off-site? (Within the SUEs or elsewhere). 
 
There is no policy in the AAP on affordable housing with reference only to 
commuted sums in the Infrastructure Schedule.  Is that a sound approach? 
  

4. Density and Design (Questions h. to j.) 
 
There appears to be general agreement between the parties that things have 
moved on since the adoption of the Core Strategy, not least in the Government’s 
policy change towards minimum densities.  However, it is suggested that the 
reduction in numbers may make it more difficult to achieve the regeneration 
objectives for the village centres.  To what extent is that the case? 
 
With regard to Appendices 1 and 2 it remains unclear whether these are part of the 
plan or intended as supplementary guidance (SPG).  If the latter they should be 
taken out and published separately.  What is the evidence base to support them? 
 

5. Viability (Questions k. and l.)  
 
Discussion on specific points in Council’s response to Cawrey. 
 
Does the Council’s approach to the detailed phasing of infrastructure delivery, that 
is ‘on a case by case basis at the planning application stage’, run the risk that key 
aspects necessary to achieve sustainability may not be delivered because of their 
effect on viability?  
 
 



6. Funding Mechanisms (Questions m. to o.) 
Question m.  Reference to CIL Regulations (NPPF para. 173).  Given that any 
financial contributions can only be required if they meet the tests set out in the 
Regulations, is the plan unsound without specific reference to the ‘tests’? 
 

7. Flexibility (Questions p. and q.) 
 
Question q.  In view of the current position with regard to the submission of 
planning applications for the Earl Shilton SUE is the statement in paragraph 9.1 
about the Council’s desire for a single application still necessary?  Does it make the 
plan unsound?  
	  




