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Home Builders Federation (HBF) 
Respondent ID    

Matter 2 
 
EXAMINATION OF HARBOROUGH LOCAL PLAN  
MATTER 2 – THE HOUSING REQUIREMENT AND ITS DELIVERY 
 
Inspector’s issues and questions in bold type. 
 
This Hearing Statement is made for and on behalf of the HBF which should be 
read in conjunction with our representations to the pre-submission Local Plan 
consultation dated 3rd November 2017. This representation answers specific 
questions as set out in the Inspector’s Matters, Issues & Questions document 
dated 15th August 2018. 
 
2.1 Is the uplift of 25 dpa associated with growth at Magna Park 
appropriate? 
It is appropriate for the Council to separately consider an economic led growth 
scenario for growth at Magna Park. As set out in the Leicester & 
Leicestershire (L&L) HEDNA 2017 at the Housing Market Area (HMA) level 
there is no economic growth led adjustment to Objectively Assessed Housing 
Needs (OAHN) because the demographic projections plus market signal 
adjustments exceed economic led forecasts. The HBF and other parties have 
previously criticised the HEDNA’s approach of no adjustment to support 
economic growth indeed the HEDNA’s Planned Growth Scenario does not 
take account of the proposed major distribution scheme located within the M6, 
M69 and M1 triangle at Harborough. The Council’s own Magna Park 
Employment Growth Sensitivity Study 2017 takes into account proposed 
employment growth of 700,000 square metres of B8 floor space at the 223 
hectare strategic & warehousing logistics distribution park at Magna Park up 
to 2031. The Council’s Study aligns employment growth and housing by 
increasing the housing requirement by a modest uplift of +25 dwellings per 
annum above the HEDNA OAHN to accommodate the new workers expected 
to be employed at Magna Park and to reduce out commuting thereby 
increasing self-containment from 19% to 25% over the plan period as set out 
in Objective 2 of the Local Plan. 

The updated re-modelling as set out in Document IC3 results in 533 dwellings 
per annum rather than 557 dwellings per annum due to lower projected 
population growth in the oldest age groups because of reduced life 
expectancy assumptions in the 2016 SNPP data. The HBF agrees with the 
Council that the housing requirement figure falls within a margin of error 
associated with uncertainties in projecting economic growth over the long 
term so this latest evidence does not point to a meaningful change which 
would justify any downward adjustment of the housing requirement.   

It is agreed that higher in migration is required to support the potential growth 
of Magna Park and to align housing and economic strategies of the 
Harborough Local Plan but the HBF only partially agree that this is a first 
stage re-distribution of housing provision within the HMA which contributes to 
both workforce growth within the District and meeting unmet needs (see page 
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25 of Document IC3). If the Council is asserting that all additional growth is 
drawn exclusively from Leicester’s unmet housing needs then this is not 
supported by evidence. It may be that increased job opportunities at Magna 
Park attract households from a wide area extending beyond the L&L HMA. A 
similar assertion was subject to prolonged discussion at the Stratford Upon 
Avon Core Strategy Examination. The Inspector (Pete Drew) concluded that 
only a “very modest” component of the OAHN would contribute to the unmet 
needs of others rather than the Council’s argument that anything above the 
basic demographic need is “surplus” to the District’s requirements and 
available to meet the unmet needs of others (see paras 57 – 71 of the Final 
Report dated 20th June 2016 in attached Appendix pages 2 - 7). The uplift of 
Harborough’s housing requirement to support economic growth should not be 
confused with meeting Leicester’s unmet housing needs which are separate 
matters. 

2.2 What are the risks to the achievement of the plan’s housing delivery, 
in terms of infrastructure or other impediments to delivery? 
Other impediments to housing delivery include :- 

• Whether or not there is sufficient flexibility in overall housing land 
supply (see HBF answer to Q2.4) and ; 

• requirements under Policies H2, H4 and H5 (to be discussed under 
Matter 4). 

2.3 Are the assumptions about delivery start dates and rates from the 
SDAs reasonable? 
The Council’s assumptions on lead-in times and delivery rates for the 
Strategic Development Areas (SDA) should be realistic and supported by 
parties responsible for delivery of these developments.  
 
2.4 Is it sound to rely on the headroom provided by the currently 
calculated supply of 12,948 dwellings (IC3) to cater for both unmet need 
from Leicestershire and any contingency allowance for slower than 
anticipated delivery from allocated and committed sites? 
It is not sound to rely on the headroom (+1,808 dwellings) provided by the 
housing land supply of 12,948 dwellings against a minimum housing 
requirement for Harborough of 11,140 dwellings to cater for both unmet need 
from Leicester and any contingency for slower than anticipated delivery from 
allocated / committed sites, non-implementation of existing consents, 
economic change and to provide choice in the housing market.  
 
The HBF agree that the Council should apply a flexibility contingency to its 
overall Housing Land Supply (HLS) so the Local Plan is responsive to 
changing circumstances and the housing requirement is treated as a 
minimum rather than a maximum ceiling. The HBF acknowledge that there 
can be no numerical formula to determine the appropriate quantum for a 
flexibility contingency but where a Local Plan or a particular settlement / 
locality is highly dependent upon one or relatively few large strategic sites 
greater numerical flexibility is necessary than in cases where supply is more 
diversified. As identified in Sir Oliver Letwin’s interim findings large housing 
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sites may be held back by numerous constraints including discharge of pre-
commencement planning conditions, limited availability of skilled labour, 
limited supplies of building materials, limited availability of capital, constrained 
logistics of sites, slow speed of installation by utility companies, difficulties of 
land remediation, provision of local transport infrastructure, absorption sales 
rates of open market housing and limitations on open market housing receipts 
to cross subsidise affordable housing. Therefore, the HBF suggests as large a 
contingency as possible (usually at least 20%) because as any proposed 
contingency becomes smaller so any in built flexibility reduces. If during the 
Examination any of the Council’s assumptions on lapse rates, windfall 
allowances and delivery rates were to be adjusted or any proposed housing 
site allocations were to be found unsound then any proposed contingency 
would be eroded. The Council’s proposed 16% contingency is too low to 
provide enough flexibility to meet its own minimum housing requirement and it 
is inappropriate to assert that it is also sufficient to meet unmet needs from 
Leicester. 
 
2.5 Given that the housing requirement would be the basis for the 
calculation of the 5 year housing supply, should it be increased beyond 
11,140 dwellings or 557 dpa now in order to allow for a proportion of 
unmet need for Leicester, or should there be a trigger in the plan which 
increases the requirement once the amount of unmet need has been 
quantified? 
As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) a fundamental 
outcome of compliance with the Duty to Co-operate is the delivery of full 
OAHN for market and affordable housing in the HMA. The NPPG states that a 
key element of examination is ensuring that there is sufficient certainty 
through formal agreements that an effective strategy will be in place to deal 
with strategic matters such as unmet housing needs when Local Plans are 
adopted (ID 9-017). This approach is re-enforced by the revised NPPF (para 
35c) published in July 2018 which states that Local Plans are examined to 
assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with legal and 
procedural requirements and whether they are sound. A Local Plan is sound if 
it is effective meaning that it is deliverable over the plan period and based on 
effective joint working on cross boundary strategic matters that have been 
dealt with rather than deferred as evidenced by a Statement of Common 
Ground (the HBF emphasis is underlined). 
 
To date the L&L HMA authorities have failed to resolve the re-distribution of 
declared unmet needs from Leicester. Since the beginning of the Charnwood 
Core Strategy Examination in March 2014 and the publication of the 2014 
SHMA it has been common knowledge that beyond 2028 Leicester would not 
be able to meet its own OAHN. The HBF do not believe that the extent of the 
unmet need from Leicester is as unquantified / unknown as the Council 
contends in its evidence. On 13th February 2017 Leicester City Council 
formally wrote to L&L HMA authorities declaring unmet needs (as at February 
2017) of potentially up to 11,840 dwellings by 2031 (see attached Appendix 
page 8 - 10). The L&L HMA authorities are procrastinating rather than 
resolving this key outcome from co-operation.  
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An early review as proposed by the Council is not the optimum policy 
mechanism by which to resolve unmet housing need because of the slow 
responsiveness of such reviews. It is suggested that ahead of any early 
review additional flexibility is provided by a larger contingency within the 
overall HLS which is greater than the currently proposed 16% (see HBF 
answer to Q2.4). The Council should also consider the allocation of 
developable reserve sites together with an appropriate release mechanism 
(see HBF answer to Matter 3 Q3.3).    
 
If there is to be an early Local Plan Review as proposed in Policy IMR1 to 
deal with unmet needs from Leicester then any trigger in the policy has to be 
meaningful. There is always the concern that a Council will not deliver at all or 
in a timely manner on its commitment to an early review. In Policy IMR1 there 
are three proposed review triggers which are (a) negative outcomes 
measured against the monitoring framework, (b) collaborative working with 
other L&L HMA authorities establishing further provision of OAHN in 
Harborough and (c) the non-statutory Leicester & Leicestershire Strategic 
Growth Plan (L&L SGP) setting out a different scale and distribution of 
development in Harborough. If an early review is triggered by (b) or (c) it will 
be commenced within 12 months. The problem is the lack of any timetable to 
initiate trigger (b). The concern is that after years of collaborative working 
between the L&L HMA authorities identified and declared unmet needs from 
Leicester continue to go unmet. It is possible that trigger (b) will never be 
initiated so it is totally ineffective. Trigger (c) is also ineffective in dealing with 
Leicester’s unmet housing needs. From the Draft L&L SGP consultation 
(ended on 5th April 2018) it is understood that the distribution of Leicester’s 
unmet housing need will be agreed and set out in a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) signed by the L&L HMA authorities which will form the 
basis for Local Plan preparation and review. The Draft L&L SGP states that 
the agreed distribution for the period 2011 – 2036 will be set out in a MoU 
which will be used as the basis for preparing or reviewing Local Plans with 
2036 as an end date. The L&L SGP is for the period post 2036 to 2050. 
 

For Policy IMR1 to be effective there should be a timetable. It is suggested 
that the wording is changed so that under Bullet Point (2) the Council commit 
to “complete” rather than “commence” and under Bullet Point (3) the review 
will be “commenced within 3 months and submitted for Examination within 2 
years”. Such modifications will ensure consistency with the North West 
Leicestershire Local Plan which also dealt with the same issue of unmet 
needs in the L&L HMA and was modified accordingly in its recently concluded 
Examination (see attached Appendix page 11).    
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