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Rosconn Strategic Land (RSL) outline below comments in response to North West Leicestershire 

District Council’s response to the Inspector’s document ‘Further Guidance from the Inspector’ 

(Examination Document IN/08) dated 17th January 2017.  This statement responds to only those 

responses of relevance to RSL, using the prefix as referenced within IN/08. 

 

RSL confirm they wish to attend the Further Examination Hearings as necessary in respect of the 

comments within this statement, as well as those associated with our response to the HEDNA, 

submitted on our behalf by Pegasus Group. 

 

Item a) – suggested modifications to proposed Main Modification to the wording of Policy S1 

 
Whilst RSL (via Define Planning) were consulted by NWLDC prior to the formal response being 

published, our comments which were issued to NWLDC on 3rd February have been ignored. 

 
Notwithstanding our objection to the findings of the HEDNA, our principal concern with the revised 

wording in our response to NWLDC on 3rd February was the uncertainty in relation to the agreement 

of a new Memorandum of Understanding (MoU).   The revised policy sets out that a review would be 

triggered if an MOU is agreed by the end of January 2018 which establishes a requirement to address 

unmet needs arising elsewhere in the Housing Market Area (HMA).   We queried what would happen, 

however, if the HMA Authorities were unable to agree an MoU by the end of January 2018, particularly 

given that it is very clear from the emerging evidence base that there are unmet needs arising in 

Leicester that will need to be provided for elsewhere in the HMA.  Our view was that the essential 

need to address that issue must be recognised in the policy now and a clear commitment made to 

meeting that need. 

Subsequently, we attended the HEDNA Stakeholder event held by the Joint Leicester and 

Leicestershire Authorities on 9th February.  At the event, no indication was given by the HMA 

authorities that an MOU will now be prepared and it appears that this will now be dealt with via the 

Strategic Growth Plan, expected to be finalised in ‘early 2018’.  There is therefore no apparent 

intention that the HMA authorities will progress an MOU for agreement by the end of January 2018, 

and reliance on a non-statutory development plan which would not prepared under the same level of 

scrutiny as a Local Plan provides little confidence that such an event will occur. 



 

 

Turning to the other revisions proposed by NWLDC, whilst we maintain our objection that the housing 

requirement of 10,400 dwellings remains insufficient to meet the full objectively assessed housing 

needs of the Plan period and therefore not in accordance with national guidance, we do not agree 

that the OAN for the District is 481 dwellings per annum.  We fully support the findings of the detailed 

assessment of OAN undertaken by Barton Willmore on behalf of Gladman Developments which 

indicates this the full, objectively assessed housing needs for the District to be 619 dwellings per 

annum.  Thus, it is clear that the provision for 10,400 dwellings will not meet the District’s OAN, let 

alone provide flexibility to respond to rapid change, as required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF. 

 

Item b) – suggested modification to Policies S2 and S3 to provide flexibility for proposals for the 

sustainable redevelopment of suitable brownfield sites or other sites situated outside defined 

settlement limits. 

This request arose partly as a result of our concerns at the Matter 2 Hearing that in view of the tightly 

drawn limits to development, no flexibility is provided for settlements (including Sustainable Villages) 

to expand in order to meet housing needs, as well as and the associated benefits of delivering much 

needed affordable housing and to help sustain and improve local services and facilities.  Reference 

was made to the fact that a blanket constraint on all development outside (but adjacent) to otherwise 

sustainable settlements was not reflective of the NPPF, as exemplified in recent appeal decisions. 

It is apparent that following the findings of the HEDNA, NWLDC no longer consider it necessary to 

provide such flexibility for development on suitable sites adjacent to otherwise sustainable locations 

in light of the perceived ‘headroom’ provided by the fact that the OAN is now lower than previously 

assessed and by retaining the housing requirement detailed within the Submission Plan, sufficient 

flexibility is now provided.  For the reasons detailed above, we do not agree with the findings of the 

HEDNA.  Notwithstanding this, it is clear that there is unmet need arising within the wider HMA for 

which other authorities including NWLDC will need to assist through the Duty to Cooperate.  As such, 

notwithstanding the correct OAN, sufficient flexibility should be provided to allow appropriate 

development immediately adjacent to the limits to development of sustainable settlements. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 


