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MELTON LOCAL PLAN - Matters and Questions for the 
Examination 

 
Dear Inspector Mary Travers,   

Important parts of the draft Melton Local Plan (MLP) and Focussed Changes 
are unsound for want of proportionate and reliable evidence. Some policies 
are unsupported by evidence and some ignore the evidence. In the worst 
cases evidence has been selected or even created retrospectively to justify 
policies already preferred and pre-determined.   

This is most apparent in matters relating to housing numbers and site 
allocations and to assessments of environmental sustainability. Also to 
wrongly defining what is ‘Strategic’ and thus claimed as the exclusive gift of 
the Local Plan as against any Neighbourhood Plan.        

Somerby Parish will be unavoidably prominent in this document simply 
because it is the place about which I know enough to write. However I believe 
other villages in the rural Borough have been similarly treated; please 
consider Somerby an example.  

	

MATTER 3: Overall requirements for housing etc. 
 
This Matter is absolutely pivotal to the soundness of the Plan. 
 
3.1 – Has the housing requirement of 6,125 dwellings (2011-36) 
(equivalent to 245 dpa) as set out in policy SS2 been informed by a 
robust, credible assessment of objectively assessed needs and is it 
positively prepared and consistent with national planning policy?  
 
No – Absolutely not. The figure of 6,125 dwellings disregards a robust, 
credible assessment of objectively assessed need. We are talking here about 
the relative merits of three large and important documents which I expect will 
feature prominently in this examination:  
 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2014 (SHMA)                                                                            
Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2017 (HEDNA)        
Towards a Housing Requirement for Melton 2017 (TAHR).  
 



i) Is HEDNA 2017 an appropriate starting point for setting the 
requirement in terms of its demographic assumptions 
(including future trends in household formation and 
migration), the account taken of market signals, forecast 
growth in employment, commuting patterns and the need for 
affordable housing? 
 

Yes, BUT - HEDNA 2017 is more than an appropriate starting point. It is the 
best and most recent evidence available and has been little criticised. The 
unsoundness however is that MBC have deviated drastically and irrationally 
from its recommendations.   
 

ii) Uplift from the HEDNA OAN figure – is it soundly based? 
 
No - the uplift from the HEDNA FOAN figure for Melton of 4,250 (170 dpa) to 
6125 (245 dpa) is not soundly based. A narrative approach is required to 
understand how this uplift came about:  

 

Late in 2016 the draft MLP was at a certain stage. The SHMA 2014 report had 
recommended between 4,875 and 6,125 houses and MBC had already 
decided on the upper extreme of 6,125. According to this they had assigned 
settlement roles, selected plan sites and made housing allocations. Linked 
into this was the intention to build a distributor road in Melton. Against this 
background MBC can fairly be described as unlucky with the timing of the 
HEDNA report in January 2017, recommending a much lower figure of 4,250 
houses.  
 
Unfortunate as the timing was, what MBC should have done was adjust for 
the newest and best data. What actually happened was that they decided very 
quickly to stick with the older figure of 6,125. We were told this as early as a 
Parish Council meeting on 8th February 2017, although it was not officially 
decided until an extraordinary meeting of Full Council on 4th July 2017. I have 
attached the report of the head of regulatory services to that Council – it is a 
fair summary of Development Control’s thinking, but that thinking is unsound 
for want of evidence.     
 
There was no suggestion that HEDNA 2017 was an inferior piece of work to 
SHMA 2014. Being more recent, it can therefore be presumed to be more 
reliable. HEDNA includes, for example, uplifts for planned economic growth, 
inward migration, an ageing population, housing affordability, and affordable 
housing need so it measures full objectively assessed need. The best 
evidence at this point was therefore clearly for 4,250 houses (170dpa over 25 
years). 
 
MBC could have accepted this new data – they should have – but evidently 
they were dissatisfied with it because they immediately commissioned another 
report, TAHR 2017. This last report is their justification for adhering to 6,125 
houses. It is thought by many (including myself) that the TAHR was 
commissioned in order to justify keeping the target of 6,125, which would 



be a case of commissioning evidence to fit pre-determined policy. The order 
and speed of events in early 2017 – particularly us being told as early as 8th 
February 2017 that the number would stay at 6,125 – indicates this is what 
happened, and that was unsound.    
 
TAHR 2017 would have to be a very convincing indeed to justify disregarding 
the newer, best-evidenced FOAN target in favour of the old. This is a 44% 
increase to the housing target! But TAHR is not nearly so convincing. It seeks 
to justify retention of the 6,125 target on four main grounds:  
 
First, to fill a further 3,420 jobs by 2036. They describe this high figure as 
‘policy on’ or aspirational but it is also highly optimistic (by which I mean 
unsupported by evidence). HEDNA considers one growth scenario of 1,200 
jobs and another of planned (‘policy on’) growth of 2,400. It also includes a 
15% uplift to housing to boost the economy. But it still concludes that no more 
than 170 dpa is sound. Anyway even the aspirational figure of 3,420 accepted 
by TAHR only yields a figure of 4,875 / 193 dpa.    
 
3,420 new jobs is very optimistic. HEDNA did fairly allow for an aspirational 
‘policy on’ figure of 2,400 new jobs based on a planned growth scenario of 
2.1% GVA growth. But 3,420 would presumably require about 3.0% GVA 
growth. This is unrealistic compared to most recent forecasts that UK GVA 
growth will fall to 1.3% by 2021 (with the southeast and London outperforming 
the rest of the country). I realise UK GVA and Melton ‘jobs growth’ are not 
directly comparable but still there is no evidence that Melton Borough can out-
perform the rest of the country so spectacularly. The NPPF requires policy to 
be realistic as well as aspirational.  
 
Second, to better meet affordable housing need. This is a worthwhile goal 
however MBCs limited commitment to it became apparent in June 2017 when 
they suddenly lowered their target from at least 1,775 affordable homes to 
only 1,300. The overall affordable percentage they would require from 
developers is correspondingly lowered from 37% to about 21%. This is 
drastic. Affordable housing is the only percentage uplift in TAHR claiming to 
justify an increase to 6,125 / 245 dpa. No other uplift factor (migration, 
economic boost etc.) results in such a high figure. Even at 245 dpa the Plan 
no longer meets assessed need for affordable housing. The only possible 
justification for 245 dpa has vanished.   
 
Third, to contribute to the cost of the Melton Distributor Road. I can see why 
this road is desirable to alleviate congestion and encourage economic activity 
but the benefit would be greatly lessened by the addition of about 13,500 
people and their cars to the Borough. The MDR is what it says, a distributor 
road not a ‘by-pass’ as it is sometimes misleadingly called. It will mainly 
service the many new houses built to finance it.   
 
Fourth, to compensate for an ageing population unsuited to physical, 
unskilled and low-paid work. 
There is no evidence that this is necessary. Census 2011 reveals that despite 
a slightly older population the percentage of population who are economically 



active in the Borough is 74.5% compared to a national average of about 69%. 
Whether by necessity or choice, Melton residents are working to an older age 
than in most other areas. I also don’t think it is sound (or ethical in terms of 
equality) to assume either that the over-60s are incapable of such work or that 
young people should do it instead. That some employers have difficulty 
recruiting into poorly-paid jobs was perhaps the least surprising fact I learnt 
from TAHR.   
      
It is striking that after claiming to take all these considerations into account 
TAHR arrives at a figure of 230 – 280 dpa (average 255) very close to the 
same housing figure of 245 dpa that MBC had already decided on. Magic. In 
considering soundness, the Examiner might ask whether this represents a 
remarkable convergence of evidence or an unsound manipulation of it to 
avoid altering plans already made.    
 
Suggested change: Adopt the HEDNA FOAN of 4,250 / 170 dpa and adjust 
housing requirements and allocations accordingly. Much other criticism then 
vanishes, because where policy follows the evidence it is usually sound.    
 
 
 

iii) HEDNA and Affordable Housing 
 
Yes – HEDNA’s estimate for 1,750 affordable homes is robust. Accordingly I 
have to say:                         No – the Plan’s lowered target of 1,300 is not 
soundly based, it is too low. I do understand that the reduction was to an 
extent forced by the later viability study (I think June 2017) and a tough choice 
between affordable housing and developer contributions to the MDR. For this 
I blame the rules around viability not MBC and I cannot see what the 
Examiner can do about it.   
 
Total number aside, the distribution of affordable housing in the new Policy C4 
is unsound because of the heavy weighting against affordable provision in 
Melton Town, especially the new MMSNs where the real potential to build 
affordable homes exists.   
 
To be clear, I live in Value Area 1 and fully support a 40% requirement there. 
What I object to is the low requirements elsewhere, especially 15% in the 
MMSNs. The thinking seems to be that because house prices are higher in 
eg. Value Area 1, building is more profitable therefore developers can bear a 
higher percentage of affordable homes. The unsoundness here is building so 
many ‘affordable homes’ where it is most expensive to live, losing the 
intended benefit to the people who need them.  
 
Obvious and evidenced ‘unaffordability’ factors in the villages are low job 
opportunity, distance from work, supermarkets and leisure, higher heating 
costs (towns really are 1-2 degrees warmer), possibly lack of a mains gas 
supply (as in Somerby), and little if any public transport. Almost nobody 
manages to live out here without doing a lot of miles by private car – 
expensive and polluting.  



 
Suggested change: The spatial strategy should be changed to align 
affordable homes with locations where the cost of living is lowest. This could 
be done either by moving housing allocations from rural to urban areas, or by 
partly restoring the previously-required affordable home percentages in the 
Melton urban area and MMSNs, or a combination of the two.  
 
 
3.2 - Section 4.7 and Policy SS6  
 
Taken in isolation on their wording, yes - they could be a sound basis for 
addressing a future failure to supply necessary housing. However as 6,125 is 
too high a number for the Borough they would only be sound if this meant 
failure to achieve a target of 4,250.   
 
Suggested change: The plan should make explicit that SS6 sites will only be 
activated for consideration if the Borough appears unlikely to meet the Plan 
housing target (be that 6,125 or preferably the better-evidenced 4,250) or 
possibly if the whole HMA has that problem.  
 
Suggested change: Any SS6 site should count towards achievement of 
FOAN and 5 year housing supply. This would allow removal of allocations in 
the least sustainable locations.   
 
According to the ‘Melton Times’ the Six Hills site might not need Policy SS6 
anyway:      
 

16th Nov 2017:  

Planned new garden village near Melton would also include elite sports centre 
 
The garden village scheme is not one of the allocated sites in the council’s 
draft Local Plan, which provides for 6,125 new homes to be built up to 2036. 
But Jim Worley, the council’s head of regulatory services, said: “The site is 
referenced in the Local Plan under policy SS6 as one of the alternative 
approaches we would consider, alongside many others, if the Plan needs 
reviewing because of either increased requirements or a failure of delivery of 
the plan’s current proposals. “The applicants, Gladman, made representations 
on the Draft Local Plan and this will allow them a ‘seat’ at the Local Plan 
Examination.” He added: “Gladman’s representations to the Local Plan set out 
why they believe we should be making significantly greater provision for 
housing in the Local Plan than at present, and that the Six Hills site would be 
additional to all other housing allocations in Melton and surrounding villages, 
rather than an alternative approach to provision or a replacement of these 
allocations.” 
Read more at: http://www.meltontimes.co.uk/news/business/planned-new-
garden-village-near-melton-would-also-include-elite-sports-centre-1-8247022 

 



This would be at least 1,500 dwellings I believe. All I will say about is that 
whatever the FOAN and whatever the number of houses in the Plan, all 
housing developments should count towards it. Homes are homes whichever 
policy they rely on. It would be unsound to go through the lengthy and costly 
process of assessing FOAN only to ignore it as soon as a big new proposal 
comes in. If MBC really mean ‘Build as many as possible’ it would be better if 
they just said so.    

   

3.3 Are the references in Policy SS6 to specific locations as potential 
alternative or long term options justified? 

Yes, but – only if subject to the change suggested under 3.2.  

3.4 Unable to say.  

	

	

	

Conclusion 

 
If I could only make four points from all of the above they would be: 

• 4,250 not 6,125 is the soundly evidenced housing target for Melton 
Borough. HEDNA is more objective and thorough than TAHR and the 
addendum to TAHR which were commissioned solely to justify 
decisions already made.   
 

• Serious environmental ‘negatives’ in the Sustainability Appraisal have 
been ignored or deliberately replaced in the MLP Evidence Base. 
Housing delivery is important, but the draft MLP elevates it unduly to 
the exclusion of many important paragraphs of the NPPF.   
 

• In claiming every single one of its policies (except three in Chapter 9) 
to be a ‘Strategic Policy’ MBC seeks to monopolize control of all 
important planning and decision making. This is contrary to NPPF 
paras 184 and 185. In particular, calling every single site allocation a 
‘strategic policy’ is untrue and unsound.  
 

• The most important parts of the draft Plan are not based on the 
evidence. Evidence has been ignored, or even found retrospectively to 
justify policies already decided. This is the absolute opposite of 
soundness. 

It was made abundantly clear to me at that meeting with MBC on 11th 
September 2017 that there was nothing I or my neighbours could say to MBC 



to change anything in the draft MLP, and if I didn’t like that I should try telling 
the Inspector. So that is what I’m doing.   

I have not asked to speak on my own behalf at the Examination but would 
endeavour to do so if invited. I am more than happy to discuss or explain by 
email anything I have written if thought useful. Thank you for reading.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Carl Powell  
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Appendix – on Table 4 
Apologies for resorting to an appendix but as Table 4 bears on Matters 2, 3 and 5 some repetition 
can be avoided if we discuss it separately.    

Here is reproduced Table 4. It lays out each settlement’s ‘share’ of 6,125 houses.   

(Note: Table 4 apportions 30% not 35% of 6,125 outside Melton Town. I assume the other 5% is to 
allow for Policy SS3 small sites? This is reasonable.)   

 

Table 4 

 

It is possible to criticise Table 4, for example: 

- Why are Service Centres and Rural Hubs treated exactly the same, given that Rural Hubs 
have already failed to meet at least one of the four sustainability criteria for rural 
settlements? (Matter 2). 

- Why was % of population rounded to whole numbers? This results in anomalies such as Ab 
Kettleby at 223 and Thorpe Arnold at 120 attracting the same requirement of 1%. It would 
be easy to calculate to one decimal place. (Matter 5).  

- The apportionment is rather blunt. The village with the larger population is not necessarily 
more sustainable for development eg. Does it have employment opportunity, or good public 
transport? (Matter 2).  

Suggested change: Calculate ‘% of population’ to 1 decimal place. If the % population approach 
is considered to be sound, greater accuracy would be achieved with minimal additional effort.    
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More interesting is to calculate the effect the better-evidenced FOAN of 4,250 would have on the 
village housing requirements. This is easily done – simply apply the Table 4 percentages and 
arithmetic to this lower number: 

6,125 x 0.3 = 1,838 (Table 4 due to ‘rounding’ makes 1831, but no matter) 

4,250 x 0.3 = 1,275 (Table below due to ‘rounding’ makes 1283) 

Then share out according to % population and subtract ‘completions’, ‘under construction’ and 
‘permission granted’ just as in Table 4. Now we can compare:   

Comparison: Residual housing requirement calculated from 6,125 or 4,250 houses:  
Residual 

housing rqmt – 
based on 6125 
or 4250 houses 

 
Requirement based 
on % of population 

M
 
i 
n 
u 
s 

Completions+ 
under 
construction + 
permissions 
granted 

E
q
u
a
l 
s 

 
Residual requirement 

Site 
allocations 

in policy 
C1(A) 

 From 
6125 
(Draft 
MLP) 

From 
4250 

(HEDNA) 

   From 
6125 
(Draft 
MLP) 

From 
4250 

(HEDNA) 

 

Service 
Centre  

        

Asfordby 290 204 - 76 = 214 128 160 
Bottesford 419 293 - 85 = 334 208 324 
C.Kerrial 72 51 - 4 = 68 47 55 
Harby 109 77 - 31 = 78 45 139 
Hose 72 51 - 7 = 65 44 77 
L.Clawson 128 89 - 17 = 111 72 141 
Old Dalby 36 25 - 28 = 8 0 28 
Scalford 36 25 - 11 = 25 14 23 
Somerby 72 51 - 28 = 44 23 69 
Stathern 91 64 - 20 = 71 44 82 
Waltham 109 77 - 33 = 76 43 114 
Wymondham 72 51 - 18 = 54 33 55 
Service 
Centres  

 
1506 

 
1056 

  
358 

  
1148 

 
701 

 
1267 

         
Rural 
Hub 

        

Ab Kettleby 18 13 - 16 = 2 0 10 
Asfordby H. 72 51 - 25 = 47 26 87 
Easthorpe 18 13 - 10 = 8 2 21 
Frisby 72 51 - 4 = 68 47 118 
Gaddesby 55 38 - 8 = 47 30 36 
Great Dalby 72 51 - 7 = 65 44 37 
T.Arnold 18 13 - 0 = 18 12 24 
Rural  
Hubs 

 
325 

 
227 

  
70 

  
255 

 
165 

 
333 

         
TOTALS      1403 866 1600 
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It is immediately seen (in bold under ‘residual requirement’) what a marked effect MBC’s 
insistence on 6,125 homes rather than the HEDNA-evidenced 4,250 has on the residual 
requirement in the rural settlements. This is because the number of completions, ‘under 
constructions’ and permissions already granted remains the same.  

The ‘uplift’ from 4,250 to 6,125 represents a 44% increase for the Borough. This is already a very 
large increase and I have argued that it is unsound. But the effect on the rural settlements is much 
greater; the uplift from 866 to 1403 represents a 62% increase.   

Furthermore if we look at the Policy C1(A) Site Allocations, they are now 85% larger than the 
actual requirement calculated according to HEDNA (1600 compared to 866). Reserve sites are of 
course additional to this. I cannot help noticing that the allocation to my own village of Somerby is 
fully 3 times the requirement that HEDNA’s assessment advises. This is excessive and arbitrary 
over-allocation, above what has been assessed as sustainable in HEDNA and the SA.  
Arbitrariness is unsound.     

This paper has argued throughout that the HEDNA figure of 4,250 houses is sound and the draft 
MLP figure of 6,125 is not. The higher figure is unsustainable because employment opportunity 
will not support it, and for environmental reasons; recall all the ‘Red’ (- - ?) scores a target of 
6,125 / 245 dpa attracted for landscape, biodiversity, heritage and efficient land use in Table 3 of 
the SA (Matter 1 above). It is in the rural settlements that the environmental impact would be 
proportionately greatest, by arithmetic alone not to mention the inherent sensitivity of smaller 
settlements.   

Suggested change: Apologies for repetition, but construct the MLP around 4,250 homes not 
6,125 homes.  
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EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF FULL COUNCIL 

4TH JULY 2017 

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF REGULATORY SERVICES 

DRAFT MELTON LOCAL PLAN: HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 
 

1.0  PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 

1.1  The purpose of this report is to consider of the implications of two recent reports 
addressing the housing requirement figure that is set out in the draft Local Plan. It 
sets out the issues arsing from the reports and the relative merits of three possible 
housing requirement figures that could be agreed arising from their content. 

  
2.0  RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
2.1  It is recommended that Council : 

 
(i) Accept the following evidence documents as evidence to inform the 

production of the Local Plan and that they are published alongside a 
proposed ‘Addendum of Focussed Changes’: 

 Leicestershire and Leicester Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessment (January 2017) 

 Towards a Housing Requirement for Melton Borough (GL 
Hearn, Jan 2017) and its associated Addendum (GL Hearn, 
June 2017) 

 SA Addendum (LUC, February 2017) 
(ii) Note the contents of this report and agree the conclusions set out;  
(iii) Agree that the housing requirement within the Local Plan of 

245d.p.a. remains unchanged from the Pre Submission Draft Plan;   
(iv) Authorise the preparation of revised ‘reasoned justification’ for 

inclusion in a proposed Addendum of Focussed Changes; 
(v) Agrees to adopt the Joint Statement of Co-operation Relating to 

Objectively Assessed Needs for Housing (Appendix 4). 
 

3.0  KEY ISSUES 

  

3.1  Several representations on the draft Local Plan felt that it was not sound because it was 

not based on up to date evidence of housing needs. This was because the draft Local Plan 

was based on the 2014 Housing Market Area-wide Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA), and many representors were aware that this was being reviewed and replaced, in 

the form of the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment, January 2017 

AGENDA ITEM 3B 
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(the HEDNA). 

3.2  The SHMA calculated the objectively assessed housing need for Melton Borough and went 

on to indicate that the average annual housing requirement should be set from within a 

range (195 to 245 dwellings per annum). This range reflected different scenarios of 

economic growth. In December 2015, the Council agreed an overall housing requirement 

of 6125 for the plan period (245 per year) and presented this within its ‘Emerging Options’ 

Local Plan for consultation in January–April 2016. This was the top of the range possible, 

and reflected the Council’s ambitions to support economic growth and the long term 

sustainability of the Borough, including infrastructure provision and local services. The 

sustainability appraisal of the alternative options at the time also suggested this number 

could be delivered sustainably. Various representations were received which were 

considered in July 2016, and 6125 new homes (245dpa) formed the basis for the provision 

within the Pre Submission Local Plan for consultation in November and December 2016.   

3.3  Since the Pre Submission Local Plan was published, two reports have been published 

prompting a reconsideration of whether the plan’s housing requirement is still appropriate. 

The NPPF requirement is that local plans are based on the most up to date evidence 

available, so it important that these documents are considered, understood, and that their 

implications are taken into account in producing the Local Plan. It is also important that 

those with an interest in the plan have the opportunity to make representations on the new 

evidence and the Council’s conclusions on it. 

3.4  The documents, about which Members have been briefed, are: 

i) Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment, January 2017 (the HEDNA), 

prepared on behalf of the Leicester and Leicestershire Authorities and the Leicester and 

Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership; and  

ii)  Towards a Housing Requirement for Melton Borough, January 2017 (the Housing 

Requirement Report), prepared for Melton Borough Council. And its associated addendum 

June 2017). 

Executive summaries of each report are at Appendix 1, 2 and the Addendum as Appendix 

3 of this report. The full text of each report can be accessed as follows: 

 http://media.wix.com/ugd/d246bd_9b37b76ea6c5411ea7d25400e60fa3ab.pdf  

 http://media.wix.com/ugd/d246bd_3e27aa3141044994b7b52f7cd626caec.pdf  

3.5  By taking account of this more up to date evidence, it is considered that the Council can 

adequately answer the representations regarding reliance on out of date evidence.   

3.6  There is also a Joint Statement of Co-operation Relating to Objectively Assessed Needs 

for Housing (SoCop) that relates to item 3.4 above, and is at Appendix 4 of this report. The 

SoCop sets out how the Local Planning and Highway Authorities in the HMA will 

collaborate further to ensure that the necessary joint evidence is in place to support 

subsequent local plans (of which Melton’s is one of the first, after North West 

Leicestershire, whose local plan has progressed through Examination and is awaiting its 

Inspector’s report). It also sets out a commitment that the question of any ‘unmet need’ will 

be addressed through the Strategic Growth Plan to which all Authorities have committed, 

http://media.wix.com/ugd/d246bd_9b37b76ea6c5411ea7d25400e60fa3ab.pdf
http://media.wix.com/ugd/d246bd_3e27aa3141044994b7b52f7cd626caec.pdf


 

3 

 

and that any departure from exiting Local Plans will achieve this through their review 

processes. 

3.7  To be afforded greater weight, the SoCoP should be formally agreed by each constituent 

Council. All other Councils within the Housing Market Area have already subscribed to the 

SoCoP. 

3.8  Key conclusions from HEDNA  

3.8.1 National Planning Policy indicates that local plans must meet the full objectively assessed 

needs (FOAN) for market and affordable housing in the housing market area and that this 

should include a range of factors, including economic trends and forecasts, affordable 

housing requirements and market signals. The HEDNA sets out the overall housing and 

economic needs of the housing market area (HMA) as a whole and then identifies the 

objectively assessed housing need for each Local Planning Authority area for market and 

affordable housing. It is based on a statistical analysis of the applicable demographic, 

economic and affordability trends and extrapolates these forward to 2031 and 2036 to 

identify a ‘need’, which is the minimum that should be met in the Local Plan (NPPG ref 001 

Reference ID: 12-001-20140306).  A summary of the key findings for the HMA and Melton 

Borough is set out in Table 1: 

Table 1: Key findings of HEDNA for the housing market area and Melton Borough (annual; 

2011- 2036). 

 HMA Melton 
Borough 
housing 
need 

Melton 
Workforce 
growth 

Demographic Need 4265 134 1,286 

Adjustment to respond to market signals 4716 154 - 

Economic Need (Planned Growth Scenario) 3608 170 2,400 

Employment land needs (ha)   53-66ha 

Affordable housing need 2238pa 70  

Housing Need to deliver Affordable Housing 
Need in full 

9293 280*  

*if identified affordable housing needs were to be met in full and an average of 25% of all new housing 

was affordable homes 

3.8.2 The HEDNA concludes that the objectively assessed need for housing (OAN) for Melton 

Borough is 170dpa (4,250 dwellings overall, 2011- 2036) to ensure that there is sufficient 

workforce available to support economic needs. This includes an allowance for a 15% 

upward adjustment from demographic needs to improve affordability. This is justified by 

market signals indicating more expensive housing and an ‘affordability gap’ (relationship 

between earnings and house prices) greater than most other parts of the HMA.    

3.8.3 The HEDNA makes parallel conclusions about employment land needs – 53 to 66ha 

needed in Melton Borough under the ‘Planned Growth’ Scenario. This scenario is based 

on an assumed 2.1% GVA growth, which would match the expected regional average, but 

would still be below the expected HMA-wide or national level. The HEDNA also makes it 

clear that above trend net in-migration is necessary to support economic growth. 

3.9 Key findings of  the Housing Requirement Report 
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3.9.1 The HEDNA itself does not set policy targets for housing or employment land provision but 

focusses on the amount of housing needed if expected trends were to persist without 

intervention, i.e. its assessment of OAN is intended to be ‘policy off’. 

3.9.2 The Council commissioned the Housing Requirements Report to help inform the setting of 

its housing requirement (sometimes referred to as a ‘target’) in the light of the findings of 

HEDNA. As the housing requirement is part of the Local Plan, it should encompass policy 

considerations, i.e. be ‘policy on’. The policy considerations outlined in the report reflect 

the vision, strategic objectives and priorities of the Local Plan and the requirements of 

national planning policy objectives. These policy considerations are set out in Table 2: 

Table 2: Policy issues to consider alongside HEDNA evidence 

Issue Link to Local Plan and/or National Planning Policy Framework  

Meeting the Borough’s 
housing needs. 

LP Strategic Issue No 2: Amount and type of new housing,  
Objective No 1: help provide a stock of housing accommodation 
that meets the needs of the community, including the need for 
affordable housing 
 

Delivering affordable 
housing for local people 

LP Strategic Issue No 2: Amount and type of new housing,  
Objective No 1: help provide a stock of housing accommodation 
that meets the needs of the community, including the need for 
affordable housing 

Delivering the Melton 
Mowbray Transport 
Strategy, and other new 
infrastructure 

LP Strategic Issue No.4: Impact of road traffic and congestion in 
Melton town centre 
LP Strategic Issue No. 5: Poor effective road connectivity through 
and across the town.  
LP Strategic Objective No. 10: Reduce traffic congestion in Melton 
Mowbray 
LP Strategic Objective 13: Improve access to services and facilities  

Aligning economic and 
housing strategies 
 

NPPF para 158: Local planning authorities should ensure that their 
assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and 
other uses are integrated, and that they take full account of 
relevant market and economic signals. 
LP Strategic Issue No. 3: Insufficient available local workforce. 
Objective 2: Develop a housing stock to provide for the future 
aspirations for the local economy. 

Supporting local services 
in the Borough 

LP Strategic Issue No. 1: Ageing population – arising from this, 
difficulties meeting the need and demand for services, including in 
local areas like villages. 
Objective 13: Promote sustainable communities.  

Contributing to meeting 
unmet housing needs from 
other areas. 

NPPF Para 14…”local plans should met objectively assessed 
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change” 

Boosting significantly 
housing supply. 

NPPF Para 47: To boost significantly the supply of housing, 

Overall NPPF Para 19: planning system required to do everything it can to 
support economic growth. 

 

3.9.3 The report concludes that: 

 “The evidence thus provides a clear justification for planning for between 5,750 – 

7,000 dwellings over the 2011-36 period (230 – 280 dpa). 

 Without housing growth, the needs and demands of the Borough’s ageing 

population for services, such as schools, shops and public transport, would 

become increasingly difficult to meet. Significant housing growth will be vital in 
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contributing to funding and delivering the Melton Mowbray Transport Strategy, 

particularly the Melton Mowbray Distributor Road. 

 The conclusions above provide a strong case for Melton Borough’s housing 

requirement to be significantly uplifted from the OAN set out in the HEDNA, subject 

to this level of housing growth being capable of being delivered sustainably, as 

would be established through Sustainability Appraisal” 

3.9.3 An addendum to the ‘Towards a Housing Requirement’  Report has also been more 

recently commissioned, to consider if the findings of the updated Whole Plan Viability 

Study (see  item 3K of this Agenda) would cause a change to any of the 

recommendations within the Towards a Housing Requirements’ document. The draft report 

indicates no changes are necessary to the recommendations to the Housing Requirements 

Report, but it does update the commentary about the levels of affordable housing that 

could be provided under different housing requirement scenarios, affecting Section 3.12 

below. 

3.9.4 As it was not the purpose of the ‘Towards a Housing Requirement’ report to indicate the 

precise housing requirement for Melton, (that is a policy decision for the Council), the 

remainder of this report considers how each of the policy considerations would be 

supported by adopting one of three alternative housing requirement figures: 

i)  the HEDNA OAN figure of 170dpa (low) 

ii) the existing draft Local Plan housing requirement of 245dpa (medium) 

iii)  the highest housing requirement figure (280dpa) suggested within the housing 

requirements report (high)   

3.10 Assessment of the ‘Towards Housing Requirement’ Report and Other New Evidence 

3.10.1 Aligning economic and housing strategies 

The ‘Towards a Housing Requirement’ report highlights that the HEDNA uses only one of 

several available economic forecasts and that the forecast was based on national factors 

that do not fully reflect the more locally derived experience and prognosis for rates of 

growth.  The Council’s Employment Land Supply Study (BE Group, 2015, available on 

www.meltonplan.co.uk) – which was more closely informed by existing employers in the 

Borough rather than a broader trend based approach - produced a much higher jobs 

growth forecast : 3,420 jobs compared to 2,400 in HEDNA. The report also reflected on 

evidence of recent strong local manufacturing employment, local businesses struggling to 

recruit staff, and businesses looking for expansion/ intensification of land/premises. It also 

highlights the additional jobs growth opportunities that will arise from the opening up of 

new employment land when the Sustainable Neighbourhoods and associated transport 

infrastructure are implemented, and the increase in attractiveness of the town for new town 

centre and other businesses that will derive from better connectivity, accessibility and local 

environmental improvements. It concludes by indicating that 3,400 jobs would be just 

above the jobs growth rate achieved in 2005-2015 but less than the growth over 1993-

2010 cycle. As such, it is not considered unreasonable, or undeliverable.   

3.10.2 The housing requirement report includes modelling to understand what amount of housing 
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would be required to support 3,420 jobs. The methodology for this modelling was 

consistent with that used in the HEDNA as far as possible, and can therefore be 

considered similarly robust. The analysis identifies that an increase of 3,374 economically 

active residents would be needed, if unemployment remains at 2015 levels, and that this is 

not very sensitive to changes in commuting. The analysis goes on to address the effect of 

the ageing population on economic activity, taking into account the high percentage of 

physical jobs associated with manufacturing, particularly food manufacturing which is a 

large employer in the Borough. 

3.10.3 The report concludes that between 230 and 274 new homes per annum might be needed 

to house local working people and to provide capacity for those who fill jobs (i.e. new jobs 

and those vacated by the existing workforce as it retires) in the Borough, to also live in the 

Borough. 

3.10.4 Conclusion: A local plan housing requirement of 230- 274 dpa would achieve the 

necessary amount of new housing to support jobs growth of 3,420 that is necessary 

to sustain the Borough’s economy at the level forecast in the Council’s employment 

land supply study. 

3.11 Delivering the Melton Mowbray Transport Strategy 

3.11.1 Developer contributions from new housing are critically important to the funding and 

delivery of this, particularly the Melton Mowbray Distributor Road (MMDR) elements 

integral to the north and south ‘sustainable neighbourhoods’. Whole plan viability work 

suggests that 1500 and 1700 houses are necessary in the north and south Sustainable 

Neighbourhoods (SNs) respectively in order to deliver key sections of the Melton Mowbray 

Distributor Road, and that the level of funding needed for the MMDR could only be 

achieved if affordable housing provision in each Neighbourhood was reduced to 15%, 

compared with up to 40% that could be secured elsewhere (see separate affordable 

housing item, 3D of this Agenda). Any lower level of planned housing across the SNs 

could affect their ability to deliver sections of the road and other planning objectives 

associated with the approach of sustainable neighbourhoods.   

3.11.2 Therefore, in order to deliver this key objective of the Local Plan, the existing allocations 

must be maintained at their overall amounts. Adopting the 170 dpa OAN identified in 

HEDNA (a total of 4250) would mean that all other allocations would need to be made up 

from the 1050 houses remaining after the SN allocations of 3200 have been accounted for. 

This would mean that a minimum proportion of some 75% of all new housing would be on 

the edge of Melton Mowbray and taking into account that there are other good housing 

sites within the town, including some with planning permission, this would represent a 

significant departure from the 65/35% approximate balance proposed in the draft Local 

Plan to date. 

3.11.3 This would also have implications for housing choice, and would move the spatial strategy 

towards a concentration of similar proportions to that promoted in the Core Strategy in 

2013 (80%), and which contributed to that plan being withdrawn. It would also undermine 

deliverability, particularly in terms of the initial 5 year period which is subject to most 

scrutiny, as there generally needs to be a high proportion of deliverable smaller sites, 

because delivery of the SN’s is more complex and longer term.   



 

7 

 

3.11.4 The alternative of reducing the allocations in the SN’s could jeopardise the delivery of the 

Melton Mowbray Distributor Road (MMDR) and the achievement of sustainable 

neighbourhoods for the town, whilst a housing requirement at around 280dpa would still 

allow their delivery, could assist with the issue of affordable housing described above, and 

still be within the design capacity of the MMDR as currently modelled. Council is also 

referred to item 3F of this Agenda which provides new information about the delivery of 

the MMDR and recommends a proposed ‘focussed change’ to strengthen the Plan’s 

commitment to delivery of the whole of the MMDR. 

3.11.5 Conclusion: A housing requirement of 245dpa or 280dpa could be chosen to help 

ensure the MMTS is deliverable. 

3.12 Delivering affordable housing for local people 

3.12.1 The HEDNA identified affordable housing needs across the Borough of 70dpa. The HRR 

indicated that whilst the plan target for affordable housing is 37%, taking into account 

schemes for which affordable housing cannot be sought, such as those less than 10 

dwellings (Policy C4) and those that already have planning permission, and taking into 

account those where these levels are not likely to be viable (such as in the Sustainable 

Neighbourhoods - see para. 3.11.1 above) then closer to 25% affordable housing delivery 

overall is a more likely outcome, suggesting 280 dpa of overall housing provision would be 

needed to meet affordable housing needs of 70 per annum in full. At this rate the existing 

draft Local Plan target of 245 dpa would notionally deliver 61dpa (or 87% of all affordable 

housing needs), whilst adopting the HEDNA OAN of 170dpa would only notionally deliver 

about 42% of affordable housing needs. 

3.12.2 The addendum to the ‘Towards a Housing Requirement’ report (Appendix 3) considers the 

revised viability study findings and the proposed change to Policy C4 (see Item 3D of this 

Agenda). It points out that these suggest about 18% of all new housing overall would be 

affordable, taking into account that some small sites will deliver none at all and the rates 

already secured cannot be re-negotiated on sites that will already have planning 

permission. So to meet needs of 70 dpa in full, the Council would need to plan for 390 

dpa (70 divided by 18%). This level of overall housing delivery is considered to be 

unrealistic, so this option should be discounted. 

3.12.3 The  affordable housing delivery forecast to arise from the proposed site allocations, taking 

into account the ‘value area’ it falls within (see Items 3D and 3K of this Agenda for 

details of the Value Areas and their impact on securing affordable housing), suggests that 

a housing requirement of 245 dpa would deliver about 75% of all new the identified needs. 

This is a significant proportion of overall needs and is considered to be at the ‘lower end’ of 

what could still be regarded as in accordance with the Local Plan’s strategic priorities and 

objectives.  

3.12.4 Conclusion: The right amount and type of housing is one of the 10 strategic issues 

that the local plan says it will address, and affordable housing is a strategic priority 

of the plan.  This suggests that a housing requirement that delivers a significant 

proportion of all identified needs should be chosen. Of the realistic options 

considered, only 245 dwellings per annum would achieve this. 
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3.13 Supporting local services 

3.13.1 The ‘Housing Requirements’ Report highlights the issue of an ageing population and its 

effect on the viability of local communities, particularly in the villages, and identifies more 

generally that additional housing can improve the sustainability and viability of local 

services, and help to bring about investment in improved infrastructure. The proposals for 

new primary schools, local shops and part of the distributor road are examples of what 

245dpa or more dwellings could deliver, but could not be delivered in full if the amount of 

development proposed was reduced proportionately to fit the ‘low’ housing requirement 

option.     

3.13.2 Conclusion: Higher amounts of population growth would enhance the ability to 

support local services within the town and surrounding villages. The higher housing 

requirement options of 245 dpa or 280 dpa would offer greatest support to local 

services. 

3.14 Boosting significantly housing supply (NPPF para. 47) 

3.14.1 Long term average annual dwelling completions run at around 170dpa. Provision at the 

level indicated by HEDNA (170dpa) is at the same level, so it would not “boost significantly 

housing supply”, a primary Government objective for the planning system set out in NPPF. 

Both the existing draft local plan housing requirement and a housing requirement at 

around 274-280dpa would support a ‘step change’ in housing delivery in comparison to 

recent and historic trends, boosting supply as the Government expects. 

3.14.2 The ‘Housing Requirements’ Report’s analysis of past housing completions shows that at 

least 245 dpa were achieved for successive years in the late 1990s and again in the late 

2000’s, but completions at 274dpa or above have only been achieved in two years in the 

last 20. Furthermore, the Council’s own housing land supply data (reported in more detail 

to at item 3H of this Agenda) indicates that 245 dpa is deliverable, and includes sufficient 

delivery in the first five years to satisfy other national planning policy objectives (e.g. a 

continuous 5 years housing land supply: NPPF para 47), and is achievable, but with a 

much lower margin of flexibility than at 280dpa. 245dpa would deliver 1% growth in 

housing stock per year, similar to levels achieved in Charnwood and Harborough, and 

significantly above the 0.8% growth that has been achieved over the past 15 years, 

including a period of deep recession. 

3.14.3 Conclusion: A housing requirement of 245 dpa gives the best prospects of 

achieving a realistically deliverable significantly boosted housing supply, and would 

be consistent with national policy, a key test of a local plan’s soundness.  

3.15 Meeting the Borough’s housing needs and contributing to meeting unmet housing 

needs from other areas 

3.15.1 The HEDNA provides the figures for the level of housing provision that would be needed to 

meet the Borough’s housing needs (see Table 1 above). Setting the housing requirement 

at this level would not provide any flexibility in the local plan for it to adapt to rapid change, 

as national policy expects, and as such, could result it being out of date very quickly and 

so be much less valuable in guiding new development to the places required to deliver the 

local plan’s objectives. Flexibility gives resilience to the local plan and will help its 



 

9 

 

longevity. 

3.15.2 National planning policy is clear that areas such as Melton Borough that are part of a wider 

housing market area need to contribute towards meeting any unmet housing needs arising 

within the HMA as a whole. Some other LPAs in the HMA have indicated that they are 

likely to have housing needs that they cannot accommodate within their own boundaries, 

and in the case of Leicester City, these are likely to be substantial. However, these are not 

yet fully quantified yet and even when they are, agreement will need to be reached across 

the HMA, through the Strategic Growth Plan (SGP), about how those unmet needs can be 

best accommodated. This work is ongoing and an initial distribution is expected to be 

included in the draft SGP, programmed for publication in Summer 2017 

3.15.3 Planning to meet the 170 dpa OAN identified in HEDNA would provide very limited 

flexibility (16 dpa above market adjusted demographic needs; 400 dwellings over 25 years) 

in the Local Plan to meet any unmet needs arising in the HMA. This would not be 

consistent with the national policy expectation (para 14, NPPF) that plans should be drawn 

up with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. The existing draft local plan target of 

245 pa would provide significantly more flexibility to do so (91 dpa, or 2275 dwellings), 

whilst a housing requirement of about 274 dpa would provide even more flexibility: 120 

dpa, or 3000 dwellings of headroom above meeting the demographic needs, taking 

account of affordability). This flexibility would be operable in advance of the ‘review 

triggers’ built into the plan (Policy SS6) and would provide a degree of ‘insulation’ against 

the need for review, particularly early review if the factors described above emerge in the 

shorter term 

3.15.4 Conclusion: a housing requirement of 245 dpa achieves a deliverable housing 

requirement with flexibility to accommodate a considerable amount of unmet needs 

from elsewhere in both the short and over the longer term and offers reasonable 

prospects of avoiding the need for early review.  

3.16 Sustainability Appraisal 

3.16.1 A Sustainability Appraisal was carried out on the options considered in preparing the draft 

Local Plan. This tested new housing provision at 195, 220 and 245 dpa – the range 

suggested by the evidence at the time. Further sustainability appraisal work has been 

undertaken to establish if there are any significant sustainability considerations that should 

guide the choice of housing requirement. Testing was carried out on low (170dpa), 

medium (245dpa) and high (280dpa) options. 

3.16.2 This further work, in the form of an addendum to the published draft SA report prepared by 

LUC earlier this year (copy available in the Members Room), has found that all options 

have both positive and negative sustainability effects. The highest growth option 

exacerbates some of the negative effects associated with more development, such as use 

of greenfield land, effect on biodiversity and cultural heritage, whilst the lowest growth 

option still has some of these negative effects, but also has negative social and economic 

effects. There is a key ‘tipping point’ on sustainable transport, with the mid and higher 

growth options delivering positive results, arising from their ability to support delivery of the 

associated MMDR, whereas the lower 195 dpa scenario is insufficient to do so. 



10 
 

3.16.3 On the basis of the findings above, it is considered that a housing requirement of 

245dpa would achieve the best balance of positive and negative sustainability 

effects. 

3.17 Representations Received to consultation on the ‘Pre Submission’ Draft Plan 

3.17.1 Under the Duty to Co-operate, the Council notified its HMA partners and other Local 

Planning Authorities adjoining the area of the publication of HEDNA and the Council’s 

accompanying Housing Requirement Report, and invited comments on it. Responses have 

been received from Charnwood Borough Council, Leicester City Council and others and 

are also referred to in Items 4 and 6 on this agenda. 

3.17.2 Charnwood are concerned that the report uses different assumptions to those used in the 

HEDNA, consider that the OAN already contains an increase to support economic growth, 

and think that planning for 245 homes per year, well above the OAN and therefore 

assumes significant in migration, is likely to have wide-reaching implications and should be 

agreed through the strategic planning process. Leicester City confirm that the scale of the 

need set out in the HEDNA is of such magnitude that there will be an unmet need 

arising in the city, and that it will be working with HMA partners through the Strategic 

Growth Plan to address this. It wants to work closely with Melton to ensure the 

emerging plan is flexible enough to respond to addressing any unmet need. 

3.17.3 The comments received do not indicate what housing requirement the Council should 

set, only indicating a process that should be followed. 

3.17.4 The HMA partners anticipated that some form of unmet need would arise from the 

receipt of HEDNA and the SoCoP set out how its results will be responded to. Within 

this it recognises that Local Plans need to proceed in advance of the conclusions to be 

made on accommodating unmet need through the Strategic Growth Plan as follows: 

“In terms of determining housing targets to be included in their Local Plans, local 

planning authorities should take account of the requirements of both national policy 

and local circumstances, including the need to base Local Plans on a strategy that 

seeks to meet the OAN for housing.  In this regard, it is recognised that all authorities 

are at different stages of plan preparation and that this situation must be 

accommodated.  In determining their housing target over the relevant plan period, 

therefore, each authority will take into account the HEDNA and other relevant 

evidence. 

3.17.5 Conclusion: It is considered that the Housing Requirement Report and this 

exercise fulfils the provision made within the Statement of Co-Operation by 

taking into account HEDNA and other relevant evidence. 

3.18 Other considerations 

3.18.1 Timetable: As Members are aware, the Pre Submission Plan was based on a figure of 

245 dwellings p.a. (6125 in total). Any significant deviation from this would be regarded as 

a significant amendment to the Plan, giving rise to a very different proposition to that 

currently or previously published and consulted upon. This would require the production of 

an alternative Plan, relevant evidence updates and sustainability appraisal testing and at 
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least another full round of Regulation 19 (pre-submission draft) consultation, and possibly 

more if previously considered alternatives are generated. It would be impossible to 

proceed to Examination with a sound plan based on anything other than about 245 dpa. To 

do otherwise would delay submission for far longer than the recent delay, during which 

time further changes to the evidence and policy landscape may occur, possibly adding to 

the work necessary before a plan can be submitted for examination. It would put the 

achievement of any up to date adopted local plan in the short to medium term in serious 

jeopardy. 

3.18.2 Without an up to date plan, development proposals will continue to come forward and will 

need to be determined, but control would be limited to that provided by the NPPF in a 

similar way to recent years. This means that the Council’s ability to deliver its key aims (the 

strategic objectives of the plan), the more sustainable pattern of development proposed by 

the Plan (including the greater focus on Melton Mowbray) and to secure the infrastructure 

funding to do so from developers will be much reduced. 

3.18.3 Members will be aware of the emphasis the Government has placed on getting an up to 

date plan in place as soon as possible, and the intervention ‘regime’ that exists where 

progress is deemed inadequate. Whilst not rehearsed in full here, the implications of 

further delay are well known and the change in direction discussed above can only 

increase the likelihood of such measures being applied. 

3.18.4 Housing White Paper:  The Government’s recently published Housing White Paper 

‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ reaffirms the scale of national housebuilding that is 

needed to meet housing needs and to support sustainable economic growth, and indicates 

that, subject to there being no change in Government or Government Policy (it was 

published before the General Election was called), changes will be made in April 2018 to 

standardise how housing needs are assessed. As this is likely to be based on nationally 

published datasets, it is likely to be closer to the demographic need figure used in the 

HEDNA, than to the draft Local Plan housing requirement. However, proceeding on this 

basis leaves no scope for flexibility if the methodology is not as industry observers expect. 

At the higher levels of planned provision, there is less risk that any new methodology will 

produce housing needs higher than the requirement in the draft Local Plan and result in 

the need for its early review. 

3.18.5 Conclusion: The analysis in this section indicates that maintaining a requirement of 

245 dpa is the best approach allowing the possibility of securing a new adopted 

Local Plan in place without substantial delays. 

3.19 Overall Conclusion 

Taking as the starting point that there are no proposals to significantly amend the 

Local Plan’s aims and objectives, the analysis outlined above, taken alongside the 

findings of the HEDNA, indicates that of the three options investigated, a housing 

requirement of 245 dwellings per annum will deliver the best outcomes overall 

against the considerations outlined in this report. 

4.0  POLICY AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS 
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4.1  The Melton Local Plan Pre Submission version sets out the Council’s preferred 
approach to addressing the issues and challenges which need to be dealt with 
through the Local Plan, to deliver the development the Borough requires and to 
deliver the vision and objectives of the Plan, which themselves reflect Corporate 
Priorities. 
 

4.2  It is considered that the securing of adoption of a Local Plan is essential for the 
achievement of these objectives and that a level of housing provision the same as, 
or similar to, that presented in the Pre Submission Draft Local Plan in November 
2016 (245 d.p.a) is the best approach to achieve this. 

  
5.0  FINANCIAL AND OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

 
5.1  There are no significant unknown financial or resource implications arising from this 

report.  The Local Plan publication and consultation are core elements of the 
existing budget provision. Whilst will have a significant resource implication on the 
staffing resources and expenditure relating to statutory notices and publicity, this 
will be met through the existing Local Plan budget provisions.  
 

6.0  LEGAL IMPLICATIONS/POWERS 
 

6.1  The  preparation  of  the  Local  Plan  is  governed  by  legislation  (The  Town  and  
Country Planning Act 1990, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and 
the Localism Act 2011) and also Regulations (The Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England)  Regulations 2012). 
 

6.2  The Draft Melton Local Plan Addendum of Focused Changes which Council is 
being invited to approve at Item 3I on this agenda would be in fulfilment of 
requirements under Regulation 19 of these Regulations. 
 

6.3  The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and 
the NPPF require that plans are prepared based on the most up to date evidence. 
 

7.0  COMMUNITY SAFETY 
 

7.1  There are no direct community safety implications as a direct result of this report. 
  
8.0  EQUALITIES 

 
8.1  The Local Plan is being subject to a detailed Equalities Impact Assessment (EIA) 

through each stage of preparation. The pre submission Local plan has been the 
subject of an EIA which is now published in accordance with the Council’s policy. 

  
 
 
 

9.0 
 
 

RISKS 
 



 

13 

 

 

 

L 
I 
K 
E 
L 
I 
H 
O 
O 
D 
 

 
 

A 

 
 

Very High     

B 

 
 

High  3   

C 

 
 

Significant 2    

D 

 
 

Low 
 

  1  

E 

 
 

Very Low  4 3,   

F 

 
 

Almost 
Impossible 

    

   Negligible 
1 

Marginal 
2 

Critical 
3 

Catastrophic 
4 

                  IMPACT 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Risk No Risk Description 

1 Scale and nature of representations received 
through consultation demonstrate the plan is 
unsound  

2 Evidence is challenged and scrutiny as part of the 
Local Plan Examination. 

3 Evidence becomes out of date  

4 Evidence is challenged as part of the Duty to 
Cooperate 

  
10.0  CLIMATE CHANGE 

 
10.1  There are no direct climate change issues arising from this report. 
  
11.0  CONSULTATION 

 
11.1  The evidence referred to in this report and modifications to the content of the Plan 

will be published alongside the ‘Focussed Changes’ proposed (see item 3A of this 
Agenda)in accordance with Regulation 19 of Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended. 
 

12.0  WARDS AFFECTED 
 

12.1  All. 
 
Contact Officer J Worley, Head of Regulatory Services 

 
Date: 24

th
June  2017 
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Appendices :    1 HEDNA Executive Summary 

2: ‘Towards a Housing Requirement’ Executive Summary 
3: Addendum to ‘Towards a Housing Requirement’ 
4: Joint Statement of Co-operation Relating to Objectively Assessed Needs for Housing 

  
  
Background Papers: MBC Employment Land Supply Study (BE Group, 2015) 

Addendum to the published draft SA report 
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