
Charnwood Local Plan

Pre-Submission Stage

Sustainability Appraisal

 SA Report

May  2021



Project Role Name Position Actions
Summary

Date

Consultant
Abi Rhodes
Matthew
Stopforth

Graduate
Consultant

Consultant

Preparation of
1st draft
housing
appraisals.

December
2017 –
January
2018

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Principal Consultant

Reviewed  and
finalised 1st

draft
appraisals

January 8th

2018

Technical
Specialist

Mark Fessey
Associate
Consultant

Technical
review of  1st

draft
appraisals

January
16th 2018

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Principal Consultant

Completion of
additional
appraisal tasks
including
employment
options

Preparation of
interim SA
Report

January -
April 2018

Technical
Specialist

Mark Fessey
Associate
Consultant

Review of First
Interim  SA
Report

April 24th

2018

Consultant
Nicole Norman
Abi Rhodes

Graduate
Consultant
Planning Consultant

Input to
updated
strategic and
site options
appraisals

October
2018 – Feb
2019

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Principal Consultant

Reviewed  and
finalised
appraisals

Quality check
on site options

Updates to
Interim SA
Report (i.e.
Second Interim
SA Report)

February –
April 2019



Project Role Name Position Actions
Summary

Date

Technical
Specialist

Mark Fessey
Associate
Consultant

Review of
updated
Interim  SA
Report

April 2019

Consultant
Larna Smith
Ian McCluskey

Graduate
Consultant
Principal Consultant

Appraisal of
draft Plan

June-
August
2019

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Principal Consultant

Review and
completion of
Interim SA
Report

September
2019

Consultant Larna Smith
Graduate
Consultant

Interim SA
Note exploring
settlements

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Associate Director

Review and
Completion of
Interim SA
note

Consultant Lauren Egan
Graduate
Consultant

Appraisal of
Pre-
Submission
Plan

January
2021

Technical Review Cheryl Beattie Principal Consultant
Technical
Review

January
2021

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Associate Director
Review and
Finalise SA
Report (draft)

February
2021

Lead Consultant Ian McCluskey Associate Director
Updates to
Final Report

May 2021



Table of Contents

1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................ 1

2 Scoping ................................................................................................................................... 6

3 Introduction to the reasonable alternatives ................................................................... 18

4 Alternatives Appraisal:  Housing Growth ...................................................................... 20

5 Alternatives Appraisal:  Employment  ............................................................................ 39

6 Site Options  ........................................................................................................................ 46

7 Plan Appraisal ..................................................................................................................... 80



Appendix A:  Breakdown of high level housing options

Appendix B:  Appraisal of high-level options for housing growth

Appendix C:  Breakdown of refined housing options

Appendix D: Appraisal of refined options for housing growth

Appendix E:  Appraisal of employment alternatives

Appendix F:  Site Assessment Framework

Appendix G: Interim SA Note: Settlement appraisals

Appendix H: Site proformas



Introduction

01



1

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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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.



7

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
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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.

6. Air quality -
Improve local air
quality

- 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.
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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 Appraisal Criteria Potential Indicators

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.

- 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.

10. Population -
Promote healthy
and active
lifestyles in the
Borough

- 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.

11. Population -
Improve access
to affordable
housing and
ensure an
appropriate mix
of dwelling sizes,
types and
tenures within
local
communities.

- 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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3 INTRODUCTION TO THE ALTERNATIVES

 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.

- Housing growth and distribution

- Broad approaches to employment land delivery

- Site specific options

3.1.6 The following chapters deal with the alternative approaches that have been identified
and assessed for each of the Plan elements listed above.

1 Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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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 plan-
making 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 Έthis 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 build-
out 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.
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4.2.12 At the top of the hierarchy are those settlements/ sites which adjoin the Leicester Urban
area.  Loughborough and Shepshed are in the second tier of the settlement hierarchy.

4.2.13 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.

4.2.14 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.

4.2.15 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 Description / Assumptions

Leicester &
Loughborough
focus

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.

Leicester &
Loughborough +
Service Centres

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.

4.2.16 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

4.2.17 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.

4.2.18 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.

4.2.19 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

Distribution Strategy 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 /

Standalone new settlement / / Option C1

4.2.20 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.

4.2.21 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.

4.2.22 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

4.2.23 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).

4.2.24 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).

4.2.25 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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4.2.26 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.

4.2.27 Taking account of the findings of the assessment, the Council identified three
distribution strategies for further transport modelling and appraisal.

4.2.28 The four distribution strategies are hybrids, developed from the better performing parts
of the initial options identified and assessed.

4.2.29 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.

4.2.30 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.

4.2.31 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) Scenario B  (15,700)

Urban Concentration A Option 1

Option 5
Urban Concentration B Option 2

Dispersed Settlement
Hierarchy Distribution

Option 3 Option 6

Urban Concentration and
New settlement Option 4 Option 7

4.2.32 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.

4.2.33 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 plan-
development 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.
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4.3.11 The 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.

4.3.12 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.

4.3.13 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.

4.3.14 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)

4.3.15 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.

4.3.16 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.

4.3.17 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.

4.3.18 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).

4.3.19 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.



28

4.3.20 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.

4.3.21 At this scale of growth, Option B6 performs most positively with regards to socio-
economic 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)

4.3.22 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.

4.3.23 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.

4.3.24 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.

4.3.25 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

4.3.26 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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4.3.27 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.

4.3.28 With regards to distribution, the effects at a higher scale of growth are more similar for
each of the options.

4.3.29 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.

4.3.30 At the lower scale of growth, the differences between the options are greater.

4.3.31 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.

4.3.32 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.

4.3.33 Options A5 and A6 have the fewest negative effects overall across the range of
environmental factors but would only generate minor positive effects on socio-
economic factors and perform poorer with regards to climate change.

4.3.34 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

4.3.35 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.

4.3.36 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.

4.3.37 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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4.3.38 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.

4.3.39 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.

4.3.40 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

4.3.41 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 Range Tested Proposed Development Strategy

Leicester Urban Edge 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

Other Settlements 0 -1,400 800

Total 7,800

4.3.42 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.

4.3.43 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.

4.3.44 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.

4.3.45 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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4.3.46 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 2. Leicester &
Loughborough + Service
Centres

Option 1: Urban Concentration A (Low Growth
Scenario)

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 6. Leicester &
Loughborough + Service
Centres + New Settlement

Option 4: Urban Concentration and New
Settlement (Low Growth Scenario)

Option 7: Urban Concentration and New
Settlement (High Growth Scenario)

Option 7. Large Standalone
New Settlement

Not taken forward.  The option is highly
unlikely to make a significant contribution to
housing supply within the plan period to 2036.

 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 Pre-
Submission 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.
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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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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
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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 0
Minor negative effect -

Significant negative effect --

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 0   +? + +

Healthy Lifestyles 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
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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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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 Site Data Input to decision making

Calls for sites
undertaken by the
Council between 14th
May and June 7th,
2018, and 4th
November 4 and 16th
December, 2019

Site proforma prepared
for each SHLAA site
with data collected
linked to overall
Sustainability Appraisal
Framework objectives.

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

Other Settlements 800 815

Total 7,800 8,858

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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Table 6.2 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Anstey / Glenfield)
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AECOM036 SH9 Hollow Road Anstey 0.30

AECOM123 PSH2 Land West of Gorse
Hill Anstey 4.58

AECOM124 PSH297 237 Bradgate Road Anstey 1.27

AECOM129 PSH144 Land at Gynsill Lane
& Anstey Lane

Anstey
Glenfield 20.43

AECOM165 SH4 Albion
Street/Rosebery Road Anstey 0.28

AECOM200 PSH387 High Leys Farm /
Manor Farm Anstey 5.82

AECOM201 PSH388 High Leys Farm /
Manor Farm Anstey 21.84

AECOM250 PSH389 Land off Groby Road Anstey 20.18

AECOM262 PSH460
Park View Nursery
Site off Gynsill Lane Anstey 12.14

AECOM263 PSH482 Fairhaven Farm Anstey 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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Table 6.3 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Barkby)
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AECOM001 PSH8 Land east of
Barkby Barkby 46.09

AECOM040 PSH345 Hamilton
Grounds Farm Barkby Thorpe 4.54

AECOM046 PSH7 Land west of
Barkby Barkby 8.87

AECOM125 PSH178 Land off
Hamilton lane Barkby 7.49

AECOM234 PSH409 Land adjacent
Scraptoft Barkby Thorpe 5.30

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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Table 6.4 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Barrow-upon-Soar)
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AECOM002 PSH177 Cotes Road Barrow upon
Soar 6.63

AECOM047 PSH237 Land at Strancliffe Lane Barrow upon
Soar 16.1

AECOM051 PSH342 Land at The Apiary Barrow upon
Soar 0.79

AECOM110 PSH392 Land off Melton Road Barrow upon
Soar 6.35

AECOM111 PSH391 Land to south of Melton
Road

Barrow upon
Soar 6.92

AECOM126 PSH242 Land adjoining 84 Melton
Road

Barrow upon
Soar 0.74

AECOM127 PSH282 Land off Nottingham Road  Barrow upon
Soar 1.93

AECOM219 PSH410 Land at Fishpool farm Barrow upon
Soar 8.79

AECOM220 PSH321 Land off Cotes Road overlaps Barrow upon
Soar 7.44

AECOM239 PSH283 123 Cotes Road Barrow upon
Soar 0.65

AECOM275 PSH462 Land rear of 83 Cotes Road
Barrow upon
Soar 37.6

AECOM276 PSH461 Land off Willow Road
Barrow upon
Soar 9.78

AECOM289 PSH484 Land west of Cotes Road
Barrow upon
Soar 18.3

AECOM292 PSH281 Huston Close/River View
Barrow Upon
Soar 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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Table 6.5 - Summary of housing site options assessment (Birstall, Thurmaston and Wanlip)
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AECOM042 PSH357 Mill Lane Car Park Thurmaston 0.22

AECOM050 PSH241 Land off Meadow
Lane Birstall 1.82

AECOM072 PSH80 North of Birstall Wanlip 3.20

AECOM073 PSH79 Land off Rectory
Road Wanlip 5.31

AECOM084 SH166 Warehouse &
Premises Thurmaston 0.73

AECOM091 PSH189 Land off Barkby
Thorpe Lane Thurmaston 13

AECOM092 SH163 Rear of Manor
Medical Centre Thurmaston 0.27

AECOM093 PSH77 Land at 588/600
Melton Road Thurmaston 0.22

AECOM094 SH168 Wheatleys Road Thurmaston 1.80

AECOM155 SH155 Church Hill Road Thurmaston 7.91

AECOM156 SH156 Humberstone Lane Thurmaston 4.12

AECOM157 SH162 Rear of 36-46 Colby
Road Thurmaston 0.43

AECOM158 PSH191 Works opposite 46
Brook Street Thurmaston 0.24

AECOM159 PSH192 Works adjacent 46
Brook Street  Thurmaston 0.16

AECOM160 PSH207 West Thurmaston Thurmaston 19.3

AECOM161 PSH72 Land off
Birstall/Wanlip Birstall 1.22

AECOM196 PSH208 West Thurmaston Thurmaston 3.85
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AECOM199 SH167 Warehouse &
Premises Thurmaston 2.27

AECOM265 PSH463
Land off Cliffe
Road/Henson Close Birstall 76.3

AECOM267 PSH476
Woodgate
Nurseries Thurmaston 20.9

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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Table 6.6: Housing site options assessment (Burton on the Wolds, Cotes, Prestwold, Walton on the Wolds, Wymeswold, Hoton)
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AECOM048 PSH182 Sturdee Poultry
Farms Site

Burton on the
Wolds 3.10

AECOM049 PSH13
Land near
Fishpond
Plantation

Burton on the
Wolds 9.85

AECOM054 PSH180 Land at The Dutch
Barn Hoton 0.32

AECOM067 PSH188 Narrow
Lane/Bakers Lane Wymeswold 2.23

AECOM068 PSH185 Narrow Lane Wymeswold 5.67

AECOM069 PSH187 Land at Bakers
Lane Wymeswold 3.40

AECOM070 PSH296 East Road/Narrow
Lane Wymeswold Wymeswold 5.50

AECOM071 PSH186 Land at Narrow
Lane Wymeswold 0.19

AECOM074 PSH78 Loughborough
Road

Walton on the
Wolds 0.49

AECOM095 PSH158 The Old Grain
Store Prestwold 1.06

AECOM118 PSH407 Land North of
East Road Wymeswold 3.44

AECOM119 PSH87 Wymeswold
Airfield Hoton 51.22

AECOM174 PSH163 Land adjacent to 6
St Marys Close

Burton on the
Wolds 4.12

AECOM175 PSH97
Land to east of
Souters Lane & to
sth of Melton Rd

Burton on the
Wolds 4.71

AECOM189 PSH250 Land off Hoton
Road Wymeswold 4.00
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AECOM208 PSH167 East Road Wymeswold 1.71

AECOM218 PSH289 Land off
Loughborough Rd

Burton on the
Wolds 3.86

AECOM247 PSH123 Land at Cotes Cotes
128.5

4

AECOM277 PSH470

Land between
A46 / Paudy Lane
/Berrycott Lane Six Hills

86.72

AECOM278 PSH479
Land at Lovrin
Equine Stables Wymeswold 3.51

AECOM279 PSH465
Land off Holly
Tree Close Hoton 15.69

AECOM280 PSH480
Hawker Business
Park

Burton on the
Wolds 3.54

AECOM284 PSH486

Land adjacent Six
Hills Garden
Village Six Hills

230

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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Table 6.7: Summary of housing site options assessment (Sileby and Cossington)
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AECOM0
16 PSH261 Land off Holmefied Road Sileby 3.45

AECOM0
18 SH129 36 Charles Street Sileby 0.38

AECOM0
19 SH132 9 King Street Sileby 0.56

AECOM0
20 SH135 Land r/o Cossington

Road Sileby 0.73

AECOM0
22 PSH111 Factory at the corner of

Park & Seagrave Roads Sileby 0.32

AECOM0
23 PSH150 245 Ratcliffe Road Sileby 0.88

AECOM0
24 PSH179 Rear of 41 Barrow Road Sileby 1.29

AECOM0
38 PSH318 Blossom Farm Sileby 6.38

AECOM0
44 PSH346 Land adjoining Peashill

Farm Ratcliffe Road Sileby 7.68

AECOM0
96 PSH64 Land at Kendal Road Sileby 1.34

AECOM0
99 PSH379 Land adj 230 Seagrave

Road Sileby 2.91

AECOM1
12 PSH393 Land to west of Main St Cossington 2.88

AECOM1
13 PSH260 Land to rear of Derry's

Garden Centre Cossington 12

AECOM1
51 PSH262 Land off 115 Barrow

Road Sileby 0.48

AECOM1
52 SH136 The Oaks Sileby 0.39
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AECOM1
53 SH138 Barrow Road Sileby 0.40

AECOM2
29 PSH439 Land off Barnards Drive Sileby 11.6

AECOM2
54 PSH353

Rear of the Maltings site
High Street Sileby 0.47

AECOM2
70 PSH474

Land off Cossington
Road Sileby 94.1

AECOM2
72 PSH464

Land rear of Reservoir
House Cossington 20.7

AECOM2
73 PSH475

Land East of Seagrave
Road Sileby 33.1

AECOM2
99 PSH493 Sileby Sileby 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).






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































