Boyer

Land West of Lutterworth
Road, Dunton Bassett

Stage 1 Hearing Sessions - Matters Issues &
Questions

Prepared on behalf of Richborough | July 26




Stage 1 Hearing Sessions - Matters Issues & Questions | Land West of Lutterworth Road, Dunton Bassett

Boyer

REPORT CONTROL
Project: Land West of Lutterworth Road, Dunton Bassett
Client: Richborough
Reference: 22.3018
Document and revision number Document No. IMS-F-18, Revision 3
File Origin: Click to add file location.
Primary Author ED
Checked By: CG
Issue Date Status Checked by
1 16.03.26 Draft CG
2 17.07.26 Client Issue CG
3 21.07.26 Final CG

Page 1



Stage 1 Hearing Sessions - Matters Issues & Questions | Land West of Lutterworth Road, Dunton Bassett

Boyer

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. Introduction 3

2. Response to Inspector’s Questions 4

Page 2



Stage 1 Hearing Sessions - Matters Issues & Questions | Land West of Lutterworth Road, Dunton Bassett

Boyer

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Boyer on behalf of Richborough in response
to the Inspectors’ Stage 1 Matters, Issues and Questions in relation to whether the
Harborough Local Plan meets the transitional arrangements of the 2024 NPPF at Paragraph
234(a).

1.2 Richborough (Respondent number 7443) are promoting the land west of Lutterworth Road,
Dunton Bassett for residential development with a capacity for approximately 50 dwellings.
The site is approximately 3.6ha and is located adjacent to the Dunton Bassett Cricket Club
and the existing built up form of the settlement.

1.3 Previous representations have been made by Boyer in relation to the site at both the
Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation (February 2024) and the Regulation 19
Consultation (April 2025).

14 This Hearing Statement includes a response to various initial questions posed by the
Inspectors.
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RESPONSE TO INSPECTOR’S QUESTIONS

By including Leicester’s unmet need as part of the draft housing requirement, does
the Plan accord with Para 234(a)?

In short, and in accordance with our previous representations, we contend that the Plan does
not accord with paragraph 234(a) of the 2024 NPPF and consider that Harborough District
Council (HDC) is not applying the transitional arrangements correctly by including Leicester
City's unmet housing need within the calculation used to determine whether the Plan meets
the 80% threshold.

Paragraph 234(a) is explicit that the relevant test is whether "the draft housing requirement is
at least 80% of the local housing need calculated using the standard method." The reference
is to the authority's local housing need, as calculated by the 2024 standard method, rather
than to a housing requirement that has been increased through the addition of unmet need
from another local planning authority.

Leicester's unmet housing need arises from a separate authority's inability to meet its own
needs within its administrative area. While Harborough's contribution to meeting that unmet
need may form part of the Plan's overall housing requirement and reflects previous cross-
boundary strategic planning, it does not form part of Harborough's own local housing need as
calculated by the standard method.

The purpose of paragraph 234(a) is to identify those plans that had progressed sufficiently
under the previous NPPF, and which already planned for a level of housing provision that
broadly reflected the authority's own objectively assessed need under the revised standard
method. Allowing authorities to include imported unmet need in order to reach the 80%
threshold would undermine the purpose of the transitional provisions by enabling authorities
whose own housing requirement falls significantly below the threshold to qualify through the
addition of housing required to meet another authority's needs.

Excluding Leicester's unmet need, Harborough's draft housing requirement amounts to
approximately 74% of its local housing need calculated under the 2024 standard method.
Consequently, the Plan does not satisfy the requirements of paragraph 234(a) and should not
benefit from the transitional arrangements.

Applying the 2024 standard method with the December 2024 affordability uplift, Harborough’s
local housing need is 723 dwellings per annum, of which 80% equates to a minimum of 579
dwellings per annum. HDC’s own housing requirement, excluding Leicester’s unmet need, is
only 534 dwellings per annum, which is around 45 dwellings per annum short of the 80%
threshold. It is only through the addition of the 123 dwellings per annum attributed to
Leicester’s unmet need, producing a combined figure of 657 dwellings per annum for the
period to 2036 (falling back to 534 dpa thereafter), that HDC contends the 80% threshold in
paragraph 234(a) is met.

Accordingly, Richborough submit that HDC's reliance on the inclusion of Leicester's unmet
need to demonstrate compliance with paragraph 234(a) is inconsistent with both the wording
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and the intent of the transitional provisions. Therefore, the Plan cannot be examined under
the NPPF (2023) as intended.

By excluding the unmet need, the draft housing requirement would only meet 74% of
the LHN. If this is the agreed approach what are the implications for the examination?

If the Inspectors conclude that Leicester's unmet housing need should not be included when
assessing compliance with paragraph 234(a) of the 2024 NPPF, then as noted previously,
Harborough's draft housing requirement would represent only 74% of its local housing need
as calculated using the 2024 standard method. Consequently, the Plan would not meet the
80% threshold required to benefit from the transitional arrangements.

The principal implication is that the Plan should be examined against the policies of the
December 2024 NPPF, rather than the previous version of the Framework. The transitional
provisions are clear that plans meeting less than 80% of local housing need do not qualify to
continue under the earlier policy regime.

This would require the examination to consider whether the submitted Plan is consistent with
the 2024 NPPF, including whether the proposed housing requirement, spatial strategy and
site allocations remain appropriate in light of the revised national policy. In particular, the
Council would need to demonstrate that the Plan has been positively prepared, is justified by
proportionate and up-to-date evidence, is effective and is consistent with national policy.

The Council would also need to review the housing requirement to reflect the local housing
need identified by the 2024 standard method. The higher housing requirement would require
consequential changes to the spatial strategy, site allocations, housing trajectory,
infrastructure planning, viability evidence and sustainability appraisal.

The extent to which these matters could be addressed through Main Modifications would be
for the Inspectors to determine. However, it is Richborough’s view that the changes required
to align the Plan with the 2024 NPPF would be substantial. This raises the question as to
whether they would amount to a fundamental alteration of the submitted Plan rather than
modifications capable of being made through the examination process. The Minister of State
for Housing and Planning, Matthew Pennycook MP, made clear in his letter 30" July 2024
that LPAs should not submit deficient plans believing that Inspectors will use significant time
and resource during the examinations to fix’ them. The letter confirms “pragmatism should
not be used to address fundamental issues, which would be likely to require pausing or
delaying examination process for over six months overall’. The Minister’s more recent letter
on Local Plan deliverability and viability (dated 15 July 2026) does not change matters. The
plan is flawed as drafted and beyond rectification through this examination process. It should
be withdrawn and a new plan prepared that accords with the Framework.

Accordingly, if the agreed approach is that Leicester's unmet need should be excluded from
the paragraph 234(a) assessment, it is Richborough’s view that the Plan does not benefit
from the transitional arrangements and should instead be assessed against the requirements
of the 2024 NPPF. Therefore, the examination should not proceed.
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If it is concluded the Plan should be examined against the 2024 NPPF, what would the
implications be for the soundness of the examination?

Examining the Plan against the 2024 NPPF would require the Inspectors to test it against the
four tests of soundness in paragraph 36: that it has been positively prepared, is justified, is
effective, and is consistent with national policy. We consider that, as currently drafted, the
Plan would not satisfy each of these tests.

To be positively prepared, the Plan would need to meet the objectively assessed housing
need identified by the 2024 standard method in full, together with an appropriate contribution
to Leicester City's unmet need agreed through the Statement of Common Ground, and an
appropriate buffer (as confirmed in Paragraph 36 c). As set out above, the Plan currently falls
well short of this on each element.

To be justified, the evidence base underpinning the housing requirement is, in key respects,
out of date. The Plan is based on a 2020 start date and includes completions from 2020-
2023 in its supply figures. Furthermore, the majority of the supporting evidence post-date
2020 and, in our view, points to a 2025 start date at the very earliest. On a corrected plan
period, the completions relied upon in Table 2 of the Plan (2,965 dwellings) would fall away,
reducing supply to approximately 11,874 dwellings against the stated requirement.

To be effective, the Plan should be deliverable over its full period. For the reasons set out in
further detail in our representations, Richborough consider that the plan is not considered to
be deliverable. The Housing Trajectory (as proposed to be modified by S-NLP15, albeit
remains largely unaltered) relies on unrealistic commencement dates and build-out rates for
the three strategic allocations, is not accompanied by a deliverable five year housing land
supply position that can be demonstrated on adoption (under the 2024 NPPF) and depends
on affordable housing and infrastructure assumptions that HDC's own Viability Report shows
to be, at best, marginal. The Plan also fails to allocate any sites in small villages despite
acknowledging an identified need of 350 dwellings (including 49 in Dunton Bassett), which
further undermines effective delivery in the short to medium term and increases the risk of
speculative, unplanned development coming forward to fill the gap.

To be consistent with national policy, a Plan that provides only 74% of local housing need,
does not evidence an appropriate buffer, and concentrates the great majority of growth in a
small number of large strategic sites without regard to proportionate distribution across the
settlement hierarchy, would not, in our view, be consistent with the presumption in favour of
sustainable development or the plan-led system as set out in the NPPF (2024).

We consider that addressing these matters would require substantive changes to the housing
requirement, spatial strategy, site allocations and housing trajectory, and not simply a
recalculation of numbers. As such the plan is considered fundamentally unsound as drafted
and cannot be made sound without wholesale changes. It is our contention the examination
should be halted, and the LPA withdraw the plan.
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